CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments

10.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

In total, twelve comment letters regarding the DSEIR were received during the review period from one

state department, one organization, and nine individuals. Table 10-1 (Comment Letters Received on the

Draft SEIR) provides a comprehensive list of commenters in the order that they are presented in this

section.

Table 10-1 Comment Letters Received on the Draft SEIR

Page Where Page Where
No. Commenter/Organization Abbreviation Comment Begins | Response Begins
STATE DEPARTMENTS
1 gzmég‘fgica” Heritage NAHC 10-3 10-45
ORGANIZATIONS
2 | Claremont Land Group CLG (Includes letters no. 7 and 8 below) 10-8 10-46
INDIVIDUALS

3 | Baretich, Mary Jo BAR 10-19 10-64

4 | Bauer, Ralph BAU 10-22 10-70

5 | Davisson, Diane DAV 10-25 10-74

6 | Duffy, Warren DUF 10-27 10-77

7 | Franklin, Robert FRA (Duplicate—also included in letter no. 2 above) 10-28 10-77

8 | Geisse, M.D., Larry GEI1 (Duplicate—also included in letter no. 2 above) 10-33 10-78

9 | Geisse, M.D., Larry GEI2 10-35 10-79

10 | Mannion, Norma Jean MAN 10-36 10-79

11 | Murphy, Eileen MUR 10-37 10-80

12 | Urette, Linda URE 10-39 10-82

In addition to the written comments noted above, 13 verbal comments were received at the Huntington
Beach Senior Center Draft SEIR Public Information Meeting held on October 12, 2011, as outlined
below.
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Table 10-2 Verbal Comments Received at the Draft SEIR Public Information Meeting
Page Where Page Where
Commenter Abbreviation Comment Begins Response Begins
PuBLIC TESTIMONY (DRAFT SEIR MEETING)
Baretich, Mary Jo BAR-V 10-42 10-86
Bauer, Ralph BAU-V 10-42 10-88
Dettloff, Bob DET-V 10-42 10-88
Donovan, Nancy DON-V 10-42 10-88
Durette, Linda DUR-V 10-42 10-89
Franklin, Bob BFRA-V 10-43 10-91
Franklin, Karen KFRA-V 10-43 10-91
Geddes, Tim GED-V 10-43 10-91
Livengood, Tom LIV-V 10-43 10-92
Mannion, Norma Jean MAN-V 10-44 10-93
McCready, Melissa MCC-V 10-44 10-94
Murphy, Eileen MUR-V 10-44 10-95
White, Mindy WHI-V 10-44 10-95

This chapter of the Final SEIR contains all comments received on the DSEIR during the public review
period, as well as the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments. Reasoned, factual responses have
been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significant environmental issues.
Detailed responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue; however, a general
response has been provided where the comment is relatively general. Although some letters may raise
legal or planning issues, these issues do not always constitute significant environmental issues. Therefore,
the comment has been noted, but no response has been provided. Generally, the responses to comments
provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the DSEIR.

10.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

This section contains the original comment letters, which have been bracketed to isolate the individual
comments, followed by a section with the responses to the comments within the letter. As noted above,
and stated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b), comments that raise significant
environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are outside of the scope of CEQA
review will be forwarded for consideration to the decision-makers as part of the project approval process.
In some cases, a response may refer the reader to a previous response, if that previous response
substantively addressed the same issues.

10-2 Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR
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10.2.1  State Departments

B Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), September 21, 2011
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10.2.2  Organizations
B Claremont Land Group (CLG, FRA, and GIE), October 31, 2011

10-8 Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR
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10.2.3 Individuals
B Baretich, Mary Jo (BAR), October 28, 2011
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M Bauer, Ralph (BAU), October 21, 2011
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B Davisson, Diane (DAV), October 31, 2011
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M Duffy, Warren (DUF), October 28, 2011
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B Franklin, Robert (FRA duplicate), October 20, 2011
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M Geisse, M.D., Larry (GEI1 duplicate), October 25, 2011
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M Geisse, M.D., Larry (GEI2), October 31, 2011
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B Mannion, Norma Jean (MAN), October 25, 2011
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B Murphy, Eileen (MUR), October 21, 2011

Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR 10-37



CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments ‘

10-38 Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR



CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments ‘

M Urette, Linda (URE), October 31, 2011
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10.2.4  Public Testimony (Draft SEIR Meeting)

B Verbal Comments Received at the Draft SEIR Public Information
Meeting
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10.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DSEIR

10.3.1

State Departments

B Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), September 21, 2011

NAHC-1

NAHC-2

NAHC-3

NAHC-4

This comment contains introductory statements. No further response is required.

This comment provides information on the provisions regarding historic or aesthetic
significant resources as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The comment states that Native American cultural resources were not
identified for the proposed project during a Sacred Lands Inventory search. In
addition, this comment provides information regarding the use of the term “Sacred
Site” as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and the
California Legislature in California Public Resources Code. This comment contains
information that is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR,
and does not raise any specific environmental issue. Comment has been noted and no
further response is required.

This portion of the comment states that Native American tribes in the area of the
proposed project should be consulted since culturally affiliated tribes and individuals
may have knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic
properties in the project area. The NAHC states that contact information for the
culturally affiliated tribes and individuals have been provided at the end of the
comment letter. This comment also describes federal and State regulations and
requirements associated with Native American cultural and historic resources.

Atkins (formerly PBS&J) archaeologists utilized the contact list for the culturally
affiliated tribes and individuals to conduct informal data gathering for the presence of
Native American resources within the project area. The summary is provided on
Subsequent EIR (SEIR) page 4.4-4, Table 4.4-1 (Archaeological Sites in and within
0.5 Mile of the Project Site). According to the summary, there are six prehistoric
archaeological resources recorded within a 0.5 mile of the project site and one of
them, CA-ORA-142, is partially located within the project site. Testing conducted in
2007 confirmed that the site had been largely destroyed and that remaining, intact
cultural deposits are unlikely. In addition, one historic resource is recorded within a
half mile of the project site (30-150064), but is not located within the project site.

This comment contains information that is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue.
Comment has been noted and no further response is required.

This comment provides information on the federal and State regulations regarding
the protection of confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural
significance.” The comment provides information on the disclosure process of

Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR 10-45
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NAHC-5

NAHC-6

10.3.2

religious and/or culturally significant resources to the public. This comment contains
information that is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR,
and does not raise any specific environmental issue. The comment has been noted
and no further response is required.

This comment provides information regarding provisions on accidental discovery of
archeological resources and human remains. Mitigation measures MM4.4-1(a),
MM4.4-1(b) and MM4.4-1(c) on SEIR pages 4.4-10 through 4.4-11 would ensure the
monitoring of construction activities by a qualified professional and require scientific
recovery and evaluation of any archaeological or paleontological resources that might
be encountered. In addition, mitigation measure SEIR MM4.4-3 on page 4.4-12
reflects provisional measures in case human remains are discovered. Mitigation
measure MM4.4-3 would ensure appropriate examination, treatment, and protection
of human remains, as required by law. No further response is required.

This comment provides closing remarks. The comment encourages the consultation
and ongoing relationship between the Native American tribes, lead agencies, project
proponents and their contractors. Lastly, this portion of the comment provides the
actual contact information for culturally affiliated tribes and individuals.

As discussed in written comment NAHC-3 above, the list of culturally affiliated tribes
and individuals provided by the NAHC was utilized by Atkins (formerly PBS&])
archaeologists to conduct informal data gathering regarding the presence of Native
American resources within the project area. The summary is provided on SEIR page
4.4-4, Table 4.4-1 (Archaeological Sites in and within 0.5 Mile of the Project Site).
The remainder of the comment provides information and closing remarks. No
further response is required.

Organizations

M Claremont Land Group (CLG), October 31, 2011

CLG-1

10-46

This comment contains introductory statements and also stated that they did not
receive proper notice regarding the Draft SEIR. Notices were sent to the public
within a 2,000-foot radius and were also provided in newspapers and on the City
website. Copies of the Draft SEIR were made available at Library and City Hall.
Additionally, the notice was sent to the commenter’s address and one of the named
petitioners (Mindy White, Verbal Comments below).

This comment also mentions that two comment letters (from Robert Franklin and
Larry Geisse, M.D.) were incorporated into this comment letter as attachments. This
comment contains information that is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. No
further response is required.

Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR
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This comment provides background information regarding the Senior Center project
and a summary of the history of the proposed project, including Measure T and
Quimby Fund, from the commenter’s perspective.

The DSEIR provides similar site background and project background on SEIR pages
3-9 through 3-10. A detailed discussion regarding the Quimby Act funds in relation to
the proposed project is provided on SEIR pages 4.11-14 through 4.11-15. This
comment contains information that is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. No
further response is required.

This comment expresses concern about the approval and funding for the proposed
Senior Center. This comment also states the views of the commenter regarding the
ballot measure and other aspects of the project unrelated to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the DSEIR. However, the commenter concluded that these
concerns would be addressed at a later time and that comments will only be provided
on the Draft SEIR.

The comment also contains a form of introductory statement. The comment is not a
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any
specific environmental issue. The commenter’s opinion and disapproval has been
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. No
further response is required.

This comment states that the Draft SEIR has not addressed the court’s instruction to
the City to consider the impacts of the loss of parkland and the loss in the
opportunity to replace the parkland with the Quimby Act funds. The comment also
states that the cost of the proposed project site has not been considered and the
Draft SEIR discussion should include losing both open space and economic losses.

According to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice
Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense
Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261 filed on
December 15, 2009 (court ruling), the court ruled in favor of the City and stated that
the City could use in-lieu funds from the Pacific City project to finance the senior
center. The courts however, did note that the previous EIR did not discuss the loss of
open space throughout the City, caused by the City’s use of all of the Pacific City
project’s Quimby fees to construct the senior center instead of obtaining or creating
additional parklands or open space.'

Fees collected from Quimby funds can be utilized to improve existing parkland,
upgrade other facilities, acquire park property, or acquire property in Central Park

1 Supetior Coutrt of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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CLG-5

10-48

that the City does not currently own; meaning that the City is not required to utilize
the Quimby funds for any one recreational opportunity, nor for an opportunity
directly related to the project the Quimby Fund was collected from. However, funds
cannot be used for the operation or maintenance of park facilities.

As discussed on DSEIR pages 4.11-14 through 4.11-15, use of all of the Quimby
funds for the senior center project would mean that the money would not be
available for acquisition of parkland, open space, or upgrading existing facilities in the
City. However, the proposed senior center project would not result in the loss of City
parkland, similar to how the development of other City facilities in parks throughout
the City did not result in the loss of parkland (i.e., the Central Library, Murdy
Community Center, Edison Community Center, Lake Park Clubhouse, etc.). Further,
as discussed on DSEIR pages 4.11-12 and 4.11-13, the General Plan has established a
“parkland to population” ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 persons. Currently, the City meets
the City’s adopted park standard and is not deficient in parkland. The proposed
project does not contribute to an additional residential population such that a
reduction in the City’s current parkland ratio of 5.25 acres per 1,000 residents would
occur. To this end, the proposed senior center project does not result in a significant
impact to park opportunities Citywide, and no mitigation resulting from a deficiency
in parkland would be required. Therefore, the use of Quimby funds for the senior
center project rather than land acquisition or other park improvement projects
becomes a policy decision and not an environmental matter. As an aside, CEQA does
not require an economic analysis of a proposed project and, as such, a discussion of
the “economic sense” of the proposed project was not provided, per commenter’s
suggestion.

Generally, this comment suggests that the proposed project is not consistent with the
Project Description contained in the DSEIR. The comment states that the project is
not correctly described and that the senior center is, in fact, “... a huge community
and banquet facility”. The comment goes on to state that the structure is so large that
“... it requires use for commercial and semi-commercial purposes such as banquet
facilities and weddings, meeting rooms, and the like in order to be sustaining.” Finally,
the commenter suggests that there are economic consequences of the “huge size” of

the project but that only environmental impacts will be discussed.

Regarding the size of the senior center, as described on DSEIR page 3-9, a feasibility
study was prepared for the proposed senior center use in 2006. The size and location
of the senior center facility studied in the Draft EIR and Draft SEIR was taken
directly from this feasibility study to accommodate the need of the anticipated senior
population within the City of Huntington Beach, as discussed on DSEIR page 3-9.
The description, design, and location of the proposed senior center is consistent with
this feasibility study, and space for “commercial and semi-commercial uses”, as
referenced by the commenter, was not added to the size of the facility necessary for
senior services.

Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR
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Further, it is important to understand that use of the senior center for public
meetings and public or private events would be ancillary to the facility’s primary use
as a senior center and would not be a commercial enterprise to financially sustain the
senior center, as suggested by the commenter. The primary use of the senior center is
to provide services for seniors such as the Seniors Outreach Program, which includes
transportation, meals, and counseling and visitation services. However, there are
times throughout the day and week that the space(s) would not be occupied by senior
activities. As an amenity to the community, meeting and multi-purpose rooms could
be made available for use for meetings and social functions (public meeting rooms,
weddings, and banquet facilities). This would be similar to space available in the
Central Library which is frequently used for events such as community meetings and
public EIR meetings (as an example). However, use of the senior center for special
activities or receptions is not a requirement to fund the senior center. Fees taken in
for facility rental are not for profit, but rather are used to provide staff at these events
and to cover facility operating costs (during an event) as well as for on-going facility
maintenance. The senior center would operate similarly to all other facilities in the
City with respect to required permits and fees (i.e., Edison Community Center,
Central Library, Lake Park Clubhouse). Finally, while the senior center will operate as
an amenity to all Huntington Beach residents, as discussed above, the primary
purpose of the center is for senior services.

Opverall, this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the
DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. This comment has been
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. No further
response is required.

This comment states that the alternatives selected to be analyzed are flawed and
ignored the suggestions made by the public. The comment states that an alternative
site east of Goldenwest Street should have been considered, as it could utilize existing
infrastructure on the east side of Goldenwest Street and would eliminate visual
impacts as identified for the proposed project.

The alternative sites that were selected were based on the Huntington Beach Senior
Center Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study) prepared by LPA, Inc. and TSMG, Inc. in
2006. The proposed alternative sites were selected based on criteria used for the
Feasibility Study. Further, per the court ruling, the City was required to address
specific alternatives and alternative sites including the Kettler School Alternative Site,
for which the DSEIR was prepared. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the
discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives capable of either avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant environmental effects of the project.” The City
is not required to address every Alternative suggested by the public or decision-

2 Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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CLG-7

CLG-8

10-50

makers. The discussion regarding selection of alternatives and alternative sites is
provided under Methodology for Selection of Alternative on DSEIR pages 6-1 through 6-4.
Discussion of alternatives determined to be infeasible is provided on DSEIR pages
6-4 through 6-7.

The commenter is not specific as to which location east of Goldenwest Street they
are referring to. However, due to the reference to the parking lot, it is assumed that
they are referring to the Sports Complex site. The area proposed by the commenter is
a former landfill with soil cover depth at approx 15 to 16 feet before trash is reached.
During the sports complex site layout and design, it was recommended to avoid
excavation of landfill materials during grading and construction of the sports
complex. As such, the site is limited as to placement of structures and based on
existing programming of the area, space for the senior center is not available. Further,
the conceptual grading for the senior center at the proposed location would excavate
up to approximately 10 feet at the proposed site to support the senior center
structure. Due to the soil conditions under the Sports Complex parking lot, this site
may require deeper excavation due to the potential for settlement and poses greater
potential geology and soils impacts. In addition, there is an active methane
extraction/landfill gas system that creates potential for greater hazards/hazardous
materials impacts both to the public and workers. No further response is required.

This comment states that the Draft SEIR “... does not consider redesign of the
project to allow for less intrusive alternatives.” Further, the commenter suggests ...
a more modest structure dealing only with specific senior issues.” See Response
CLG-5 regarding the size of the proposed senior center and how it was derived. See
Response CLG-6 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed.

Further, Alternative 2 (Reduced Project/Alternative Configuration) provides a revised
configuration of the project elements on the identified 5-acre project site with a
reduced size/intensity. An analysis of environmental impacts associated with
implementation of this alternative is provided on DSEIR pages 6-14 through 6-23.
Alternative 2 would result in less air quality, hydrology/water quality, noise,
transportation/traffic, and utilities/setvice system impacts than the proposed project.
No further response is required.

This comment states that the Draft SEIR does not consider decentralization of the
activities to allow the use of existing buildings but instead looks only at a single
facility in a single location. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is devoid of any
justification of such analysis. The comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to explain
why existing buildings could not be used for some, if not all, of the activities planned
for the “super center-sized” project. The comment states that other existing
commercial buildings offer opportunities to provide a senior center at a lower cost.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the discussion of alternatives must focus on
alternatives capable of either avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
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environmental effects of the project. See Response CLG-5 regarding the size of the
proposed senior center and how it was derived. See Response CLG-6 regarding the
range of alternatives analyzed. Further, per DSEIR page 06-5, use, remodel, or
repurposing of the existing Rodgers Senior Center structure; construction or
repurposing of Satellite Senior Centers (utilizing multiple, smaller buildings including
the school buildings tangentially identified by the commenter); and using existing,
vacant commercial space within the City were analyzed (and ultimately dismissed as
project alternatives) in DSEIR Section 6.2, on DSEIR pages 6-4 through 6-7.
Additionally, explanation of the alternative site selection was provided under
“Methodology for Selection of Alternative” on DSEIR pages 6-1 through 6-4. No
further response is required.

This comment states that the Draft SEIR assumes a design picked by the developer
and fails to consider a design that has less impact on the environment. The comment
states that other jurisdictions have designed their recreational facilities to have little
impact on views and provide much less impact on recreational amenities, unlike the
proposed alternatives.

See Response CLG-5 regarding the size of the proposed senior center and how it was
derived. Further, it should be noted that the design of the senior center was not
determined by the project developer/builder. The City determined the program needs
and associated space requirements and provided that information to the architects
and building designers prior to preparing the conceptual site layout and floor plan.

See Response CLG-6 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed. Further, contrary
to the commentet’s statement, Alternative2 (Reduced Project/Alternative
Configuration) of the DSEIR did analyze a project alternative that would potentially
reduce impacts to the proposed project (although not necessarily below a less-than-
significant level). It should be noted that the proposed design has gone through
review by the Design Review Board. Additionally, a new project objective was added
during the process of preparation of the DSEIR (that was not incorporated in the
2007 Draft EIR) that incorporates LEED and green building principles to emphasize
the City’s priority of minimizing environmental impacts and promoting
environmental sustainability. The concerns of the proposed design selection
associated with the alternative sites have been noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration. No further response is required.

This comment states that the comparison between the available school sites and the
project are unfair. The commenter suggests that the analysis of the school sites is
given deferential treatment to the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) principle (identified as a project objective). The commenter also suggests
that not all of the traffic impacts of the proposed project would be realized for the
school alternatives because the project would be reduced in size (including a loss of
banquet and wedding facilities, as alleged by the commenter) to fit into these existing
structures.
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10-52

LEED standards, and their potential incorporation, are not a CEQA threshold or an
issue required for environmental analysis. In the case at hand, independent of the
environmental or CEQA analysis, one of the proposed project objectives included the
following:

Utilize sound green-building practices during construction and operation of the
facility by incorporating those standards found in the Cal Green Building Code
and, as feasible, Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
Green Building Rating System to maximize efficiencies and demonstrate the
City’s commitment to tesponsible leadership in the area of sustainable
development.

The intent of this objective is to ensure that construction and operational activities
reduce the short- and long-term impacts to the environment and do not individually
list the LEED perspective or the specific principle of utilizing existing structures
where possible. The mention of this objective and the LEED reference in Chapter 6
(Alternatives to the Proposed Project) is to identify whether or not an alternative
satisfies the objectives identified for the proposed project. The school site alternatives
would result in the reuse and modification of existing older buildings to
accommodate the proposed senior center facility. Since these alternatives would
include modification of an existing structure and would not change the building
materials, these alternatives would not involve green construction materials or green
building practices to the extent a new building could. Additionally, existing heating,
cooling, plumbing, and electrical systems of older buildings are less energy efficient
when compared to these systems in new buildings.

Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, the alternatives analysis included in the
DSEIR does consider that, if a school site were chosen, changes to the proposed
project size and uses would need to take place. As described on DSEIR page 6-32,
the proposed Kettler School Alternative Site currently has a structure of
approximately 38,412 square feet that would be reused and modified for the proposed
senior center facility. As described on DSEIR page 6-45, the Park View School site is
currently developed with a structure that is 56,837 square feet in size. This would
accommodate the senior center, as proposed, but could also accommodate some
design changes so that the existing structure could be reused. The subsequent
environmental analysis of these alternatives may not result in the impacts anticipated
or desired by the commenter but the intent of the commenter’s analysis suggestions
has been met. Refer to CLG-5 regarding economic viability and banquet facilities.

Traffic impacts are not based solely on the proposed facility uses. Traffic analysis
takes into consideration the existing traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of a
project or alternative site, the potential addition of or changes to trip generation and
distribution in said vicinity, and the traffic impacts resulting from implementation of
the proposed project or alternative. The Huntington Beach Senior Center
Supplemental Alternatives Traffic Evaluation (Traffic Evaluation) was prepared by
Urban Crossroads on August 3, 2011. According to the Traffic Evaluation, the
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Kettler School Alternative site (as discussed on pages 6-43 to 6-44) and the Park View
School Alternative site (as discussed on page 6-57) would have a greater impact on
traffic than the proposed project site based on the location, adjacent uses, local access
(through residential uses), and parking.’ No further response is required.

This comment states that the General Plan analysis is inadequate and that the Draft
SEIR should provide a complete analysis of current and changing recreational needs
of the City. The commenter goes on to state that the Draft SEIR did not consider the
objections of young people at prior the hearings and recommends consideration of a
more modest center.

In response to the court ruling, the General Plan Amendment is necessary to
incorporate and update the Central Park Master Plan.* Comments provided by all
attendees at previous community meetings were addressed in the previous Draft EIR
and Final EIR, as well as in the current Draft SEIR. See Responses CLG-5 and
CLG-06 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed. As discussed under Response
CLG-4, use of park funds for a senior center is a policy decision for the City’s
decision makers based on priority and is not an environmental issue.

The applicable General Plan goals and policies relating to recreation issues, including
established standards for parkland based on population, are discussed on DSEIR
pages 4.11-7 through 4.11-9. An analysis of the applicable General Plan goals and
policies with respect to the proposed project are discussed under the consistency
analysis portion of the regulatory framework of each environmental issue area. In
addition, implementation of the proposed project would include a General Plan
Amendment (GPA) to update and incorporate the Central Park Master Plan into the
Recreation and Community Services Element. The Central Park Master Plan would
re-designate the project site from a low-intensity area to a high-intensity area, and
would accommodate the development of the proposed senior center on the project
site (refer to page 4.11-15 of the DSEIR). The comment has been noted and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers prior to project approval. No further response is
required.

The alternative sites that were selected were based on the Huntington Beach Senior
Center Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study) prepared by LPA, Inc. and TSMG, Inc. in
2006. The proposed alternative sites were selected based on specific criteria described
in the Feasibility Study (Appendix 12). The City is not required to address every
Alternative suggested by the public or decision-makers. The discussion regarding
selection of alternatives and alternative sites is provided under “Methodology for
Selection of Alternative” on DSEIR pages 6-1 through 6-4. Discussion of alternatives
determined to be infeasible is provided on DSEIR pages 6-4 through 6-7. In addition,

3 Urban Crossroads, Huntington Beach Senior Center Supplemental Alternatives Traffic Evaluation (Revised) (August 3, 2011).

4 Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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this comment contains conclusion statements for the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter and information that is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. No
further response is required.

This is the first attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s comment letter. The
attachment is a letter from Robert Franklin to the City of Huntington Beach
Department of Planning and Building dated October 20, 2011. This letter from
Robert Franklin was also submitted directly by Mr. Franklin and is addressed again
later as Response FRA.

This portion of the comment contains introductory statements including a summary
of the proposed project. This comment also expresses general concern over the
proposed project. This comment contains information that is not a direct comment
on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific
environmental issue. Comment has been noted and no further response is required.

This comment summarizes the purpose of a General Plan and its elements. The
comment provides information and is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The comment does not raise any specific environmental
issue. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers for
their consideration and no further response is required.

The comment questions the use, goals and objectives of parks and the Central Park in
the General Plan. In addition the comment questions if a master plan document for
the Central Park exists, and if so, requests that it be provided in the Draft SEIR.

The site was previously analyzed as part of the City’s 1999 Master EIR for the Master
Plan of Recreation Uses for Central Park (Master EIR) and was considered for use as
a low-intensity recreation area, although this use was never developed on site.
Development of the proposed project would require a change in designation from
low to high intensity recreation on the 5-acre project site. The remainder of the 14-
acre undeveloped area would remain designated as low intensity. The proposed
project would require an amendment to the existing recreational use designation for
the project site as designated by the Central Park Master Plan. The proposed project
would require an amendment to the Recreation and Community Services Element of
the City’s General Plan to incorporate the Central Park Master Plan of Uses and
update it to reflect the proposed senior center. The proposed changes to the Central
Park Master Plan of Uses would be incorporated in the Recreation and Community
Services Element as Figure RCS-2 and is depicted in DSEIR Figure 3-9 (Central Park
Master Plan of Uses) identifying the land uses for Central Park. DSEIR pages 3-19 to
3-20 identify text changes on page III-RCS-2 of the Recreation and Community
Services Element for the amendment.

A list of all the General Plan goals and policies applicable to the proposed project are
listed under the Regulatory Framework portion of each environmental issue area. The
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site background and project background information (referenced by the commenter)
are provided on DSEIR pages 3-8 through 3-10. Information regarding the Central
Park site previous analysis as part of the City’s 1999 Master Plan EIR for the Master
Plan of Recreation Uses for Central Park is provided on DSEIR page 3-8. Master
Plans, General Plans and past EIRs are public record and documents are available to
the public at the City Department of Planning and Building public counter. No
further response is required.

The comment suggests that the proposed project title should be revised to include a
reference to the proposed GPA. In addition, the comment suggests that the proposed
project should also be revised to include Community in the title. The title of the
project is not required to include reference to all requested actions of a proposed
project and generally functions only to identify the project for easy reference by the
City, public and other agencies. As such, additional language in the project title is not
warranted. The community center designation as suggested by the commenter is not
required. See Response CLG-5. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded
to decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval. No further response is
required.

This comment provides arguments as to why “Community Center” should be added
to the proposed project title by accurately summarizing some of the proposed project
characteristics including size of the site, height of the building and the number of
parking spaces although no correlation as to why this would result in a change to the
project title is provided. See Response CLG-16. The comment has been noted and
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval.
No further response is required.

This comment accurately summarizes the hours of operation of the proposed senior
center as outlined in the Draft SEIR and expresses concern over the hours of
operation for special activities and events. The comment also suggests that these
special activities and events are not defined in the DSEIR and could result in noise
impacts to existing residential areas to the north and west of the project site.

As stated on DSEIR page 3-18, the proposed senior center would be used for a
variety of recreational programs and activities serving senior citizens. The primary
uses of the senior center include recreation and social services for seniors such as the
Seniors Outreach Program, which includes transportation, meals, and counseling and
visitation services. As stated on DSEIR page 3-18, when these standard recreational
and social programs are not using the rooms within the proposed senior center, the
facility could be used for public meetings or receptions. Typical hours of operation
would range from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM for normal operations, with special programs
and classes available until 10:00 PM. Special events, such as wedding receptions, would
be permitted to use the multi-purpose room Friday and Saturday nights until
12:00 AM. The proposed project hours of operation is consistent with other senior
centers within the region. For example, the Center at Founders Village in the City of
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Fountain Valley is another senior center that holds special events. Hours of operation
for special events at the Fountain Valley Senior Center are on Fridays from 7:00 PM to
12:00 AM., Saturdays from 8:00 AM to 12:00 AM and Sundays from 3:00 PM to
12:00 AM.

As discussed on DSEIR page 4.9-16 and 4.9-20, according to data referenced by the
Environmental Protection Agency, normal human conversation produces noise levels
of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately three feet and attenuates at a rate of 6dBA
per each doubling of distance. The closest sensitive receptor is located approximately
800 feet to the west of the proposed project site. As such the noise associated with
human conversation from special events at the senior center would be reduced to
approximately 43 dBA at the closest sensitive receptor, below the City of Huntington
Beach Noise Ordinance Exterior Noise Standards. In addition, as discussed beginning
on DSEIR page 4-20, special events held during operation of the senior center could
include additional noise and would be required to comply with the City of
Huntington Beach Noise Ordinance exterior noise standards. In addition, the City
facility rental regulations have mandatory conditions, prohibited activities and security
requirements that also apply to the use of the proposed project for special events. For
example, per City municipal code 13.48.080 sound amplifying systems within any park
or facility are not permitted. DJ’s are allowed only indoors and if the music or sound
could be heard outside then it is an indication the music is too loud. In addition
pursuant to City municipal code 13.48.110 alcohol cannot be consumed in outdoor
areas of the park or in park parking lots. A “nightclub” type of environment would
not be permitted per the City municipal code and the City facility rental regulations.

In compliance with this regulation, and to prevent noise impacts to nearby residences,
the noise level of senior center operations as heard from nearby residences would be
no greater than 55 dBA from 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM and 50 dBA from 10:00 PM to
7:00 AM. Therefore, increased noise associated with operation of the senior center,
including those associated with special events, would be required to adhere to the
established standards. Additionally, measurement of the current noise levels in the
area was taken in November 2011 to ensure that accurate analysis of noise impacts
was prepared.

Finally, contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, analysis of potential noise impacts of
the proposed senior center, including special activities and events (as defined in the
2007 Draft EIR and Draft SEIR), was included in both the 2007 Draft EIR and Draft
SEIR. No further response is required.

This comment states that the proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA) to change
recreation uses on the 5-acre project site from low intensity to high intensity
recreation uses should be the primary focus of the Draft SEIR.

Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the DSEIR provides a description of the proposed
project characteristics, one component of which is the proposed GPA. The analysis
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of the change of the 5-acre project site from low intensity to high intensity
recreational uses (the GPA) and the associated senior center construction is discussed
comprehensively throughout the DSEIR, as appropriate with respect to each
environmental issue area. See Responses CLLG-11 and CLG-15. No further response
is required.

The comment states that the GPA analysis does not provide adequate quantitative
information such as a complete inventory of acreage devoted to active or passive
uses, a definition and inventory of the types of land use intensities (low, medium or
high), nor a comparison of internal and external consistency with the General Plan.
Further, the comment states that the Draft SEIR should be revised to include more
analysis.

A map to identify the existing and proposed land uses within Central Park is provided
in Figure 3-9 (Central Park Master Plan of Uses) on DSEIR page 3-21. Information
regarding the total acreage for Central Park and the description of active and passive
uses is provided on DSEIR pages 3-19 and 4.11-13. The DSEIR states that 125 acres
have been developed or planned for active use while the remaining 218 acres of
Central Park have been developed or planned for passive uses. Active uses are
described in Section 4.11 (Recreation) of the DSEIR to include the Sports Complex,
Central Library, equestrian center, dog park, and the Parks Trees and Landscape yard,
as well as miscellaneous facilities such as the bandstand, amphitheatre, restaurants, the
youth shelter, and Adventure Playground. Passive uses include barbeque and picnic
amenities, restrooms, tot-lots, open turf areas, and parking uses. A qualitative analysis
of the 5-acre senior center site conversion from passive to active parkland is
adequately discussed in DSEIR Section 4.11 (Recreation).

The City does not maintain an inventory of acreage of the low, medium and high
intensity recreation designations. In fact, these designations were not utilized city-
wide until the Central Park Master Plan was processed in 1999. The designations were
used only for those areas that were not otherwise developed or programmed with a
use/activity, or planned for something specific. These designations were used to
provide an indication of the level of use or activity that would be developed or
programmed in that particular area at a future time and are not necessarily
representative of any one type of use. No additional analysis is warranted in the
DSEIR and no further response is required.

This comment requests that the Master Plan of Central Park Uses be attached as an
appendix to the Draft SEIR, suggesting that the associated GPA discussion in the
Draft SEIR does not make sense.

DSEIR Figure 3-9 (Central Park Master Plan of Uses) shows the existing and
proposed Central Park Master Plan of Uses and provides the relevant information
from the Central Park Master Plan of Uses as it relates to the environmental analysis
of the proposed project. In addition, a detailed analysis of the ratio of passive to
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active recreational uses with respect to the GPA is provided in DSEIR Section 4.11
(Recreation). Specifically, DSEIR page 4.11-13 states that the total acreage of Central
Park is 343 acres, 125 acres of which have been developed or planned for active use
and the remaining 218 acres have been developed or planned for passive uses. As
such, the acreage in Central Park is divided into approximately 63.5 percent passive
use areas and 36.5 percent active use areas. The change in 5 acres from passive to
active uses for the proposed senior center project would constitute a small, less than
significant percentage reduction (1.5 percent) in passive use areas within Central Park.
Further, the commenter is not specific as to what portions of the analysis provided in
the DSEIR do not make sense. As such, no further response is required.

The comment states that the proposed project represents an incremental chipping
away of passive open space in Central Park, which they consider to be a very valuable
resource in the City. The comment states that the General Plan Amendment
discussion does not properly evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project to
Central Park and the City’s Park system. Lastly, the comment requests information on
why the proposed site is still vacant and undeveloped, and the allocation of
development in-lieu fees.

Regarding the proposed change of passive to active recreational uses at the project
site and the associated analysis, the impacts of potential loss of open space and
parkland from the implementation of the proposed project are discussed throughout
the DSEIR but specifically on DSEIR page 4.11-12. Associated cumulative impacts
of this change (which is presumably what the commenter is suggesting) are discussed
on DSEIR pages 4.11-13 through 4.11-15. DSEIR pages 3-8 through 3-10 provide a
description of the background of both the site and the project which help to offer an
explanation of past decisions and processes as well as the current standing of the
proposed project site (refer to pages 3-8 through 3-10).The commenter suggests that
“... Over the past 25 years developers have paid a great amount of development in-
lieu fees for project approval.” Then goes on to ask, “Where have the funds goner”
This is not a CEQA issue, nor is it the responsibility of the environmental analysis for
the proposed project to determine how the City has collected and/or allocated in-lieu
development fees. As such, no further response is provided. However, City records,
including budgets, contracts, and project approval documents can be obtained from
the City Clerk’s office and are available for search on the City’s website.

This comment expresses continued concern over the GPA and long-range planning
within the City. The commenter inquires as to what would happen if the proposed
project was not constructed and the future possibility of an ‘“unsuitable” high
intensity land use constructed in its place.

See Response CLLG-21 regarding the ratio of passive to active recreational uses with
respect to the GPA. Regardless of whether the proposed project is implemented,
recreational amenities planned for the project site. The existing Central Park Master
Plan includes development of recreational amenities such as turf, benches, picnic
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tables, restroom facilities, tot lot, etc. As discussed on DSEIR page 4.11-13, the
change in 5 acres from passive to active uses for the proposed senior center project
would constitute a small percentage reduction (1.5 percent) in passive use areas within
Central Park. In general, any projects proposed in the City would have to go through
a project approval process. The project approval process would include some level of
environmental analysis and project review process to address the potential impacts
and suitability of the future project, similar to what the senior center process for
which this DSEIR and FSEIR have been prepared. The public would have an
opportunity to review and comment on any future project during the approval
process. As discussed on DSEIR page 4.8-3, the proposed project site has a zoning
designation of OS-PR (Open Space—Parks & Recreation). Development of park and
recreational facilities within the OS-PR zone is subject to Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) approval by the Planning Commission, which requires findings of
compatibility with the neighborhood and uses within the park as well as conformance
to City codes. The commenter also utilizes this comment as a summary of the
previous comments regarding the GPA. This comment is noted and will be
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

The commenter provides what seem to be rhetorical questions regarding the project
characteristics before he provides a few details regarding senior centers in other
Orange County cities (Westminster, Irvine and Fountain Valley). The commenter
suggests that these other senior center developments are smaller and have shorter
operating hours, with the exception of the Fountain Valley senior center that allows
special activities in the evening. It should be noted that Irvine has two senior centers
that include multi-purpose rooms in addition to either a separate ballroom or
auditorium that are available for rent. Additionally, the Fountain Valley senior center
allows for facility rental, similar to what is proposed for the Huntington Beach senior
center.

Regarding the project characteristics, Table 3-2 (Summary of Project Site
Characteristics) on DSEIR page 3-18 identifies that the proposed project would
include a one story building, approximately 30 feet in height, with architectural
features such as parapets and vaulted ceilings to a maximum of 46 feet. The proposed
building is not 52 feet in height, as suggested by the commenter, although one
architectural feature reaches to 52 feet (the floor plan shows this is where the
chimney/fireplace would be located). Futther, as discussed on DSEIR page 3-9, the
senior center was designed to respond to the needs of the Huntington Beach senior
community, as identified in the Feasibility Study prepared in 2006. In addition, as
discussed on DSEIR page 4.12-43, the City parking requirement for the proposed
senior center use is determined on a case-by-case basis and is specified by the
Conditional Use Permit. The consultant that prepared the senior center Feasibility
Study suggested a parking standard of 4 to 5 spaces per 1,000 sf of building space for
the senior center, based on the consultant’s experience designing senior centers. For

Huntington Beach Senior Center Subsequent EIR 10-59



CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments ‘

CLG-25

CLG-26

CLG-27

10-60

purposes of the DSEIR analysis, Table 4.12-11 (Parking Calculation) uses the more
conservative requirement of 5 spaces per 1,000 sf with a totally parking requirement
of 225 parking spaces (a minimum of 227 spaces to be provided). No further
response is required.

The comment states that the development floor plan depicts a large stage for live
entertainment or loud music from DJs. The comment expresses concern over the
evening sound that may create a significant noise impact at nearby residential land
uses and insinuates that these noise impacts were not addressed by asking “Where is
the noise study?”

The stage depicted on the site plan is for a multi-purpose room to be used primarily
for recreational programs and activities serving the patrons of the senior center (refer
to Figure 3-4 [Site Plan] on DSEIR page 3-11) and would not include a “very large
area” for live entertainment as asserted by the commenter. See Response CLG-18
regarding noise impacts as a result of the proposed project. To address the request of
the commenter regarding the location of the noise study, information regarding noise
measurements and modeling of the existing and future noise levels, respectively, at
the project site and in the surrounding area is provided in Appendix 9 of the DSEIR.
No further response is required.

The comment expresses concern over alcohol usage at the proposed project site
during special activities as well as the potential for late night noise impacts.

Any alcohol usage at the proposed project site would be under the regulation of the
City of Huntington Beach Municipal Code 9.84 (Alcohol Use Permit). A request for
an Alcohol Use Permit must be filed 45-days prior to the event with the City required
application information and a filing fee. All applications for Alcohol Use Permits are
reviewed by the City on a case by case basis and any person not of good character or
reputation would not be authorized for a permit. The application of the Alcohol Use
Permit would also include review for any additional labor charges that might involve
the Huntington Beach Police Department or other city departments. This process
and policy is consistent with the Alcohol Use Information for Clubhouse Rental
application that regulates all public rental spaces.

Contrary to the commenter’s statement, analysis of potential noise impacts resulting
from special activities or events was prepared for the proposed project. Traffic related
noise impacts, as specifically identified by the commenter, are discussed on DSEIR
pages 4.9-16 and 4.9-20. See Response CLG-18 regarding noise impacts as a result of
the proposed project. No further response is required.

The commenter suggests that the proposed project is a commercial use being located
within a heavily passive use area. Refer to Response CLG-5. Further, the commenter
believes that the current passive uses west of Goldenwest Street are heavily utilized
and the current low intensity use is more needed or desired by the community. The
analysis appropriately evaluates impacts within Central Park as a whole and does not
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separate Central Park into west Central Park and east Central Park, relative to
Goldenwest Street. However, the analysis considers the availability in terms of
acreage of remaining passive recreational area within the entire Central Park acreage
after the project, which was determined to be adequate such that the proposed
conversion to active recreational uses would be considered less than significant. This
comment is the expression of the commentet’s opinion regarding the proposed
project site and does not provide a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the
DSEIR, nor does it raise any specific environmental issue. No further response is
required.

This comment suggests that an alternative site should be analyzed for the proposed
project and goes on to state that the feasibly study conducted previously is outdated
and a new feasibility study should be commissioned to analyze current conditions,
constraints and opportunities. Regarding the suggested project alternative, the area
identified by the commenter is currently developed with exercise stations, an outdoor
music area/bandstand, the Talbert Lake diversion atea, and paved park access
walkway. Removal of those developments would not necessarily create a more
desirable location than the current, vacant project site and would result in a loss of
these amenities in their current location. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR address a reasonable range of alternatives, and
not necessarily all possible alternatives. Further, the DSEIR was prepared in response
to the court ruling, which required that the City address additional alternative sites,
including potentially vacant school sites, and this judgment did not require that the
City address sites on the east side of Goldenwest Street.” In addition, an addition
north of the library on the east side of Goldenwest Street would not necessarily lessen
environmental impacts and would likely result in greater recreational impacts.

There is no evidence (presented by the commenter or otherwise) that the feasibility
study prepared for the proposed project is outdated. As stated above, the DSEIR was
prepared in direct response to the court ruling, which did not challenge the adequacy
of the existing feasibility study.® This is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, nor does it raise any specific environmental issue. No further
response is required.

The comment is concerned with the run-off of various toxic materials from the
proposed project’s parking area and impacts to the adjacent uses west of Central Park.
In addition, the comment request that a complete NPDES report and summary be
provided in the DSEIR to properly analyze impacts to the west of Central Park and
areas in the vicinity of the proposed development.

5 Supetior Coutt of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).

6 Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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As discussed on DSEIR page 4.6-14, no known hazardous materials or wastes are
present within the proposed project site. In addition, compliance with local, state, and
federal regulations would minimize risks associated with accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment during construction
and operation activities.

The proposed project would not prepare a NPDES report (as suggested by the
commenter) but would be subject to the Municipal NPDES Permit (CAS000002).
Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.7-2 on DSEIR page 4.7-3, would assure
that on-site drainage is adequate to prevent on-site flooding and that peak stormwater
runoff rates are reduced to the maximum extent practicable to prevent contributions
to off-site flooding. As required by mitigation measure MM4.7-2, the Drainage Plan
will include measures to reduce post construction peak runoff rates and timing to
existing levels, as ensured by the City’s Public Works Department. As a result, the
proposed project would not contribute to future runoff rates on site or to off-site
areas (including the Shipley Nature Center) above those that currently exist. No
further response is required.

Similar to Comment CLG-6, the commenter suggests that an additional alternative
site on the east side of Goldenwest Street. However, the commenter suggests that a
location on the north side of the Central Library should be addressed in the DSEIR.
See Response CLG-28.

Additionally, DSEIR pages 6-1 through 6-4 describe the “Methodology for Selection
of Alternative” as well as a discussion of alternatives considered but rejected. No
further response is required. Furthermore, the project does not propose to change the
zoning designation of the project site as recreational facilities are permitted with a
CUP under the existing OS-PR zoning designation. As such, no spot zoning of the
project site would occur.

This comment provides additional information supporting the commenter’s position
on the alternative site adjacent to the Central Library. See Responses CLG-6 and
CLG-28.

This comment also expresses concern over senior citizen pedestrian safety along
Goldenwest Street and traffic impacts from shuttles services. As discussed on DSEIR
page 4.12-41, typical traffic signals are timed using a pedestrian walking speed of
4 feet per second (fps). In areas with a high concentration of senior citizens, a slower
pedestrian walking speed (e.g., 2.8 fps) is recommended. The minimum green time for
pedestrians to cross Goldenwest Street at this walking speed is 44 seconds and safe
crossing time would be provided for senior citizens. As discussed on DSEIR pages
4.12-38 to 4.12-39, a project impact is defined as a change in ICU of 0.01 or greater,
where deficient traffic operations are projected to occur (i.e., LOSE or F). The
project would not result in a change in ICU of 0.01 or greater at any of the project
intersections in either the AM or PM peak hour or during weekend conditions
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including shuttle services. The intersection of Goldenwest Street (NS) and Slater
Avenue (EW) is anticipated to operate at LOS E conditions during the PM peak
hour; however, this condition would occur even without the proposed project.
Shuttle services provided at the senior center would not increase any impact to the
project site.

This comment states that a senior center is needed in the City of Huntington Beach,
cither redevelopment of the existing Rodgers Senior Center or at an “acceptable”
location.

As discussed on DSEIR page 6-5, the Rodgers Senior Center was determined to be
an infeasible alternative site. Due to the known constraints from the small size of the
site, lack of available funding to accommodate a more costly development on this site,
and because this site would not provide a centrally-located senior center within the
City, the Rodgers Senior Center alternative was rejected from further analysis. The
remainder of this comment is opinion and no further response is required.

This comment expresses objections to the proposed project location and how the
project was described “...on the ballot” (not consistent with Measure C and the City
Charter). This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

This comment expresses disapproval of the various signs along Goldenwest Street
identifying the proposed project site as the “proposed Senior Center site as approved
by the Voters.” The commenter also objects to the costs of the signs. This comment
expresses the opinion of the commenter and is not a direct comment on the content
or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to
decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No further response
is required.

This comment summarizes key points of the comment letter and contains conclusion
statements. The commenter believes that the Draft SEIR should be recirculated.
According to CEQA Section 15088.5, “a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR
when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of
the availability of the draft EIR for public review ...” However, no new or significant
information has been provided and no new impacts or mitigation measures have been
identified that would require recirculation of the document. The comments have been
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

This is the second attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s comment letter. The
attachment is a letter from Larry Geisse, M.D. to the City of Huntington Beach
Department of Planning and Building dated October 25, 2011. This letter from Larry
Geisse was also submitted directly by Dr. Geisse and is addressed again later as
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Response GEI-1. This comment recommends the corner of Goldenwest Street and
Talbert Avenue, at the far end of the parking lot for the Sports Complex, to be
considered as an alternative site. This comment provides supporting arguments for
this recommended alternative site and provides a photo of the recommended site.

See Response CLG-6 regarding the selection of alternative project sites and
information on the commenter’s recommended alternative site as well as the
requirements based on both CEQA and the court ruling.” See Responses CLG-6,
CLG-28, and CLG-30 regarding alternative site locations along Goldenwest Street.
No further response is required.

The commenter states that the Park View School Site is more superior to the
proposed site and compares the number of impacts. The commenter states that the
Park View School Alternative has three impacts that would be greater than the
proposed project and eight that would be less. However, this summary of impacts is
incorrect with respect to the Park View School Alternative and seems to identify the
Kettler School Alternative. In any event, while both school sites would result in less
impacts than the proposed project for several impact areas, the Environmentally
Superior Alternative was determined to be Alternative 3: Central Park Alternative Site
(Northwest Corner of Ellis Avenue and Goldenwest Street), which also results in
impacts either similar to or less than the proposed project in all but one impact area.
This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, nor does it
raise any specific environmental issue. No further response is required. Refer also to
Responses CLG-6 and CLG-10.

Individuals

M Baretich, Mary Jo (BAR), October 28, 2011

BAR-1

BAR-2

This comment contains introductory statements and material. This is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, nor does it raise any specific
environmental issue. No further response is required.

This comment suggests that impacts to migratory and resident birds, and raptors,
were not adequately addressed in the Draft SEIR. Contrary to this statement, the
potential impacts on migratory and resident birds, including raptors, that may nest
and forage within Central Park, were adequately addressed in the DSEIR and
supporting biological resources technical documents. Impact4.3-1 in DSEIR
Section 4.3.7 provides a complete analysis of the potential project-level impacts on
nesting migratory and resident birds, including raptors, afforded protected under the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code (CFG

7 Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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Code). Further, Impact 4.3-1 in DSEIR Section 4.3.7 provides a complete analysis of
the potential project-level impacts on raptor foraging habitat.

The analyses for Impact 4.3-1 and Impact 4.3-2 reference specific project studies that
were performed by qualified biologists in determining the potential for the project site
and immediate vicinity to support nesting and foraging migratory and resident birds,
including raptors. A Burrowing Owl Survey was conducted in 2008 by PBS&]
(Atkins) to determine the presence or absence of burrowing owl in accordance with
protocol recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
and California Burrowing Owl Consortium. The Burrowing Owl Survey concluded
that there was no evidence of burrowing owl activity in or near the site during a total
of four site visits. The habitat quality on and in the immediate vicinity of the site is
relatively low for burrowing owl, and the general area is isolated from known
occurrences of the species. In addition, a Nesting Habitat for Protected or Sensitive
Avian Species Survey was conducted in 2009 by PBS&]J (Atkins). The Sensitive Avian
Species Survey did not identify any sensitive bird species (including raptors) on site,
but did identify approximately seven common bird species on site that are protected
by the MBTA and CFG Code, including common raptors. Additional nesting surveys
conducted by qualified PBS&] (Atkins) biologists in 2009 determined that active nests
for bird species (including raptors) protected under the MBTA and CFG Code were
not present on or in the immediate vicinity of the site during the surveys, which were
conducted during the breeding season for the region, nor was there any evidence of
breeding activity.

Despite the determination that no common or sensitive birds were nesting during the
time of the breeding season surveys, suitable nesting and foraging habitat is still
present, and there remains the potential for common birds (including raptors) to both
nest and forage within the site and the vicinity. Further, despite the determination
that no burrowing owl were present during the time of the protocol-level surveys,
marginal nesting and suitable foraging habitat for burrowing owl is still present, and
there remains a very low potential for burrowing owl to nest and forage within the
site and vicinity. Consistent with the findings of the DSEIR, the proposed project
could therefore result in potentially significant impacts on nesting birds in violation of
the MBTA and CFG Code, in addition to raptors through the permanent loss of
raptor foraging habitat. Also consistent with the findings of the DSEIR, the proposed
project could result in potentially significant impacts on the burrowing owl, which is a
California State species of special concern.

Mitigation measure MM4.3-1(a) included on DSEIR page 4.3-19 proposes that
project construction avoid the breeding season for nesting birds (including raptors). If
project construction cannot avoid the breeding season, a qualified biologist shall be
retained to conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the presence or absence
of nesting birds within suitable nesting habitat that occurs within 500 feet of
proposed construction activities. If nesting birds are determined to be present, all
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active bird nests shall be avoided, with appropriate buffers, during project
construction. Construction would not be allowed to commence within the avoidance
areas until it is determined by a qualified biologist that the bird nests are no longer
active. Therefore, with the implementation of MM4.3-1(a), the project would result in
less than significant impacts to nesting birds (including raptors), and would be in
compliance with the provisions of the MBTA and CFG Code. No additional
mitigation would be required.

Mitigation measure MM4.3-1(b) on DSEIR pages 4.3-19 to 4.3-20 proposes a pre-
construction survey and avoidance measures to ensure that burrowing owls are
protected in accordance with the mitigation protocols and requirements of the
CDFG. Protocol-level surveys shall be conducted for the burrowing owl prior to
construction to confirm the continued absence of the species on and in the
immediate vicinity of the site. The surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
in accordance with protocol recommended by the CDFG and California Burrowing
Owl Consortium. If burrowing owls are determined to be present, the City shall
follow the mitigation protocols and requirements set forth for the species by the
CDFG. All avoidance and minimization measures shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist, and any passive relocation activities are required to be conducted in
consultation with the CDFG.

Mitigation measure MM4.3-2 on DSEIR pages 4.3-22 to 4.3-23 proposes measures to
compensate the permanent loss of raptor foraging habitat as a result of project
implementation. The proposed measures were developed in consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CDFG. The loss of foraging habitat
would be fully mitigated by the City through dedication of open space, conservation,
and/or enhancement of raptor foraging habitat to ensure a compensation ratio of 1:1
and no-net-loss of the habitat. Mitigation measure MM4.3-2 also proposes that
mitigation will be accomplished within suitable areas that are City-owned and
preferably nearby, such as the areas in association with the Sully Miller Lake Group
Facility, Low Intensity Recreation Area, Semi-Active Recreation Area, and/or Midden
Area/Urban Forest/Trailhead. The measure proposes that the enhancement would
include, but not be limited to, the planting of native trees within and adjacent to
conserved areas of raptor foraging habitat. This measure further proposes that, prior
to ground disturbance, the City shall identify the particular site or area to be
enhanced, and shall formulate a plan to accomplish the raptor foraging habitat
enhancement activities. The plan will be reviewed for approval by a qualified
biologist.

Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.3-2 would result in mitigation that is
biologically equivalent or superior to the current condition with respect to raptor
foraging. In summary, impacts to migratory and resident birds, including raptors,
were addressed in the DSEIR. No further response is required.
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The commenter suggests that the proposed project could result in a direct loss of
sensitive species and that the proposed mitigation is inappropriate for the identified
species that the mitigation intends to assist. See Response BAR-2. The measures
proposed for burrowing owl are in compliance with the mitigation protocols and
requirements of the CDFG and California Burrowing Owl Consortium. In the
unlikely event that burrowing owls are determined present, any avoidance activities
implemented for the project, included passive relocation, if approved by CDFG,
would be conducted by qualified biologists in consultation with the CDFG. Further,
the measures proposed in the DSEIR for avoidance of nesting birds would ensure
that no birds are eliminated from the project area in violation of the MBTA and CFG
Code. As such, the proposed project would not result in impacts to sensitive species
not addressed in the DSEIR and the proposed project will not result in direct
conflicts with the MBTA, as suggested by the commenter. No further response is
required.

This comment states that construction of the proposed project will result in
significant impacts by disturbing nesting species that are protected by the MBTA.
Mitigation measure MM4.3-1(a) would ensure that active bird nests are not disturbed
by noise and vibration during project construction in violation of the MBTA and
CFG Code. As such, the proposed project would not result in impacts to sensitive
species not addressed in the DSEIR. No further response is required.

The comment states that ground-born vibration caused by the construction activities
can be a significant environmental impact up to 500 feet or less from the source.
Mitigation measure MM4.3-1(a) would ensure that active bird nests on a project site
and within 500 feet are not disturbed by noise and vibration during project
construction in violation of the MBTA and CFG Code. As such, the proposed
project would not result in impacts to sensitive species not addressed in the DSEIR.
No further response is required.

This comment states that the light and amplified sounds in the evening hours will
significantly impact the migratory and resident birds that nest in Central Park. In
addition, the comment states that the neighboring residences would be impacted by
amplified sounds in the evening hours. As discussed in the DSEIR, project operation
is not anticipated to result in substantially adverse noise- and lighting-related impacts
to wildlife species inhabiting the local area. As addressed in the DSEIR, the existing
baseline condition already exposes wildlife to noise and nighttime lighting associated
with existing developments. Further, in response to this comment, current noise
levels were confirmed by Atkins staff in November 2011 to ensure that noise levels
are similar to those studied in the Draft EIR. Finally, mitigation measures MM4.1-3(a)
through MM4.1-3(e) require low level lighting that is focused directly on the project
site and appropriate shielding of on-site light sources (primarily vehicular). Project
operation would not be expected to increase noise and light levels in the local area
such that wildlife cannot carry out their life history requirements. The wildlife
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occurring in the local area have adapted to noise and lighting disturbances that are
consistent with urban areas, and would be expected to continue to persist in the area

along with the proposed project development, without being substantially adversely
affected.

With respect to the “neighboring human residents”, see Response CLG-18. No
further response is required.

This comment correctly summarizes project characteristics as they relate to the height
of the proposed structure, and establishes that the proposed project meets the height
requirement of the City Zoning Code. However, the comment goes on to state that
the Draft SEIR did not address the “distracting significant visual impacts of the huge
building design” and asks why no other alternative building designs were submitted.

As shown in Table 3-2 (Summary of Project Site Characteristics) on DSEIR page
3-18, the proposed project would include a one story building, approximately 30 feet
in height, and reaching up to 46 feet with architectural features such as parapets,
vaulted ceilings. The discussion of different view points from the implementation of
the proposed project are provided on DSEIR pages 4.1-17 through 4.1-23. In
addition Impact 4.1-2 on DSEIR page 4.1-23 provides a discussion on the project
impacts on the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. As
discussed in Response CLG-5, the proposed project design is a direct result of the
results of a feasibility study prepared for the senior population needs within the City
of Huntington Beach. Finally, contrary to the statement of the commentator, other
building designs wete analyzed in Alternative 2 (Reduced Project/ Alternative
Configuration) and Alternative 3 (Central Park Alternative Site [Northwest Corner of
Ellis Avenue and Goldenwest Street]). Other alternative site designs were considered
in the reuse of existing structures, as included in Alternative 4 (Kettler School
Alternative Site) and Alternative 5 (Park View School Alternative). With respect to
the commenter’s suggestion that a more Mediterranean-style design would be more
inviting, it should be noted that the proposed design has gone through review by the
Design Review Board. Further, the DSEIR noted that cumulative impacts to
visual/aesthetic characteristics of the area would be significant and unavoidable as a
result in the permanent change from an undeveloped site to a developed site. No
further response is required.

This comment summarizes the existing land use designations of the Recreation and
Community Services Element as well as the Central Park Master Plan designation of
the proposed project site and associated/allowable uses. The comment provides
information from the DSEIR and is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR. However, it should be noted that, per the court ruling the
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DSEIR was prepared, in part, to address the impacts of the required GPA.* No
further response is required.

The commenter states that construction and operation of the senior center will cause
an increased significant environmental impact. The commenter goes on to say that
the proposed project would require a GPA to convert allowable uses at the site from
low intensity to high intensity, which would “... legally allow the increase of noise
from the construction and operation of the center ...” Refer to Impact4.9-1 on
DSEIR pages 4.9-16 through 4.9-19 regarding analysis of construction noise impacts.
Refer to Response CLG-18 regarding the potential for noise impacts. Refer to
Response BAR-8 regarding the GPA. No further response is required.

This comment states that the analysis does not address the steep incline between the
project location and Goldenwest Street and that the proposed project does not meet
the Americans with Disabilities (ADA) Act of 1990. The commenter also states that
the elevation change between the proposed project site and Goldenwest Street is
approximately 12 to 15 feet and that this incline is unsafe for seniors and especially
those using wheelchairs.

As discussed on DSEIR page 4.12-44, the proposed project would provide ADA
ramp access from the proposed project site to the Talbert Street intersection, as well
as from the OCTA bus stops located approximately 100 feet north and south of the
intersection of Goldenwest Street and Talbert Avenue intersection. This ADA ramp
access would provide a safe pathway for the pedestrians and bus patrons. As such, the
proposed project design did consider the requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990 and the potential environmental impacts have been analyzed
in the DSEIR. No further response is required.

This comment includes the commenter’s preference between the project alternatives
analyzed in DSEIR Chapter 6. The commenter states (incorrectly) that Alternative 4
(Kettler School Site Alternative) and Alternative 5 (Park View School Site Alternative)
result in no significant environmental impacts and that they prefer Alternative 5 over
Alternative 4 since it is more centrally located to the city’s senior population. The
commenter feels that the senior center facility on the school sites would have less
impact on the surrounding neighborhoods than the previous operation as an active
school. The commenter does not provide a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, nor does it raise any specific environmental issue. However,
the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

8 Supetior Coutt of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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M Bauer, Ralph (BAU), October 21, 2011

BAU-1

BAU-2

BAU-3

BAU-4
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This comment includes introductory statements. As well, the comment requests that
the Feasibility Study prepared for the proposed project is attached as an appendix to
the DSEIR. The Feasibility Study has been included as Appendix 12 of the DSEIR.
No further response is required

The commenter requests that the election results and ballot arguments for Measure T
are attached as an appendix to the Draft SEIR. The election results and ballot
arguments are not associated with the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, and do not
address a specific environmental issue. While the information is not included as an
appendix to the DSEIR, text has been added to Chapter 3 (Project Description) to
include the result of the Measure T ballot vote. This comment is a request associated
with policy and has been noted. The comment will be forwarded to decision-makers
prior to their consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The commenter states that Section 2.5 (Significant and Unavoidable) should be
rewritten. The comment states that if the first sentence of the paragraph is true, the
second and third sentences do not make sense. Section 2.5 on DSEIR page 2-3
identifies the significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the proposed
project. The paragraph summarizes that no project-specific significant and
unavoidable impacts were identified and one significant cumulative impact associated
with aesthetics would occur. This is consistent with the analysis required by CEQA
for aesthetics and the information or analysis does not have to be rewritten (as
suggested by the commenter). Additionally, it should be noted that DSEIR
Section 4.1 (Aesthetics) considered the subjective nature of aesthetics and potential
impacts to aesthetics. No change is necessary and no further response is required.

The comment states that clarification is needed as to the number of elements that
were addressed, recounting that at the Draft SEIR public meeting, the spokesperson
mentioned that fourteen elements were addressed and the commenter only sees
thirteen elements. There are total of seventeen CEQA-related issue areas including
the following: (1) Aesthetics, (2) Agriculture Resources, (3) Air Quality, (4) Biological
Resoutces, (5) Cultural Resources, (6) Geology/Soils, (7) Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
(8) Hazards and Hazardous Materials, (9) Hydrology/Water Quality, (10) Land
Use/Planning, (11) Mineral Resources, (12) Noise, (13) Population/Housing,
(14) Public Services, (15) Recreation, (16) Transportation/ Traffic, and
(17) Utilities/Services Systems. Greenhouse Gas Emission thresholds were added as a
new CEQA issue area in 2011. Of the seventeen CEQA issue areas, Agricultural
Resources, Population and Housing, and Mineral Resources were scoped out during
the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation process. The commenter should also note
that the Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis is included in DSEIR Section 4.2 (Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions) and is not a standalone section. Therefore,
fourteen CEQA issue areas are addressed in the DSEIR. No further response is
required.
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The commenter states that there is no mention of the history of the site as a quarry
pit in Section 4.3 (Biological Resources). The comment also states that there is no
evidence that foraging habitat exists and the presence of this biological resource is
speculative.

The baseline utilized for the environmental analysis is the existing conditions and not
the previous use of a site. DSEIR pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-10 identify the literary survey
research and field survey research sources. It also provides a summary of the survey
research results. Detailed findings of the survey results are provided in the DSEIR in
Appendix 4. No additional information regarding the site history as a quarry is
necessary. See Response BAR-2 regarding foraging habitat. No further response is
required.

The commenter states that consultations with the Gabrielifio Indian Tribe are not
necessary since paleontological and archeological resources have long since been
removed by previous dirt removal. In addition, the comment states that adjacent
archeological sites discussed have no bearing on the proposed project site.

Consultation with culturally affiliated tribes and individuals that may have knowledge
of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties in the project area is
required by federal and State regulations. Protection of any possible paleontological
and archeological resources is also mandated by federal and State regulations and are
fully analyzed in the DSEIR. No change to the DSEIR text is required and no further
response is required.

The commenter states that the recreational activities proposed for the senior center
would enhance the proposed project site and the Quimby Act allows for the
expenditure of funds for such a recreational use.

This comment expresses the positive opinion of the commenter regarding the project
and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. However, it
should be noted that the site is used for informal (i.e., not programmed) recreational
uses currently. Further, DSEIR Section 4.11 (Recreation) analyzed the potential
impacts to the existing and proposed recreational uses and determined that the
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to recreation. This
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The commenter states that while the proposed project may increase traffic at the
proposed project site, an equivalent reduction in traffic would be experienced at the
existing senior center site. Additionally, the commenter suggests that traffic would be
reduced at the proposed project site because of the location along a major bus line
serving the project area.

A traffic study was conducted for the proposed project site to determine the level of
traffic within the project area with and without the proposed project. The findings of
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BAU-9

BAU-10

BAU-11
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the traffic study are reflected in the DSEIR. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.12-2 through
4.12-9 for the summary of the existing traffic volumes and intersection conditions at
the proposed project site. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.12-15 and 4.12-16 for the trip
volume information for the proposed project. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.12-20 through
4.12-36 for information regarding the level of service with and without the project.
This analysis includes the location of the project site along a major bus line. However,
standard protocol for traffic analysis does not allow for the increase/decrease
argument made by the commenter. No further response is required.

The commenter states that financing for the proposed project was intended to come
from park fees which can only be used on designated parkland. The comment
questions why alternative sites that are not located on designated parkland were
considered.

The proposed project intends to utilize Quimby Act funds from the Pacific City
development project. As discussed on DSEIR page 4.11-14, Quimby funds can be
utilized by a city for the acquisition of land and upgrade/enhancement activities
related to recreational facilities; however, Quimby funds cannot be used for the
operation or maintenance of park facilities. The money collected from the Quimby
funds could be utilized to improve existing parkland, upgrade other facilities, acquire
park property, or acquire property in Central Park that the City doesn’t currently own.
The Quimby Act does not restrict use of funds only to existing designated parkland,
contrary to the comment, provided the land acquired is re-designated and used for
parkland within five years. No further response is required.

The commenter states that the current Rodgers senior center should have not have
been rejected as an infeasible alternative site and should be fully analyzed as an
alternative. As discussed on DSEIR page 6-5, due to the known constraints resulting
from the small size of the site, lack of available funding to accommodate a more
costly development on this site, and because this site would not provide a centrally-
located senior center within the City, the Rodgers Senior Center alternative was
rejected from further analysis. No further response is required.

The commenter states that the site at the northwest corner of Ellis and Edwards
would generate more noise and traffic impacts due to the proximity to residential
uses, different than the proposed project. Further, use of this alternative site would
require another vote of the Huntington Beach citizens, at a substantial cost and time.
The commenter expresses that the proposed site is a better location for the proposed
project.

Alternative 3 (Central Park Alternative Site) is located on the northwest corner of
Ellis Avenue and Goldenwest Street. The site discussed by the commenter was not
considered as an alternative site as it is not within the City’s jurisdiction. Regarding
the commentet’s noise concerns, it is noted that the DSEIR concluded that noise
impacts at the intersection of Goldenwest Street and Ellis Avenue (Alternative 3)
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would be greater than the project site, although still less than significant; however,
impacts to all other issue areas would be similar to or less than the proposed project,
making Alternative 3 the environmentally superior alternative. At this time, no further
response is required and the comment will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to
their consideration of project approval.

BAU-12 The commenter states that Kettler School Alternative Site (Alternative 4) is beset with
restrictions as can be seen on the title report, and suggests that the title report should
be included as an appendix to the DSEIR. The comment states that a building suited
for children is different from a building suited for senior activities and there is no
indication that the Alternative 4 site is for sale.

The title report does not support any environmental analysis and will not be
appended to the DSEIR. The Kettler School site is a closed school site with no
current use leasing the building. Acquisition of the site would have to be negotiated
with the school district for purchase or lease, which the City could use park funds for.
This alternative is proposed for the purpose of reducing construction related impacts
associated with the proposed project, as this alternative would not require building
construction and would be located on a previously developed site. The Kettler School
site was specifically identified in the legal challenge, and subsequent court ruling, filed
against the City.” The comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. This comment has
been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of
project approval.

BAU-13 This comment states that the Park View School Alternative Site (Alternative 5) is not
suited for the proposed project and the site is not for sale. The comment states that
the Ocean View School District is currently studying future building and student
attendance needs generated by four residential projects that might require the use of
the Park View school site. The commenter suggests that reuse of a school is a
complex and long process and should be mentioned in the Draft SEIR.

The Park View School site is a closed school site with no current use leasing the
building. Acquisition of the site would have to be negotiated with the school district
for purchase or lease. This alternative is proposed for the purpose of reducing
construction related impacts associated with the proposed project, as this alternative
would not require substantial building construction and would be located on a
previously developed site. The comment is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. This
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

? Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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B Davisson,
DAV-1
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The commenter states that the Magnolia Tank Farm Alternative Site (Alternative 06) is
a contaminated site and unsuitable for the proposed senior center use. The
commenter states that to consider this alternative without a proper environmental
study would be unrealistic.

DSEIR pages 6-65 through 6-67, analyzes and acknowledges the hazards and
hazardous material issues related to the Magnolia Tank Farm Alternative site.
Contrary to the commenter’s opinion, the Magnolia Tank Farm Alternative is not
unrealistic as the site has the appropriate zoning and General Plan designation in
place, would be available, and could accommodate the proposed senior center. The
DSEIR acknowledges that the Magnolia Tank Farm Alternative does not meet the
objective of being centrally located within the City. This comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

The commenter states the Cove Alternative Site (Alternative 7) is not for sale and that
the cost of the site would be more than the proposed school alternative sites and
would not benefit the City.

This alternative is proposed due to its central location in the City and the fact that the
site is vacant. The current property owners are interested in a land swap with the City
for the existing Rodgers Senior Center site. The Rodgers Senior Center site has an
existing deed restriction for use of the site as a public park and recreational facility.
The land swap would require the removal of the deed restriction on the existing
senior center site to allow development of that property for non-recreational uses. A
land swap involving City owned property would be subject to voter approval,
pursuant to Huntington Beach Charter Section 612. However, this comment has been
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

The commenter expresses disapproval of the Draft SEIR for the reasons outlined in
Comments BAU-1 through BAU-15 and requests that the City “start over” with the
analysis of alternatives rejected, new alternatives, and information on the history of
existing site. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issue. This
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

Diane (DAV), October 31, 2011

This comment generally expresses disapproval of the proposed project size and the
project location within Central Park and suggests that the project will be built
immediately behind their backyard. This comment expresses the opinion of the
commenter with respect to the project and is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the Draft SEIR. However, Rio Vista Street is located 0.28 mile
(approximately 1,200 feet) north of the proposed project site, and the project would
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not be constructed immediately behind any residential uses. The comment has been
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval.

In addition to the project characteristics discussed above, the commenter goes on to
suggest that the vote that allowed the senior center was opposed by almost as many
people as those who approved it. Measure T was passed with 30,342 votes,
accounting for 51.1 percent of the total 59,375 votes casted. No further response is
required.

The comment expresses concern over the noise that would be generated by the
proposed senior center due to the close proximity of their residence to the proposed
project site. Additionally, the commenter suggests that the one to two year
construction period will result in full days of noise-related impacts.

Rio Vista Street is located 0.28 mile (approximately 1,200 feet) north of the proposed
project site, and the project would not be constructed immediately behind any
residential uses. As discussed on DSEIR pages 4.9-16 to 4.9-19, construction
activities would involve grading, street improvements, and utilities installation,
followed by construction of the proposed structure and associated parking as well as
roadway and landscaping improvements, which would involve the use of heavy
equipment. Construction activities would also involve the use of smaller power tools,
generators, and other equipment that are sources of noise. Haul trucks using the local
roadways would generate noise as they move along the road. Each stage of
construction would involve a different mix of operating equipment, and noise levels
would vary based on the amount and types of equipment in operation and the
location of the activity. Most exterior construction activities associated with the
proposed project are temporary in nature and would not generate continuously high
noise levels, although occasional single-event disturbances from grading and
construction are possible. The residences closest to the project site are located
immediately west of the site, along Lakeview Drive, approximately 800 feet from the
site boundary. At this distance, typical daily construction activities (excavation and
grading) could reach 62 dBA. Under Section 8.40.090 (Special Provisions) of
Chapter 8.40 of the City Municipal Code, noise sources associated with construction
are exempt from the requirements of the Municipal Code, provided that construction
activities do not occur between the hours of 8:00 PM and 7:00 AM on weekdays,
including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. In addition,
implementation of mitigation measure MM4.9-1(a) would limit certain construction
hours to 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on
Saturdays. Further, mitigation measure MM4.9-1(b) and Code requirements
CR4.9-1(a) and CR4.9-1(b) would ensure that impacts associated with construction
activities resulting from implementation of the proposed project would remain less
than significant.
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DAV-4

DAV-5

10-76

With respect to the day to day, operational noise, see Response CLG-18. This
comment will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration for
project approval. No further response is required.

This comment generally states that the proposed project would create noise and
aesthetic impacts, thereby reducing their property value. The commenter suggests
that, in order to remain operational, the senior center would have to generate revenue
by hosting events that will create high noise and light levels.

Refer to Response DAV-2 with respect to noise related issues. The potential impacts
of light and glare resulting from the proposed project are discussed on DSEIR pages
4.1-24 through 4.1-27. The nearest residences are located to the west of the project
site more than 0.15 mile away. Recognized normal sleeping hours are from 10:00 PM
to 6:00 AM. On weekdays, most of the lighting from the senior center would be
turned off at closing (10:00 PM), and the security lighting that would remain on would
not be considered significant and would not substantially increase ambient lighting in
the vicinity after closing. Any increased lighting as a result of the proposed project
would not be substantial at adjacent residences during normal periods of sleep
because the development would be more than 0.15 mile from the nearest sensitive
receptors. On weekends, when the senior center could be open until 12:00 AM, facility
lighting would increase the ambient light in the project vicinity, but, again, as the
nearest residences are more than 0.15 mile away from the project site, this increase
would not be considered significant. In addition, implementation of mitigation
measures MM4.1-3(a) through (c) would reduce impacts associated with onsite
lighting as the lowest levels of illumination would be required, and lighting on site
would not remain on at all times during the nighttime hours.

With respect to the revenue issue, see Response CLG-5. The comment will be
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

This comment states that the existing sports complex currently produces too much
light and the commenter is concerned that the senior center would have the same
result. Refer to Response DAV-3 regarding analysis of light issues. Further, the Sports
Complex and senior center do not require comparable levels of outdoor lighting. For
example, the Sports Complex requires nighttime lighting at a level to ensure visibility
of and on the sports fields whereas the senior center would require ambient and
parking lot lighting, in addition to low-level security lighting only for after-hours
nighttime lighting. This comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the DSEIR. However, this comment has been noted and will be forwarded to
decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No further response
is required.

The commenter reiterates their belief that the proposed project will result in noise
impacts especially when residential uses are located “immediately” behind the senior
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center. The commenter also relays information that they have family members who
are lawyers who suggested their only remedy would be to sue for money to insulate
their homes. Refer to Response DAV-2 regarding noise-related impacts. The
remainder (actually the beginning) of the comment is anecdotal in nature and is not a
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. The comment has been
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

M Duffy, Warren (DUF), October 28, 2011

DUF-1

This comment generally provides disapproval of the various developments within the
City that were planned but have not materialized. The comment expresses concern
that the proposed project could be another planned project that does not materialize.
The commenter goes on to provide anecdotal descriptions of a few projects that he
felt were particularly blighting to the City landscape in their unfinished state. The
comment urges that the proposed project is not handled recklessly. This comment
expresses the opinion of the commenter and is not a direct comment on the content
or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to
decision-makers for their consideration prior to project approval. No further
response is required.

B Franklin, Robert (FRA), October 20, 2011

FRA-1

FRA-2

FRA-3

FRA-4

FRA-5

FRA-6

FRA-7

FRA-8

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-13.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-14.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-15.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-16.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-17.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-18.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-19.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-20.
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FRA-9

FRA-10

FRA-11

FRA-12

FRA-13

FRA-14

FRA-15

FRA-16

FRA-17

FRA-18

FRA-19

FRA-20

FRA-21

FRA-22

FRA-23

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-21.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-22.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-23.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-24.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-25.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-26.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-27.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-28.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-29.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-30.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-31.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-32.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-33.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-34.

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-35.

B Geisse, M.D., Larry (GEI1), October 25, 2011

GEI1-1

10-78

This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-306.
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This comment was submitted as an attachment to the Claremont Land Group’s
comment letter dated October 31, 2011 (Letter CLG above). See Response CLG-37.

M Geisse, M.D., Larry (GEI2), October 31, 2011

GEI2-1

B Mannion,
MAN-1

MAN-2

MAN-3

See Response BAR-2 regarding mitigation for the loss of raptor foraging habitat.

Norma Jean (MAN), October 25, 2011

This comment includes introductory statements and remarks. The comment states
that if more people knew of the project and its impacts then more people would
attend the public meeting. This comment is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR, nor does it identify a specific environmental issue. Further,
for each of the public meetings hosted for the 2007 Draft EIR and Final EIR, a
notice was mailed to all residents within a 1,000-foot radius of the project site and
provided notice in the newspaper and on the City website. For the DSEIR, the City
mailed meeting notices to a 2,000-foot radius from the project site and provided
notice in the newspaper and on the City website. As always, for both the 2007 and
2011 environmental analysis, the documents were also available at City Hall and the
Central Library. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No further response is
required.

This comment includes a summary of comments that the commenter has read online
regarding Central Park. In short, according to the commenter, the online comments
are very positive regarding the park and the commenter cannot imagine any
development at the proposed project site. This comment expresses the opinion of the
commenter and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR.
This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The commenter states that there are 172 private neighborhoods through Huntington
Beach under the control of associations and goes on to suggest that these established
neighborhoods do not suffer the incursion of public buildings/setvices, cell towers,
school, shopping, churches, etc., that bring in her mind, traffic and congestion.
Similar to Comment MAN-2, the commenter refers to Central Park as a “gem” in the
city and wonders why this one City “gem” has to incur the proposed structure and
associated traffic, noise and congestion. This comment expresses the opinion of the
commenter and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR.
This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. However, it is important to understand that all
large developments within the City are required to install necessary infrastructure,
open space, and pay park fees and/or dedicate park land. Sometimes the public
amenities required of a development are not as obvious as a recreational facility or
park. For example, as part of the Holly-Seacliff Area Specific Plan, construction of
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MAN-4

the Edwards Fire Station (at the intersection of Edwards Street and Ellis Avenue) was
required. There are also telecommunications facilities located in the tower of the
Edwards Fire Station. These are necessary public services for city residents, but are
not always considered a public benefit in the same way as parkland is by the general
public. No further response is required.

This includes some anecdotal information regarding use of Central Park during
holiday celebrations and suggests that if more people knew about the project that
more people would comment on it. Further, the commenter acknowledges that senior
citizens actively use the existing senior center and would continue to do so at any of
the alternative sites. This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and is
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has
been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of
project approval. See Response MAN-1 regarding notification that has been
undertaken for the 2007 Draft EIR and Final EIR as well as the Draft SEIR.

Finally, the commenter concludes by saying that the City should not incrementally
chip away at the existing open space. See Response CLG-23. No further response is
required.

B Murphy, Eileen (MUR), October 21, 2011

MUR-1

The comment states that the project is more like a community center than a senior
center and goes on to say that the proposed senior center does not have a permit or
an approved EIR. Finally, the commenter makes the general comment that the
proposed project affects the loss of open space within the City. Regarding the
community center suggestion, see Response CLG-5.

Regarding an approved permit and/or EIR, the commenter is cottect — permits for
construction of the proposed senior center have not yet been granted. The previous
EIR and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the senior center facility were certified
and approved, respectively, but was ultimately set aside while the DSEIR was
prepared to address specific issues identified in the court ruling.'” While the
commenter is correct, the proposed project is currently working its way through the
necessary City review process, of which the DSEIR and this FEIR are a part.
Regarding the loss of open space within the City, DSEIR Section 4.11 (Recreation), as
well as Chapter 3 (Project Description), provides information and analysis as to the
change in open space and recreational amenities citywide.

This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

10 Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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The comment states that the Pacific City development did not want affordable
housing or parks and that the funds (presumably Quimby funds) from Pacific City
should be utilized to upgrade all City parks, rather than the construction of a senior
center within just one park.

The proposed project is to serve the growing senior citizen population of the City of
Huntington Beach and would benefit all residents within the City of Huntington
Beach (both seniors and non-seniors) similar to the Central Library that serves the
whole City and not just the park itself. As discussed on DSEIR page 4.11-14, on
October 16, 20006, the City entered into an agreement with the developer of the
Pacific City project (Makalon Atlanta Huntington Beach, LLC) to construct the
proposed senior center with $20 to $25 million of in-lieu fees assessed for the Pacific
City project pursuant to the Quimby Act. Further, Measure T, which identified (but
did not commit funds from) the Pacific City project as the funding mechanism for
the proposed senior center was passed by voters. According to the court ruling, the
City could use in-lieu funds from the Pacific City project to finance the senior
center.'" As discussed on DSEIR page 4.11-14, Quimby funds can be utilized by a city
for acquisition and upgrade/enhancement activities related to recreational facilities;
however, funds cannot be used for the operation or maintenance of park facilities.
The money collected from the Quimby funds could be utilized to improve existing
parkland, upgrade other facilities, acquire park property, or acquire property in
Central Park that the City doesn’t currently own; meaning that the City is not required
to utilize the Quimby funds for any one recreational opportunity, nor for an
opportunity directly related to the project the Quimby Fund was collected from. This
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. The comment will
be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

The comment is an excerpt of the cumulative impact conclusion regarding Aesthetics,
as analyzed on DSEIR page 4.1-27. The comment does not provide any direct
information or comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, and does not
raise any specific issue with the findings. This comment has been noted and will be
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

This comment states that a senior center does not need space to hold wedding
receptions and other social events but rather needs well-lighted, easy access, walkable
flat ground or buildings with elevators and rails. Regarding wedding receptions and
social events, see Response CLG-5. Regarding access to the project site for patrons,
including the primary senior citizen users, see Response BAR-10. Additionally, the
proposed senior center is a one-story building and would not require an elevator.

11 Superior Court of California, County of Orange Central Justice Center, Judgment on Petition for Writ of
Mandate/Complaint for Parks Legal Defense Fund v. the City of Huntington Beach, City County Case No: 30-2008-00051261
(filed December 15, 2009).
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MUR-5

MUR-6

Further, as discussed in DSEIR Chapter 3 (Project Description), the proposed project
would be served by approximately 227 parking spaces, located on a flat, paved,
parking area directly adjacent to the proposed senior center. As discussed on DSEIR
pages 4.1-24 to 4.1-27, the proposed project would provide lighting at the Senior
Center facility during normal operating hours as well as security lights for the building
perimeters and parking lot.

This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The comment states that “Traffic hasn’t been studied enough.” However, the
commenter does not provide specific information as to what has not been studied
sufficiently for which a detailed response could be provided. It is important to note
that a traffic study was conducted for the proposed project site to determine the
potential traffic impacts within the project area with and without the proposed
project. The findings of the 2007 Traftic Impact Analysis by Urban Crossroads are
reflected in the DSEIR. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.12-2 through 4.12-9 for a summary
of the existing traffic volumes and intersection conditions at the proposed project
site. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.12-15 and 4.12-16 for the trip volume information for
the proposed project. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.12-20 through 4.12-36 for information
regarding the level of service with and without the project. This comment has been
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

The comment states that the senior center is too far from the Central Library and
does not provide easy access for seniors to get between the two facilities with their
books. This comment expresses an opinion regarding the proposed project design but
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment
has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration
of project approval. No further response is required.

M Urette, Linda (URE), October 31, 2011

URE-1

URE-2

URE-3

10-82

This comment contains introductory information and statements. No further
response is required.

The commenter asks if the proposed project is a senior center or a community center.
As described in DSEIR Chapter 3 (Project Description), the proposed project is a
senior center. See Response CLG-5 regarding the community center issue. This is not
a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. No further response is
required.

The commenter asks for a list of the project objectives, in order of priority.
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The project objectives were identified by the City with no order of priority as that is
not required by CEQA and are listed on DSEIR page 3-24. The project objectives
(without priority) are as follows:

m  Implement the policies and development standards of the City’s General Plan
and Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (ZSO)

m Create a development that is compatible with and sensitive to the existing
land uses in the project area

m Enhance the community image of Huntington Beach through the design and
construction of high quality development consistent with the Urban Design
Element of the City’s General Plan

m FEnsure adequate utility infrastructure and public services for new
development

m  Provide a centrally located senior recreation and human service facility within
the City

m Build a new facility large enough to meet current and future demand as a
result of an increasing senior population

m Provide a state-of-the art senior center designed for innovative programming

to meet the needs of a culturally diverse and multi-generational senior
population with levels of service comparable to other cities in the area

Mitigate environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible

Provide an attractively designed building that maximizes safety and security of
seniors, employees, and other users of the facility

m  Utilize sound green-building practices during construction and operation of
the facility by incorporating those standards found in the Cal Green Building
Code and, as feasible, Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) Green Building Rating System to maximize -efficiencies and
demonstrate the City’s commitment to responsible leadership in the area of
sustainable development

The commenter has not identified a direct comment on the content or adequacy of
the DSEIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

This comment questions why the senior center is not being considered as an
extension of the Central Library as presented in the General Plan. First, it is
important to note that neither the City of Huntington Beach General Plan nor the
Central Park Master Plan of Uses show the future senior center as an expansion of
the Central Library. Further, see Responses CLG-6, CLG-28 and CLG-30 regarding
the alternatives analyzed as part of the DSEIR. It should also be noted that a
proposed senior center at this suggested location is not necessarily approved, as stated
by the commenter. No further response is required.

The comment asks why reuse of existing vacant commercial space throughout the city
is not being considered for the proposed senior center.
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URE-6

URE-7

10-84

See Responses CLG-6, CLG-28, and CLG-30 regarding the alternatives analyzed as
part of the DSEIR. See Response CLG-18 regarding noise impacts as a result of the
proposed project. No further response is required.

The commenter asks if the reason that the reuse of vacant commercial space (as
discussed in Comment URE-5) for the proposed senior center is not being
considered is because “‘park’ money” must be used in a park. The commenter goes
on to suggest that city parks are in dire need of maintenance, for which the “‘park’
money” should be used. Finally, this comment ends with the suggestion that the City
should plant the meadow so that people consider it a recreational amenity.

As discussed on DSEIR page 3-9, the City of Huntington Beach commissioned the
architectural firm of LPA, Inc, and TSMG, Inc., to study the feasibility of
constructing and operating a new senior center for its senior population based on the
growth of the City’s senior population in 2005. This feasibility study (finalized in
March 20006) identified that a building in excess of 45,000 sf would be required to
meet the anticipated senior population needs and the preferred site of the proposed
structure was determined to be the City’s Central Park.

As discussed on DSEIR page 4.11-14, on October 16, 2000, the City entered into an
agreement with the developer of the Pacific City project (Makalon Atlanta
Huntington Beach, LLC) to construct the proposed senior center with $20 to
$25 million of in-lieu fees assessed for the Pacific City project pursuant to the
Quimby Act. Further, Measure T, which identified (but did not commit funds from)
the Pacific City project as the funding mechanism for the proposed senior center was
passed by voters. Quimby funds can be utilized by a city for the acquisition and
upgrade/enhancement activities related to recreational facilities. The money collected
from the Quimby funds could be utilized to improve existing parkland, upgrade other
facilities, acquire park property, or acquire property in Central Park that the City
doesn’t currently own. The Quimby Act does not restrict the use of funds to only
designated parkland. However, the funds cannot be used for the operation or
maintenance of park facilities and are designated for acquiring or improving parkland.

The intent of this document is to analyze the potential impacts of the senior center
facility, as proposed at the current location. The commenter’s question as to whether
or not the meadow area should be planted by the City is not a direct comment on the
content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has been noted and will be
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

The comment asks why the proposed project cannot rehabilitate the existing senior
center and provides some anecdotal information on that they have heard regarding
the proposed project site being a more central location.

Reuse of the existing Rodgers Senior Center building was analyzed, and ultimately
rejected as feasible, beginning on DSEIR page 6-5. In short however, due to the
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known constraints from the small size of the site, lack of available funding to
accommodate a more costly development on this site, and because this site would not
provide a centrally-located senior center within the City, the Rodgers Senior Center
alternative was rejected from further analysis. No further response is required.

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR mitigation for noise requires a wall or
sufficient shrubbery around the perimeter of the building. The commenter goes on to
suggest that this wall or shrubbery would block the view of the lake and negate the
whole purpose of the project location. Finally, the commenter asks what the City’s
legal obligation is to adhere to mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR.

DSEIR Section 4.9 (Noise), does not include mitigation measures related to noise that
require a wall or shrubbery to be placed around the perimeter of the proposed project
building or project site. A buffer such as a wall or shrubbery was introduced in the
setting of the Noise section on DSEIR page 4.9-3 for informational purposes
regarding the fundamentals of sound and environmental noise. This, however, was
not a noise-related mitigation measure proposed for the project. However, mitigation
measure MM4.1-3(d) in DSEIR Section 4.1 (Aesthetics) states the following:

m Trees and barrier-type vegetation should be placed throughout the site,
including along the entire perimeter, to help shield vehicle headlights from
adjacent uses.

This mitigation measure was included to reduce the potential for aesthetic and
lighting impacts on adjacent uses related to vehicles in the parking lot. As vehicular
headlights are often a maximum of 36 above the ground, the perimeter shrubbery or
wall would not have to be substantially taller than this to mitigation potential impacts,
thereby not blocking the view of the lake. Further, a view of the lake is not the
purpose of siting the proposed senior center in this location. Rather, the location was
determined based on a feasibility study prepared to determine the best way to meet
the needs of the senior population within Huntington Beach. See Response CLG-5.

In general, measures required to mitigate potential environmental impacts become
part of the conditions of approval for a proposed project, thereby requiring that the
project applicant (the City in this case) adhere to the mitigation measures.
Additionally, the mitigation measures become part of the Mitigation Measure
Reporting Program (MMRP) which becomes a part of the approval process. No
further response is required.

The commenter objects to the proposed height of the proposed structure and
believes that the height precludes the senior center from blending in to any location.
Further, the commenter suggests that the building height will create animosity to
senior citizens over time. Regarding the building height, see Response CLG-24.
Regarding the potential for future animosity towards senior citizens, this is not an
environmental issue, nor is there a nexus that this would be the case. This comment is
an expression of the commenter’s opinion and is not a direct comment on the
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URE-10

URE-11

URE-12

10.3.4

content or adequacy of the DSEIR. However, this comment has been noted and will
be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

The commenter states that the remote control (RC) uses on the proposed project site
were recently banned and requests information on the reasoning behind the decision.

On June 17, 2010, the City passed Ordinance 3882 to restrict but not to eliminate
remote or radio controlled vehicles in the park. This was in response to various
complaints regarding the destruction of plant materials and habitat, an increase in
dust, as well excessive noise from the RC vehicles and inappropriate language from
RC operators. The areas used by the remote and radio controlled vehicles were being
dug out and mounds were created causing a tripping hazard on the site. The City
Council determined the RC use to be a productive recreational activity and did not
want to eliminate the use altogether but agreed for the enjoyment of the masses, it
was pertinent to restrict the uses to certain areas of Central Park.

Unlike the use of RC vehicles, the proposed project would have mitigation measures
and existing code requirements in place to reduce any noise impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed project to a less than significant level.
In addition, the noise generated by the proposed project would be required to comply
with existing City of Huntington Beach noise regulations (refer to DSEIR pages
4.9-16 and 4.9-20 for further project related noise analysis). No further response is
required.

The commenter is concerned that noise from the proposed project would be
disturbing to the existing residential neighborhoods identifying operational noise
from the sports complex and construction noise from Cathy Mays as existing issues.
See Response CLG-18 regarding noise impacts as a result of the proposed project.
No further response is required.

This comment contains conclusion statements. No further response is required.

Public Testimony (Draft SEIR Meeting)

Although the comments/letters are typically provided in alphabetical order, in this section, comments are
organized in the order in which testimony was received at the Draft SEIR meeting held on October 12,

2011.

M Baretich, Mary Jo (BAR-V)

BAR-V-1

10-86

The comment expresses opposition to the industrial design of the project in a park
setting. This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.
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The comment states that rehabilitation of the existing Rodgers Senior Center site is a
feasible alternative and could accommodate a new senior center. See Response
CLG-8. No further response is required.

The comment state that there are biological and noise impacts due to migratory birds
nesting and foraging at the site. See Responses BAR-2 and BAR-6.

The commenter believes that the banquet hall uses should not be allowed. This
comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and is not a direct comment on
the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This comment has been noted and will be
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

The comment expresses concern over the elevation difference and access for
pedestrians and wheelchairs. As discussed on DSEIR page 4.12-44, the proposed
project would provide ADA ramp access from the proposed project site to the
Talbert Street intersection, as well as from the OCTA bus stops located
approximately 100 feet north and south of the intersection of Goldenwest Street and
Talbert Avenue. The ADA ramp access would provide a safe pathway for pedestrians
and bus patrons. No further response is required. As well, see Response BAR-10.

The comment states that a bus stop should be added at the intersection of
Goldenwest Street and Talbert Avenue. However, as noted in the DSEIR, there are
current OCTA bus stops located approximately 100 feet north and south of the
Goldenwest Street and Talbert Avenue intersection. The comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. Further, the commenter does not identify the specific reason for an
additional bus stop. No further response is required.

This includes the commentetr’s opinion that the senior center should be constructed
at the Cove site (Alternative 7). This is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR. As such, the comment has been noted and will be forwarded
to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No further
response is required.

This includes the commenter’s opinion that the Kettler School site (Alternative 4)
seems more cost effective because infrastructure already exists at that location. This is
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. As such, the
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The comment states that her preference would be to put the senior center at closed
school sites. The comment has been noted and forwarded to decision-makers for
consideration. No further response is required.
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BAR-V-10

BAR-V-11

The comment states that the Park View School Alternative (Alternative 5) is the best
alternative as it is centrally located. This is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR. As such, the comment has been noted and will be forwarded
to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No further
response is required.

The comment states that the proposed facility should be strictly a senior center, and if
it were only for senior purposes, the size could be reduced. See Response CLG-5. No
further response is required.

B Bauer, Ralph (BAU-V)

BAU-V-1

BAU-V-2

BAU-V-3

BAU-V-4

BAU-V-5

The commenter stated that the Feasibility Study should be added as an Appendix to
the EIR. Refer to Response BAU-1. No further response is required.

The commenter stated that the results of the Measure T vote should be added as an
Appendix to the EIR. Refer to Response BAU-2. No further response is required.

The commenter stated that Section 2.5 identifies no project-specific impacts and
there are inconsistencies with the significant cumulative impact and alternatives
analysis. Refer to Response BAU-3. No further response is required.

The commenter stated that the Park View School Site is not for sale. No further basis
for this statement has been provided. Refer to Response BAU-13. No further
response is required.

The commenter stated that the Kettler School Site has restrictions for what can be
developed on the site. Refer to Response BAU-12. No further response is required.

M Dettloff, Bob (DET-V)

DET-V-1

B Donovan,
DON-V-1

10-88

This comment asks how Alternative 3 [Central Park Alternative Site (Northwest
Corner of Ellis Avenue and Goldenwest Street)] would reduce the significant
cumulative aesthetic impact identified for the proposed project as it moves the
proposed project from one site in Central Park to another site in Central Park.

The northwest corner of Goldenwest Street and Ellis Avenue is programmed for
active recreational uses including an aquatics facility and other recreational amenities.
However, this comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers
prior to their consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

Nancy (DON-V)

The comment requests more information regarding the financing of the project. This
comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR, and
does not raise any specific environmental issue. Further, analysis of the economics
and/or financing of a project does not necessarily require environmental analysis. On
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October 16, 20006, the City entered into an agreement with the developer of the
Pacific City project (Makalon Atlanta Huntington Beach, LLC) to construct the
proposed senior center with $20 to $25 million of in-lieu fees assessed for the Pacific
City project pursuant to the Quimby Act. Further, Measure T, which identified (but
did not commit funds from) the Pacific City project as the funding mechanism for
the proposed senior center was passed by voters. This comment has been noted and
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval.
No further response is required.

M Durette, Linda (DUR-V)

DUR-V-1

DUR-V-2

DUR-V-3

The comment states that before the 2006 vote, the City said the first people that
would be hired would be event coordinators and questions whether the Draft SEIR
took into account the City using the facility for banquet hall and catered events and
the associated noise and safety impacts. However, this is not an environmental issue.
Further, this is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the DSEIR. This
comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The DSEIR describes the operation of the proposed project including special events
such as banquets and weddings as discussed on DSEIR page 3-18 and 4.9-19. Noise
issues are addressed in DSEIR Section 4.9 (Noise) and safety issues are addressed
under Fire and Police services in DSEIR Section 4.10 (Public Services). With proper
mitigation measures identified impacts to Noise and Fire and Police Services are less
than significant. No further response is required.

The comment asks if the Police Department considered private events when
reviewing the environmental document for impacts to service and response times.
The DSEIR evaluates the operation of the proposed project including special events.
Evaluation of police services are addressed under Police Services in DSEIR
Section 4.10 (Public Services). The Police department was consulted during the
preparation of the DSEIR and the project reviewed included the special events
activities, per DSEIR pages 4.10-11 to 4.10-12. No further response is required.

The comment asks if alcohol would be allowed at special/ptivate events and if the
City is going to maintain a 10:00 PM curfew at the facility. See Response CLG-26
regarding alcohol use. According to the City regulations alcohol cannot be served
after 12:00 midnight on Fridays and Saturdays and after 10:00 PM Sundays through
Thursdays. However, as shown on DSEIR page 3-19, the operating hours of the
facility would be Monday through Friday 8:00 AM to 10:00 PM™, Saturday and Sunday
from 8:00 AM to 10:00 PM and specials event on Friday and Saturday until 12:00 AM.
No further response is required.
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DUR-V-4

DUR-V-5

DUR-V-6

DUR-V-7

DUR-V-8

10-90

The comment asks if the Draft SEIR considered operational noise and that noise
carries over the water (Huntington Lake). The comment stated that residents that live
across Huntington Lake can currently hear people from Sports Complex events.

The commenter suggests that noise would travel over the lake and reach their
residential neighborhood. The noise study includes all sensitive receptors within the
proposed area. Refer to the definition of sensitive receptors on DSEIR page 4.9-15,
which included the nearest residential uses located approximately 800 feet west of the
proposed project. However, the presence of the lake would not substantially alter the
noise levels at the identified sensitive receptor, negatively or positively. See Response
CLG-6 regarding noise from the Sports Complex. Additionally, the proposed senior
center would be located between the existing Sports Complex and the residential
areas identified by the commenter. The location of a structure between the noise
source (the Sports Complex) and the identified residential area would potentially
serve to reduce noise levels traveling from the Sports Complex to the identified
residential area. No further response is required.

The commenter asked if a cost analysis was performed and further asks what the
additional infrastructure costs would be to taxpayers for construction at the proposed
project site.

A cost analysis was conducted as part of the Feasibility Study, included as
Appendix 12 of the DSEIR. This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. This comment has
been noted and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers prior to their
consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The comment recommends that rental space not be included in the proposed project
but rather that this space be utilized for construction of a lap pool for senior uses. See
Response CLG-5 regarding the “rental space”. However, the comment regarding the
lap pool for seniors has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to
their consideration of project approval. No further response is required.

The comment asks whether the City is required to implement mitigation measures
specified in the DSEIR if the City Council approves project. See Response URE-8.
All mitigation measures incorporated into the DSEIR would become part of the
conditions of approval and the City will have to adhere to them. Additionally, the
mitigation measures become part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), which also becomes a part of the approval process. No further
response is required.

The comment asks if the DSEIR considered impacts to original owners of the tract
west of Huntington Lake that bought homes according to the original Central Park
Master Plan. The DSEIR evaluated environmental impacts to all residential sensitive
receptors near the proposed project site during construction and operation of the
proposed project. This does not give deference to the amount of time a person has
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lived in the area (whether a renter or homeowner). Impacts of the change to the
Central Park Master Plan were analyzed throughout the DSEIR, including those
residential uses referenced by the commenter. No further response is required.

B Franklin, Bob (BFRA-V)

BFRA-V-1

BFRA-V-2

BFRA-V-3

BFRA-V-4

The commenter suggests that the biggest issue to be analyzed in the EIR is the
General Plan Amendment and that analysis of converting land from low intensity to
high intensity must be included. See Responses CLG-19 and CLG-20. No further
response is required.

The comment states that there should be an inventory and quantitative discussion of
impacts. See Response CLLG-20 regarding Mr. Franklin’s previous, written comment
regarding an inventory and quantitative discussion of impacts to low and high
intensity recreational uses. No further response is required.

The comment states that the availability of passive uses in Central Park is being
reduced and is not enough. See Response CLG-22 regarding Mr. Franklin’s previous,
written comment regarding the chipping away of passive recreational uses. No further
response is required.

The comment states that there should be more analysis of noise impacts, particularly
uses at night. See Response CLLG-18. No further response is required.

B Franklin, Karen (KFRA-V)

KFRA-V-1

KFRA-V-2

The commenter wants to know whether the project has been approved and the
reasoning behind the signs posted at the proposed project site identifying the site as
the site of the Huntington Beach Senior Center. The commenter also wants to know
the cost of the signs (as this is the second sign posted for the proposed project,

according to the commenter). The project has not been approved. See Response
CLG-34.

The commenter stated that the senior center should be located at a different site. The
commenter did not provide specific information as to why they think the senior
center should be relocated. As such, this comment has been noted and will be
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project approval. No
further response is required.

B Geddes, Tim (GED-V)

GED-V-1

The commenter asked if Alternative 2 considered a variety of configurations.

Alterative 2 considered the environmental impacts of a 30,000 square foot senior
center building, reduced from the proposed 45,000 square feet. However,
Alternative 2 evaluated a specific configuration, as described on DSEIR page 6-23.
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GED-V-2

GED-V-3

GED-V-4

GED-V-5

GED-V-6

Alternative 2 did not analyze a range of configurations for the reduced project. No
further response is required.

The commenter asked whether the project size would be cut in half if the project
funding was cut in half. This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of
the DSEIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. This comment has
been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of
project approval. No further response is required.

The commenter asked why the existing Rodgers Senior Center site was considered to
be infeasible as an alternative site when it is already developed with an existing senior
center. See Responses CLG-8 and CLG-32. No further response is required.

The commenter asked if a smaller senior center could be configured on the Rodgers
Senior Center site in the event that funding is cut. As identified on DSEIR page 3-24,
one of the proposed project objectives is to build a new facility large enough to meet
current and future demand as a result of an increasing senior population, consistent
with the feasibility study prepared for the City in 2006. The existing Rodgers Senior
Center site is only two acres in size and could not service the growing senior
population. Also, see Response CLLG-8 and CLLG-32. No further response is required.

The commenter asked if Alternative 2 included use of the facility as a community use
or only for senior center use.

As discussed on DSEIR page 6-14, Alternative 2 includes a primarily senior center
use similar to the proposed project. Ancillary use of the facility by the community for
special events would be allowed under Alternative 2, similar to the proposed project.
No further response is required.

The commenter asked if all alternatives would operate the same as the proposed
project. Similar to the discussion in Response GED-V-5 as well as the characteristics
of the proposed project, the primary use of any of the alternatives would be a senior
center. Where space allows, similar to the proposed project, the facility would be
made available as a community amenity when not in use for senior services and
activities. No further response is required.

M Livengood, Tom (LIV-V)

LIV-V-1

10-92

The commenter asked if the proposed project would impact residents across from the
project site on Ellis Avenue and Goldenwest Street. The closest residential uses are
located south of the intersection, across Ellis Avenue. These residential uses are
considered to be sensitive receptors and impacts are evaluated in the DSEIR. No
further response is required.
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B Mannion, Norma Jean (MAN-V)

MAN-V-1

MAN-V-2

MAN-V-3

MAN-V-4

MAN-V-5

MAN-V-6

MAN-V-7

The commenter asked if the DSEIR studied foot traffic between the two parks. The
analysis of foot traffic near the proposed project site is discussed on DSEIR pages
4.12-41 and 4.12-42. No further response is required.

The commenter stated that pedestrian crossing at the intersection of Goldenwest
Street and Talbert Avenue is dangerous due to the number of vehicles in the area.
Refer to the discussion of pedestrian traffic on DSEIR pages 4.12-41 and 4.12-42.
Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.12-4 and code requirements CR4.12-4(a)
and CR4.12-4(b) would reduce potential impacts to pedestrian safety to a less than
significant level. No further response is required.

The commenter asked how the safety of the people would be ensured when crossing
intersection, especially seniors. Refer to Response MAN-V-2. No further response is
required.

The commenter stated that the project would increase existing night glow and noise.
Refer to Response CLG-18 regarding noise impacts as a result of the proposed
project. DSEIR pages 4.1-24 through 4.1-27 provide analysis of the impact of light
and glare resulting from the proposed project. On weekdays, most of the lighting
from the senior center would be turned off at closing (10:00 PM), and the security
lighting that would remain on would not be considered significant and would not
substantially increase ambient lighting in the vicinity after closing. On weekends,
when the senior center could be open until 12:00 AM, facility lighting would increase
the ambient light in the project vicinity, but, the nearest residences are more than
0.15 mile away from the project site, and the potential increase would not be
considered significant. In addition, implementation of mitigation measures
MM4.1-3(a) through (c) would reduce impacts associated with onsite lighting as the
lowest levels of illumination would be required, and lighting on site would not remain
on at all times during the nighttime hours. The commenter does not provide specific
information as to why she thinks that noise and night glow would increase that could
be addressed here. As such, no further response is required.

The commenter stated that the senior center would make project site area less
peaceful. Refer to Response MAN-V-4.

The commenter asked if lighting impacts on Shipley Nature Center were considered.
Lighting impacts to all surrounding sensitive receptors, including the Shipley Nature
Center, were considered for analysis in the DSEIR. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.1-24
through 4.1-27 for analysis of lighting and glare impacts. No further response is
required.

The commenter stated that all alternatives are better than the proposed project site.
The comment recommends the former school sites because infrastructure is already
in place. The commenter does not provide specific information as to why the
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alternatives are better that can be responded to here. The comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of project
approval. No further response is required.

B McCready, Melissa (MCC-V)

MCC-V-1

MCC-V-2

MCC-V-3

10-94

The commenter stated that the proposed project site is located within a park, but then
asked why the proposed project site is not considered a single-family residential area.
Residential uses for the Kettler School alternative site are located approximately 10
feet to the west, approximately 45 feet to the north and approximately 10 feet to the
east. The residential uses for the Park View School alternative site are located
approximately 45 feet to the west, and approximately 40 feet to the north. The school
alternative sites are within residential areas whereas, for the proposed project site the
residential uses are located approximately 800 feet west, approximately 1,100 feet
north and approximately 1,400 feet to the south. The proposed project area is within
Central Park and not immediately adjacent to a residential area the way the school
sites are located.

The current project site has a General Plan Land Use designation of OS-P (Open
Space—Parks) and a Zoning designation of OS-PR (Open Space—Parks &
Recreation). These designations allow for public parks and recreational facilities on
the project site. The OS-PR designation was established to provide areas for public or
private use and areas for presentation and enhancement, specifically for parks and
recreation. Within the OS-PR lands, park and recreation facilities are subject to
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval by the City of Huntington Beach Planning
Commission. The project site is being proposed as a senior center use which is
considered a recreational use. There are no single-family residential uses proposed
and these uses would not be allowed under the current or proposed zoning or
General Plan land use designations on the project site. No further response is
required.

The commenter asked if the DSEIR considered noise impacts from the proposed
facility with outdoor patios and activity areas and further stated that residents can
currently hear music from jazz festival, events at Sports Complex, etc. As discussed in
DSEIR Section 4.9 (Noise), impacts related to noise on residential sensitive receptors
near the proposed project site during construction and operation of the proposed
project were analyzed in the DSEIR. Cumulative noise impacts were also evaluated in
the DSEIR. Refer to DSEIR Section 4.9 for detailed analysis. No further response is
required.

The commenter asked how the City expects that there will not be noise impacts from
renting out facility for events and weddings. See Response CLG-18. No further
response is required.
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The commenter expressed concerns regarding construction-related noise impacts.
Refer to DSEIR pages 4.9-16 through 4.9-19 for detailed analysis of the potential
construction noise impacts from implementation of the proposed project. In
addition, mitigation measures MM4.9-1(a) and MM4.9-1(b) as well as code
requirements CR4.8-1(a) and CR4.9-1(b) would be implemented to reduce the
impacts associated with construction activities to a less than significant level. No
further response is required.

B Murphy, Eileen (MUR-V)

MUR-V-1

The commenter stated that the Rodgers Senior Center site should be considered as an
alternative since it is developed with an existing senior center. See Responses CLG-8
and CLG-32. No further response is required.

B White, Mindy (WHI-V)

WHI-V-1

WHI-V-2

WHI-V-3

The commenter asked why Rodgers Senior Center would have to be acquired. The
Rodgers Senior Center would not need to be acquired and this was ultimately cleared
up at the DSEIR public meeting held on October 12, 2011. However, the Rodgers
Senior Center site has an existing deed restriction for use of the site as a public park
and recreational facility. Any land swap would require the removal of the deed
restriction on the existing senior center site to allow development of that property for
non-recreational uses. Any land swap involving City owned property would be subject
to voter approval, pursuant to Huntington Beach Charter Section 612. Further, as
discussed on DSEIR page 6-5, the Rodgers Senior Center was determined to be an
infeasible alternative site. No further response is required.

The commenter asked why the “proposed site” (although it is presumed that the
commenter meant proposed projecd) would be incompatible on the Rodgers Senior
Center site when an existing senior center is already located there. As identified on
DSEIR page 3-24, one of the proposed project objectives is to build a new facility
large enough to meet current and future demand as a result of an increasing senior
population. The current Rodgers Senior Center site is only 2 acres in size and could
not accommodate a facility large enough to service the growing senior population
without considering design options of a multi-level facility with subterranean parking
that would increase the design and construction costs as well as the potential
environmental impacts. In addition, as discussed on DSEIR page 6-5, due to the
known constraints from the small size of the site, lack of available funding to
accommodate a more costly development on this site, and because this site would not
provide a centrally-located senior center within the City, the Rodgers Senior Center
alternative was rejected from further analysis. No further response is required.

The commenter asked why a senior center at one of the former school sites would be
considered incompatible suggesting that the rationale may be the lack of access from
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WHI-V-4

WHI-V-5

10-96

an arterial. The commenter also states that a senior center use at these school
locations would be better than school uses that included bus traffic.

The closed school sites that were determined to be infeasible as an alternative site are
discussed on DSEIR page 6-6. The City identified and reviewed twelve closed school
sites within the Huntington Beach, Ocean View, and Westminster School Districts
that could potentially be used for a proposed senior center. Of the twelve school
sites, three sites were available for use; Kettler School (Huntington Beach School
District), LeBard School (Huntington Beach City School District) and Park View
School (Ocean View School District). All three sites have zoning and land use
designations that would allow for a senior center facility. As described in Chapter 6
(Alternatives), the Kettler School (Alternative 4) and Park View (Alternative 5) sites
were analyzed as Alternative sites to the proposed project. As discussed on DSEIR
page 6-6 use of the LeBard School site for the proposed senior center has been
determined to be infeasible as a result of the site’s location in a single-family
residential neighborhood where access from an arterial roadway is not readily
available and access could not be constructed from an arterial. In addition based on a
qualitative analysis by Urban Crossroads (the EIR traffic consultant), the Lebard
School alternative site is inferior in terms of location, adjacent uses, local access, and
parking. Parking would need to accommodate both the baseball/softball fields as well
as the Senior Center and parking competition could be an issue during peak demands.
The LeBard school site would likely result in traffic complaints, violations of traffic
control devices (e.g., “rolling stops”) and potential conflicts between
pedestrians/neighborhood children and vehicular traffic. The remaining nine closed
school sites identified are not available and therefore, the proposed project could not
be accomplished in a reasonable amount of time. In addition, the remaining school
sites may not help reduce project impacts. Therefore, ten of the alternative school
sites were rejected from further analysis. No further response is required.

The commenter asked why the Magnolia Tank Farm site was considered as an
alternative. As discussed on DSEIR pages 6-3 and 6-4, this alternative is proposed for
the purpose of reducing construction and operational noise impacts associated with
the proposed project. The site would be easily accessible from Magnolia Avenue, an
arterial roadway in the City. Additionally, use of this site as a senior center is
permitted under the existing zoning (Public/Semi Public) and General Plan land use
designation (Public) and would not require a zone change or GPA. Because the site is
no longer operational, it would be available for acquisition and development but
would require demolition of the existing oil tanks. No further response is required.

The commenter asked why certain alternatives were considered infeasible due to the
need for a GPA when the proposed project requires a GPA. As discussed in DSEIR
Chapter 6 (Alternatives), some of the alternatives would require a GPA, similar to the
proposed project. However, none of the alternatives were determined to be infeasible
solely because they would require a GPA. Further, it is important to note the
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difference between a General Plan Amendment that changes the land use designation
of a parcel compared to a General Plan Amendment that adds an exhibit to the
existing General Plan to accommodate a higher-intensity development on land already
designated for the particular land use, such as the proposed project. No further
response is required.

The commenter asked why alternative sites would create greater impacts than the
y g p

proposed project when the alternative sites are smaller and should have a less severe

impact.

As discussed on page 6-1, the CEQA Guidelines require that the range of alternatives
addressed in an EIR be governed by a rule of reason. According to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.0, the discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives capable of
either avoiding or substantially lessening any significant environmental effects of the
project. However, this does not mean an alternative site has to result in a reduced
impact to all issue areas when compared to the proposed project. As such, some
alternatives could have a greater impact in one issue area while reducing impacts in
other issue areas relative to the proposed project. Due to the differing nature of the
land uses surrounding the alternative sites (residential, commercial, industrial) and
existing conditions and constraints affecting access to a site and parking, for instance,
impacts would vary, regardless of the size of the project or the alternative site. No
further response is required.

The commenter is concerned with the proposed location and believes that it could
cause visual degradation. Refer to DSEIR pages 4.1-17 through 4.1-23 for analysis of
impacts to scenic vistas and the surrounding visual character resulting from
implementation of the proposed project. The proposed project would result in a less
than significant project-related impact to aesthetics. However, as disclosed in
Section 4.1 (Aesthetics), the proposed project would contribute to a cumulative
aesthetic impact. No further response is required.

The commenter asked why the noise, traffic and air quality impacts for the Cove Site
alternative are greater than the proposed project when there are more industrial uses
near this alternative site.

As discussed on DSEIR page 6-77, sensitive receptors for the Cove site include the
residential uses located north, east, and south of the project site. Construction
activities such as fumes from paint and solvents could create objectionable odor
affecting these sensitive uses. However, daily operation of this alternative would not
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people as the uses would
be primarily indoors and would not involve substantial odors. Compliance with City
codes and existing regulations would reduce impacts from odors associated with the
proposed project construction and operation to a less than significant level. This
impact would be slightly greater than the proposed project due to the closer
proximity to sensitive receptors. As discussed on DSEIR page 6-84, construction
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WHI-V-9

10-98

activities associated with this alternative could generate or expose persons or
structures off site to excessive groundborne vibration. Due to the presence of
residential structures, which are closer in proximity to the alternative site than the
proposed project site, certain construction activities could increase vibration levels at
the nearby residences beyond thresholds established by the Federal Transportation
Authority. As such, this impact, although temporary, would be considered potentially
significant and greater than the proposed project.

As discussed on DSEIR page 6-85, the Cove Alternative site is within an existing
developed residential neighborhood with existing traffic volumes that are greater than
the proposed project. The amount of increased traffic volumes, including the
intersections impacted could result in a greater impact for the surrounding roadway
network compared to the proposed project area. Therefore, this Cove Site alternative
would result in greater impact than the proposed project. No further response is
required.

The commenter suggests that it seems that the need to re-designate the Cove Site
from Residential to accommodate the senior center use would be better than adding
to residential density of that area. This is not a direct comment on the content or
adequacy of the DSEIR This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to
decision-makers prior to consideration of project approval. No further response is
required.
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