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CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments 

10.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
In total, fourteen comment letters regarding the Draft EIR were received from three State departments, 
two regional and/or local agencies, two organizations, and seven individuals. In addition, verbal 
comments were received at The Ripcurl Draft EIR Public Information Meeting that was held on July 23, 
2008. Table 10-1 provides a comprehensive list of commenters in the order that they are presented in 
this section. 
 

Table 10-1 Comment Letters Received During the Draft EIR Comment Period 
No. Commenter/Organization Abbreviation Page Where Response Begins 

STATE DEPARTMENTS 
1 Department of Toxic Substances Control, Greg Holmes. August 25, 2008 DTSC 10-61 
2 Native American Heritage Commission, Dave Singleton. July 25, 2008 NACH 10-61 
3 Public Utilities Commission, Rosa Munoz. August 15, 2008 PUC 10-62 

REGIONAL/LOCAL AGENCIES 
4 Orange County Public Works, Ronald Tippets. August 21, 2008 OCPW 10-62 
5 Southern California Edison, Tami Bui. August 22, 2008 SCE 10-63 

ORGANIZATIONS 
6 Huntington Beach Environmental Board, David Guido. August 21, 2008 HBEB 10-63 
7 Huntington Beach Tomorrow, Ed Bush. August 21, 2008 HBT 10-67 

INDIVIDUALS 
Written Letters 
8 Dempsen, Steve. July 11, 2008 DEMP 10-70 
9 Gladysz, Tim and Kristin. August 7, 2008 GLAD 10-70 
10 Harris, Dave. August 20, 2008 HARR 10-71 
11 Lindberg, Jerry. August 20, 2008 LIND 10-75 
12 Linquist, Darlyne. July 11, 2008 LINQ 10-77 
13 Neumann, Michelle. July 11, 2008 NEUM 10-78 
14 Secor, Judy. August 10, 2008 SECO 10-80 

Verbal Comments 
The Ripcurl Draft EIR Public Meeting, Verbal Comments, July 23, 2008  VERB 10-80 

Speaker Cards 
None received N/A N/A 
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This chapter of the Final EIR contains all comments received on the Draft EIR 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 Draft EIR. 

10.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
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 Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 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. 
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10.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

10.3.1 State Departments 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), August 25, 2008 

DTSC-1 The comment states that the issues identified in DTSC’s previous letter to the City 
of Huntington Beach, dated February 22, 2008, for The Ripcurl Initial Study have 
been addressed. There were no additional comments on the content or adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 

 Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), July 25, 2008 

NAHC-1 A records search was conducted by the South Central Coastal Information Center 
(SCCIC), which is the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center 
(CHRIS) for projects located within Orange County. The records search included a 
review of all recorded archaeological sites within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site 
and the results of these surveys were used in the evaluation of the project. 

NAHC-2 As discussed on page 4.4-7, a record search was conducted by the SCCIC, which 
included a review of all recorded archaeological sites within a 0.5-mile radius of the 
project site as well as a review of cultural resource reports on file. No archeological 
sites were identified on the project or within the 0.5-mile radius of the project site. 
Additionally, museum collections maintained by the Natural History Museum of Los 
Angeles County contain no recorded vertebrate or invertebrate fossil localities in the 
general area of the project site. However, the project site is currently developed with 
commercial uses and the current surface conditions do not allow for an adequate 
survey of potential sub-surface cultural artifacts, and the potential for archaeological 
and/or paleontological resources to be identified during ground-disturbing activities 
cannot be eliminated. Therefore, mitigation measures MM4.4-1 and MM4.4-2 would 
be required of the proposed project to ensure that cultural resources would not be 
damaged in the event that they are discovered during construction activities. The 
measures require monitoring of construction activities by a qualified professional 
archaeologist and require the scientific recovery and evaluation of any archaeological 
resources that could be encountered, which would ensure that important scientific 
information that could be provided by these resources regarding history or 
prehistory is not lost. 

NAHC-3 As discussed on page 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR, the California NAHC’s Sacred Lands 
File search indicated the presence of sensitive Native American resources within the 
vicinity of the project. In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone, or 
suspected human bone, mitigation measure MM4.4-3 requires that all excavation or 
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grading shall halt immediately and the area of the find shall be protected. The 
Applicant must immediately notify the City and the Orange County Coroner of the 
find and comply with the provisions of P.R.C. Section 5097. If the human remains 
are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the NAHC, which will 
determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The MLD shall complete 
the inspection of the site within 24 hours of notification, and may recommend 
scientific removal and non-destructive analysis of human remains and items 
associated with Native American burials. 

 Public Utilities Commission (PUC), August 15, 2008 

PUC-1 The California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) notes that the project will add 
traffic to existing highway rail crossings in the study area. Since there are no 
significance criteria for such crossings, no project impacts are identified at these 
locations. The City coordinates with the PUC and the Railroad on a continuing basis 
to ensure that the required safety standards are maintained at such locations. 

10.3.2 Regional/Local Agency 

 Orange County Public Works (OCPW), August 21, 2008 

OCPW-1 When Huntington Beach provided information to the County of Orange as part of 
the Commuter Bikeway Strategic Plan, the route identified in Huntington Beach was 
within the existing railroad right-of-way or former right-of-way and reflected one 
potential use of that corridor in the future. The City’s General Plan does not identify 
a planned Class I bikeway to be located within any private property area along the 
corridor referenced. While the City may work with adjacent Cities along the corridor, 
OCTA and the County of Orange in developing an appropriate bikeway, the City 
does not have any basis for requiring the dedication of easements or property for 
this purpose from any private property along the corridor. Therefore, the City has 
not required the developer to include these features as part of their development 
plan. The proposed project would not affect the ability of the City to pursue an 
officially planned facility and does not constitute an area of potentially significant 
adverse impact that should be addressed within the EIR. 

OCPW-2 Impact 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR identifies the minimum development requirements, 
per the existing Zoning Code, that would apply to the proposed project to help 
prevent potential impacts associated with on-site flooding as a portion of the project 
site is located within FEMA-defined flood hazard Zone A. In particular, code 
requirement CR4.7-2 and mitigation measures MM4.7-1 and MM4.7-2 would be 
required, along with project conditions of approval CoA4.7-1, which would reduce 
the potential for on-site flooding of underground structures and other areas and on-
site flood impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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OCPW-3 The information on page 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR has been revised as requested. 
Refer to Chapter 9 (Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text 
changes. 

 Southern California Edison (SCE), August 22, 2008 

SCE-1 This comment provides introductory or general information regarding the project, 
and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does 
not raise any specific environmental issue. 

SCE-2 This comment states that “the electrical loads of the project have been determined to 
be within the parameters of the projected load growth which SCE is planning to 
meet in this area.” The remainder of the comment explains SCE’s role in the 
modification of electric systems and infrastructure. This comment is noted. 

SCE-3 Implementation of The Ripcurl project is not anticipated to result in the need to 
build new, or relocate existing, SCE electrical facilities that operate at or above 50 
kV. However, the comment is noted. 

10.3.3 Organizations 

 Huntington Beach Environmental Board (HBEB), August 21, 2008 

HBEB-1 The comment correctly reiterates information presented in Section 4.13 
(Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR regarding the future LOS with and 
without the proposed project in Year 2014 and Year 2030. The comment also states 
that the “City’s General Plan is not in compliance with its own criteria.” This 
statement is slightly misleading. Among other purposes, the City’s General Plan is a 
policy document that provides the framework for land use management. In this case, 
the General Plan provides the appropriate LOS standards throughout the City that 
are deemed acceptable. It is the existing and future roadway conditions within the 
City (as opposed to the General Plan itself) that, in some cases, do not meet the 
minimum LOS criteria as defined in the General Plan. However, CEQA does not 
mandate compliance with the General Plan; rather CEQA requires feasible 
mitigation where possible. As identified in the Draft EIR, a mitigation measure was 
identified to reduce the long-range level of significance of the impact at the 
intersection of the I-405 Southbound Ramp at Center Avenue. However, because 
this intersection is owned by Caltrans, implementation of the mitigation measure 
would be dependent on factors outside of the control of both the City and the 
project Applicant. Thus, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed the projected traffic 
increases that could result from the proposed project against existing City standards, 
and identified mitigation measures, where feasible. All comments will be forwarded 
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to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed 
project. 

HBEB-2 See Response to Comment VERB-9. This comment addresses the City’s existing 
LOS standard and requests that the General Plan be amended. This is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
proposed project. 

HBEB-3 See Response to Comment VERB-12. 

HBEB-4 See Response to Comment VERB-10. 

HBEB-5 For the sites noted and for the whole Beach Boulevard/Edinger Avenue Corridor 
area, the cumulative analysis did consider long-range buildout according to the 
current General Plan. See the list of all 23 cumulative projects identified in Table 3-4 
of the DEIR. Hence, these areas were not ignored and are fully accounted for in the 
long-range analysis. 

HBEB-6 The commenter recommends that a Green Measure column be added to Table 2-2 
(Summary of Environmental Effects and City Requirements/Mitigation Measures) in 
order to track the green points of the projects. The “green” measures proposed by 
the project Applicant do not affect the analysis provided in the Draft EIR nor are 
there any CEQA thresholds for such measures. Rather, the Draft EIR analyzes the 
potential impacts of the project as proposed and provides mitigation measures, 
where feasible, to reduce any identified significant impacts. The Draft EIR is not the 
appropriate document to track the project’s Green Score because as discussed on 
page 3-8 (Project Description), “the conceptual project plans may be modified prior 
to final building plans and specifications in response to conditions of approval, 
mitigation measures, and design changes in response to code requirements.” 
Consequently, it would be inappropriate to identify specific green measures that are 
not called out as specific mitigation measures or code requirements in the Draft EIR, 
as the final building plans could be revised after approval of the Draft EIR. 

HBEB-7 There is currently no reclaimed water supply, nor infrastructure for such water 
available in the City of Huntington Beach. A grey water analysis is not required for 
the project and is properly raised and considered on a City-wide basis, as opposed to 
an individual project. Previous efforts to provide a reclaimed water source in the city 
were not successful. The DEIR provides an analysis of potential Hydrology and 
Water Quality impacts consistent with CEQA. 

As discussed on page 4.7-7 and 4.7-8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft 
EIR, the Natural Treatment System—East Garden Grove-Wintersburg Channel 
Project for dry weather treatment using Talbert and Huntington Lakes—is a Santa 
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board Approved Supplemental Environmental 
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Project (SEP). This proposed project would divert approximately 3 million gallons 
per day of urban runoff from the large regional channel, the East Garden 
Grove-Wintersburg Channel into the Huntington Beach Central Park for natural 
treatment and restoration of aquatic resources. The project would provide multiple 
benefits, including: the reduction in polluted runoff entering Bolsa Chica Wetlands, 
Huntington Harbour and Anaheim Bay; the restoration of aquatic resources in 
Central Park, including Talbert Lake, Huntington Lake, and Shipley Nature Center; 
enhancements to groundwater protection by reinforcing the sea-water intrusion 
barrier; and educational opportunities. 

Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.14-8 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft 
EIR, in January 2008, the OCWD implemented an innovative, cost-effective, and 
reliable Groundwater Replenishment System. This System is a water project that 
provides northern and central Orange County with a new supplemental source of 
safe, high-quality water. The Groundwater Replenishment System takes highly-
treated sewer water and purifies it to levels that meet state and federal drinking water 
standards as pure as bottled water. The Groundwater Replenishment System water 
exceeds all federal and state drinking water standards. The underground basin 
provides more than half of the water used by north and central Orange County. 

HBEB-8 This comment suggests that a certified commissioning agent be used as part of the 
project. It is our understanding that a commissioning agent ensures that a building 
performs in accordance with the design intent, contract documents, and the owner’s 
operational needs. It is not clear how the commenter is linking such an agent to the 
analysis of The Ripcurl project as provided in the Draft EIR. A commissioning agent 
could be hired by the project Applicant, if they so desire, but it is not required by the 
City of Huntington Beach. The City’s Planning and Building and Safety Departments 
review building plans and perform inspections to ensure that the construction and 
operation of buildings is in conformance with all required measures. This is not a 
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBEB-9 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. 

HBEB-10 See Response to Comment VERB-13 for a discussion of police services. 

HBEB-11 See Response to Comment HARR-6 for a discussion of parklands. All comments 
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to 
approve the proposed project. 
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HBEB-12 The comment is incorrect in stating that the existing zoning for the project site 
includes mixed use residential zoning at 30 units per acre. As discussed in Section 3.0 
(Project Description) of the Draft EIR, 

Presently, the project site has a General Plan designation of CG-F1-d (General 
Commercial), which establishes a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.35 for the site and a 
design overlay that permits underlying land uses to be designed in accordance with 
special design standards. The project site currently has a zoning designation of CG 
(General Commercial), which provides opportunities for a full range of retail and 
service businesses and is consistent with the General Plan. 

Residential uses are not currently permitted, with the exception of some group 
quarters. Since the General Plan and Zoning Code do not currently allow residential 
uses at this location, implementation of the proposed project would require a GPA 
and ZTA. 

The commenter “demands the study of the current 30 units per acre in the EIR as a 
viable alternative.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that the Alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft EIR should: 

…feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project… 

Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR analyzes four different alternatives to the proposed 
project in order to reduce the identified significant impacts of the proposed project. 
In total, there were four significant and unavoidable impacts in the Draft EIR. 
However, only two of these impacts were project-specific while the other two were 
cumulative in nature (which would occur regardless of project implementation). 
Thus, the Alternatives section of the Draft EIR focuses on alternatives to reduce the 
identified traffic impacts of the proposed project. Two of the four alternatives would 
not involve GPAs and ZTAs, as requested by the commenter. 

The first No Project/No Development Alternative analyzed the comparative 
environmental effects resulting from continuation of the existing commercial uses on 
the site and would not involve any improvements to the site. Alternative 1 provides a 
basis for decision-makers to compare the effects of approving the project with the 
effects of not approving the project. Alternative 2 assumed that the site would 
remain as commercial general (CG-F1-d); however, growth could occur through 
existing permitted development or increased tenant use, as the site is currently 
80 percent leased. In general, no significant and unavoidable adverse impacts would 
occur, although slight increases in traffic resulting from increased tenant use could 
occur. 

Alternatives 3 and 4 analyzed reduced project alternatives in order to determine the 
potential decreases in traffic. Specifically Alternative 3 would eliminate the 10,000 sf 
of retail use, while Alternative 4 was selected to reduce the amount of traffic that 
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would be generated by the project while still allowing for a mix of uses. It was 
determined that Alternative 4 would obtain all project objectives and would eliminate 
the significant and unavoidable traffic impact caused by the proposed project; thus, 
Alternative 4 would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. 

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision-making and public participation. 

Per CEQA, there is no evidence in the record to indicate it necessary to evaluate an 
alternative that would reduce the proposed density to 30 units per acre. A reasonable 
range of alternatives was selected, and such alternatives were adequately analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. 

In addition, the commenter expresses concerns “that once one developer is given a 
zoning variance for this high a density, the city will be pressured to allow additional 
future variances of this type…” The environmental effects of the proposed GPA 
and ZTA are adequately analyzed in Section 4.8 (Land Use and Planning) of the 
Draft EIR. As discussed in that analysis and throughout the Draft EIR, the City is 
currently in the process of redeveloping the area to permit more high density mixed 
uses, and the project conforms to this overall vision. See Response to Comment 
VERB-17 for a discussion of the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study and Response to 
Comment HARR-2 for a discussion regarding density. 

HBEB-13 This comment recommends evaluating the SCE high voltage transmission lines. Page 
4.6-7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR provides background 
information on electromagnetic fields and Impact 4.6-2 evaluates the potential 
impact of the high voltage transmission towers. 

 Huntington Beach Tomorrow (HBT), August 21, 2008 

HBT-1 The comment is slightly incorrect in stating “as proposed at 132 units/acre—four 
times the current zoning maximum for density …” As proposed with 440 units on 
approximately 3.8 acres, The Ripcurl project would result in approximately 
115 dwelling units per acre. In addition, the General Plan currently has a Mixed Use-
Vertical Integration category but it limits maximum density to 30 units per acre with 
3.0 FAR. However, the General Plan also has a residential density category of “>30” 
that permits greater than 30 dwelling units per net acre. The Applicant is proposing 
up to 130 units per acre and requests the creation of a new land use designation, 
“Transit Center District.” 
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The comment is correct in noting that implementation of the proposed project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with population and 
housing and traffic. 

The comment is incorrect in stating that “when combined with the Village at Bella 
Terra project, [these projects] produce traffic impacts unacceptable…” As discussed 
on page 4.13-40 (Traffic/Transportation) of the Draft EIR, 

…the proposed project’s impact to the I-405 Southbound Ramp at Center Avenue 
intersection occurs when General Plan land uses are the basis for traffic forecasts 
in the study area. A General Plan Amendment (GPA) is currently being processed 
for The Village at Bella Terra Project, which would reduce the PM peak hour trip 
generation. Approval of the GPA would result in future 2030 background 
conditions such that the impacted intersection would no longer be impacted by the 
proposed project. 

Additionally, as discussed on page 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR, 

…the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact at the 
intersection of the I-405 Freeway Southbound ramps and Center Avenue under 
the current General Plan in 2030. As such, the proposed project would be 
considered cumulatively considerable. However, the project does not contribute to 
a significant cumulative impact at this location when either of the Bella Terra 
GPA’s are considered under Year 2030 conditions. With implementation of the 
Bella Terra project and the proposed project, ICU value at the intersection of I-405 
Southbound ramps and Center Avenue would remain at 0.91, similar to the value 
anticipated under General Plan buildout in 2030 without either project. This is due 
to the anticipated reduction in vehicle trips associated with either GPA under the 
proposed Bella Terra project versus the level of development currently allowed by 
the City’s General Plan land use designations for the Bella Terra site. Therefore, if 
either Bella Terra GPA Option is adopted, The Ripcurl cumulative impact would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Therefore, if the Village at Bella Terra project were approved, it would actually 
reduce the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts identified for The Ripcurl 
project. 

HBT-2 It is unclear what the commenter is suggesting by stating that the project would “set 
an unacceptable precedent for the city’s remaining developable space.” This is not a 
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBT-3 This comment is not entirely adequate by stating that “when combined with the 
Village at Bella Terra, [the projects’] increase the city’s population beyond the level 
that was planned for and can be supported. As thoroughly discussed in the 
cumulative discussion within Section 4.10 (Population and Housing) of the Draft 
EIR, the majority of the anticipated growth is the result of future development that 
could be accommodated under the Beach-Edinger Specific Plan. Development of 
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The Ripcurl project and The Village at Bella Terra project alone would not result in 
an exceedance of SCAG projections. Rather, the exceedance is due to 
implementation of all of the 23 cumulative projects identified in Table 3-4 
(Cumulative Projects) of the Draft EIR. Moreover, the amount of cumulative growth 
is still below the level anticipated in the City’s General Plan. 

HBT-4 This is an economic project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental 
issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBT-5 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. 

With regard to the comment regarding inadequate access to parking, Impact 4.13-5 
of the Draft EIR discusses how the project would have three access locations (all of 
which lead to parking structures.) Gothard Street would have two access driveways 
(one with right in/right out only) and a third access driveway would be located on 
Center Avenue. None of the traffic volumes are high enough to meet a signal 
warrant. All vehicles would wait for gaps in the traffic stream; this also applies to 
vehicles entering via left turn, at the two driveways where a left turn is permissible. 
Therefore, it was determined that implementation of city requirements would ensure 
impacts would be less than significant. 

HBT-6 Emergency access is discussed in Impact 4.13-6 of the Draft EIR. As discussed, 
access to the project site would be provided from Gothard Street and Center Street, 
both of which are primary arterial streets. An emergency access lane accessed from 
Gothard Street and located along the southern border of the project site would 
provide secondary access to both components. As part of standard development 
procedures, plans would be submitted to the City for review and approval to ensure 
that all new development has adequate emergency access, including turning radius, in 
compliance with existing regulations. Therefore, it was determined that project traffic 
would not impede emergency access to and from adjacent and surrounding 
roadways. 

HBT-7 See Response to Comments LIND-5 and VERB-17 for a discussion of how the 
Draft EIR adequately analyzed cumulative projects, including the Beach-Edinger 
Corridor Study. 

HBT-8 This is a project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. All 
comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of 
whether to approve the proposed project. 



10-70 

Chapter 10 Responses to Comments 

City of Huntington Beach The Ripcurl Project EIR 

10.3.4 Individuals 

 Dempsen, Steve (DEMP), July 11, 2008 

DEMP-1 The comment references the identified significant effects related to population and 
traffic within the Draft EIR, and states that housing is not the appropriate use for 
the site due to traffic and economic considerations. The conclusions in the Draft 
EIR concur with the commenter’s statement that these issue areas are considered 
significant environmental impacts. 

The physical effects of the increased population generated by the project, including 
traffic, are adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. As discussed on pages 4.13-37 
through 4.13-42 of the Draft EIR, while the project contribution of traffic would 
generally represent less than one percent of the volumes on the roadways, the 
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts of the project would be due to 
contributions of traffic at intersections that have existing deficiencies. 

With regard to the statement that the location of the project is not appropriate for 
residential uses, the placement of residential and non-residential (e.g., commercial) 
uses in proximity to one another enables residents to live in proximity to nearby 
commercial and entertainment services, thus reducing the need for automobile use. 
This integration of residential and commercial uses is specifically stated in the project 
objectives (see Draft EIR pages 3-24 and 3-25). Consequently, the residential 
component of the proposed project adjacent to the existing uses in the vicinity 
would serve to reduce traffic effects compared to the business use suggested in the 
comment. However, the commenter’s opposition to the provision of housing on the 
project site is noted and all comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to 
their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

 Gladysz, Tim and Kristin (GLAD), August 7, 2008 

GLAD-1 The comment states that the housing under the proposed project would not improve 
traffic in the area. The conclusions in the Draft EIR concur with this comment, as 
there are two significant and unavoidable project-specific traffic impacts and one 
cumulatively significant traffic impact. As discussed on pages 4.13-37 through 
4.13-42 of the Draft EIR, the project would contribute one percent or more at the 
intersection of I-405 ramps at Center Avenue and the I-405 northbound loop ramp 
from Beach Boulevard, which is deficient in both the AM and PM peak hours. 
Because these were the result of existing deficiencies, these impacts were found to be 
significant and unavoidable. The effects of the traffic generated by the project are 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. However, the commenter’s opposition to the 
proposed project is noted and all comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 
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 Harris, Dave (HARR), August 20, 2008 

HARR-1 The commenter opines that he would be negatively impacted by the proposed 
project. This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
and does not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded 
to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed 
project. 

HARR-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but expresses negative 
opinions regarding the density of the project. The increase in density is analyzed 
throughout all chapters of the Draft EIR. For example, page 4.8-5 of the Land Use 
section of the Draft EIR states: 

The proposed project includes a mixed-use residential and commercial 
development with an estimated FAR of 2.23 and a residential density of up to 130 
units per acre. The project site has a current General Plan designation of CG-F1-d 
(General Commercial) and a current zoning designation of CG (General 
Commercial), neither of which permit residential uses. As a result, the proposed 
project would not be consistent with the current General Plan and zoning 
designations for the project site. However, other areas in the City currently permit 
high density residential uses (e.g., Downtown), in which projects are developed at 
over 60 units per acre. As mentioned above, the City is currently in the process of 
redeveloping the area to permit more high density mixed uses, and the project 
conforms to this overall vision. As it is currently envisioned the Beach-Edinger 
Specific Plan would not specify a density limit; rather, as a form-based code, it 
would ensure compatible design with very specific development standards related 
to setbacks, height, open space, and parking. 

The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns regarding density is 
a project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HARR-3 Three of the commenter’s concerns include the GPA, building heights, and project 
density. The commenter questions the necessity of proposing a project that would 
require a GPA. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to analyze the project as proposed 
in order to provide unbiased data to the public and decision-makers regarding the 
potential environmental impacts that could occur if such development were 
approved. The commenter correctly notes that The Ripcurl project would require a 
GPA as well as a ZTA in order to permit the proposed mixed-use commercial and 
residential development on the project site. The environmental effects of the 
proposed GPA and ZTA are adequately analyzed in Section 4.8 (Land Use and 
Planning) of the Draft EIR. As discussed in that analysis and throughout the Draft 
EIR, the City is currently in the process of redeveloping the area to permit more high 
density mixed uses, and the project conforms to this overall vision. 
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The comment correctly notes that assuming the projected increase of approximately 
1,060 residents on the project site, the proposed development would result in 
approximately 280 residents per acre and approximately 115 dwelling units per acre. 
See Response to Comment VERB-32 for a discussion regarding building heights. 
The commenter’s concerns regarding these issues are project-related comments and 
are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments 
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to 
approve the proposed project. 

HARR-4 As stated in Response to Comment HARR-2, the parking discussion of the Draft 
EIR has been revised. In total, The Ripcurl project is currently proposing 
approximately 705 parking spaces. Refer to Chapter 9 (Changes to the Draft EIR) in 
the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated with Impact 4.13-7 of the 
Draft EIR. 

HARR-5 The proposed project will have minimal impact on weekend traffic on Goldenwest 
Street and its effect on weekday traffic is discussed in the EIR. No significant project 
impacts are identified. 

The comment also states that air quality in the vicinity will decrease as a result of the 
proposed project. As adequately addressed throughout Section 4.2 (Air Quality) of 
the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed project would not impair 
implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan, and peak construction and 
daily operation of the proposed project would not generate emissions that exceed the 
Southern California Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) thresholds. In 
addition, although the proposed project would generate increased local traffic 
volumes, this increase would not cause local carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations 
at nearby intersections to exceed national or state standards. Further, the proposed 
project would not result in or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

HARR-6 As discussed on page 4.12-9 of the Draft EIR, 

The proposed project does not include dedicated open space or parklands. Rather, 
private and common open space would be provided through outdoor amenities 
such as balconies, a pool and spa area, fire pit and movie projection area, and an 
indoor fitness center, which would be available to residents. The availability of 
such on-site amenities for future residents could potentially displace the demand 
on public recreational facilities. 

However, because the project does not include any designated park land, this is 
considered a potentially significant impact and code requirement CR4.12-1 is 
required. More specifically, CR4.12-1 requires the Applicant to pay all applicable 
open space and park fees as prescribed by the Huntington Beach Zoning Ordinance 
in-lieu of dedicated land. These fees would help acquire, develop, improve, and 
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expand the City’s open space and parklands inventory. The City considers payment 
of fees full mitigation for impacts on parks. 

HARR-7 This comment asks a rhetorical question regarding the City’s population. This 
comment does not raise any specific environmental issue, nor provide any comments 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Worth noting, however, is that Section 
4.10 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR adequately addresses the projected 
increase of the proposed project as well as all cumulative development currently 
proposed in the City. The EIR determined that the project alone would result in a 
less-than-significant impact with respect to population growth; however, it was 
determined that the cumulative population increase would be significant and 
unavoidable, as it would exceed the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) projections for Year 2015. 

HARR-8 This comment contains general information, and is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental 
issue. Refer to Response to Comment HARR 9 through HARR-15 below. 

HARR-9 Contrary to the comment, the City is not “in the business of modifying the general 
plan to enhance the financial best interests of the property owner.” The Ripcurl 
project is not a development proposal of the City of Huntington Beach. Rather, the 
project is proposed by the current property owner (Amstar/Red Oak Huntington 
Beach LLC), a private developer. The City is required by law to review and act on a 
development application (even if such a development application includes 
amendments to the GPA and ZTA) and must do so in accordance with the Permit 
Streamlining Act (Government Code section 65920 et. seq.). 

The commenter states that the project site is currently 90 percent leased with 45 
tenants. This is incorrect. As stated on page 3-4 (Project Description) of the Draft 
EIR, the current shopping center is approximately 80 percent leased with various 
retail and office tenants. 

The remainder of the comment expresses the negative opinions of the commenter 
toward the proposed project but provides no direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. The 
commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and all comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
proposed project. 

HARR-10 It is assumed that the commenter is referencing the aesthetics discussion from the 
Initial Study as opposed to the Draft EIR. Therefore, it is assumed that the 
commenter did not have an opportunity to review the full aesthetics analysis 
(Section 4.1) within the Draft EIR, which adequately discusses the potential impacts 
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to aesthetics as a result of the proposed project. See Response to Comments VERB-
24 and VERB-32. 

In addition, as discussed on page 4.1-25 of the Draft EIR, the existing Bella Terra 
Mall to the east currently has structures that range in height from approximately 33 
feet to 90 feet with tower elements rising to approximately 104 feet. Also for 
purposes of height comparison, the Towers at Bella Terra development has buildings 
that range in height from five to twelve stories adjacent to the I-405 Freeway. Both 
examples are slightly closer to the proposed project than that of the Nuvision Credit 
Union building on the south side of Edinger just west of Beach Boulevard, as 
referenced by the commenter. 

The remainder of the comment expresses the negative opinions of the commenter 
toward the proposed project as well as City staff but provides no direct comment on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific 
environmental issue. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted 
and all comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration 
of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HARR-11 The commenter expresses negative opinions about the density of the project, the 
developers, and the City of Huntington Beach Planning Department. This is not a 
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HARR-12 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The remainder of the comment purports that 
the proposed project and/or the Draft EIR is “sales talk that…might lead the 
uninformed to believe that college students will live in the proposed slum.” Page 3-8 
(Project Description) of the Draft EIR states: 

The residential component would target three populations groups: (1) Young 
Professionals, (2) the Golden West College Community, and (3) Progressives. 
Young professionals consist of childless couples and singles who work in 
Huntington Beach, North Orange County, and South LA County who would be 
drawn to amenities provided in the neighboring Bella Terra project, the 
surrounding neighborhood and the project itself. The Golden West College 
Community consists of students, teachers, and administrators associated with the 
neighboring college who would like to take advantage of new living options close 
to campus. Progressives consist of people who would utilize transit for work, who 
are drawn to an urban lifestyle with neighborhood amenities within walking 
distance, and who would appreciate the green features of the project. 

Although the type of future tenants of the proposed project holds no bearing on the 
outcome of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft EIR, such information 
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was included in order to fully disclose the Applicant’s intended vision of the project 
to the public and decision-makers. 

HARR-13 The traffic study evaluates the facilities noted in the comment in both a short-range 
and long-range time frame. The only project impact is at the intersection between 
Center Avenue and the I-405 southbound ramps, and a mitigation measure is 
identified for this location. 

HARR-14 The majority of the comment provides a dialogue about a housing project developed 
13 years ago and the associated effects on parkland as well as the effectiveness of 
mitigation. This past project is not connected with The Ripcurl project. See 
Response to Comment HARR-6 for a discussion of parkland and mitigation 
associated with the proposed project. 

HARR-15 This comment provides closing information and does not provide any direct 
comments on the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

 Lindberg, Jerry (LIND), August 20, 2008 

LIND-1 The Draft EIR became available for a 45-day public review period on July 8th 
through August 21st. During the public review period, the document was available at 
the City of Huntington Beach Planning Department and City Clerk’s Office as well 
as the Huntington Beach Central Library. In addition, the documents were posted on 
the City’s website and were available to view and download. 

The EIR was also sent to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies at the 
time that the Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of 
Planning and Research. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was also 
posted in the Orange County Clerk’s office. 

As is the case for all environmental documents processed at the City of Huntington 
Beach, notices of the available documents were sent to residents and business 
owners within a 500-foot radius of the project site and interested parties, including 
the City of Westminster, and the NOA was posted in the Huntington Beach 
Independent newspaper the week prior to the start of the comment periods. 
Consequently, the City of Westminster received direct notice and had ample 
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR. 

LIND-2 The comment addresses two subject areas, construction traffic, and the traffic 
models used for traffic forecasting. With respect to construction traffic, the 49 daily 
trips represent a maximum over the construction period. This is low in comparison 
to the trips that will be generated by the project (1,666 daily trips). Since the 1,666 
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daily project trips were not found to cause cumulative impacts, it can be concluded 
that 49 daily trips would likewise not cause any significant project impacts or 
cumulative impacts. The traffic forecasts are based on the citywide traffic model 
developed according to the countywide consistency requirements for such models. 
The Citywide growth in population and employment that is projected to occur by 
2030 and which is incorporated into the model is summarized in the traffic report 
(page 2-11). Hence, the analysis is based on the best available tools for producing 
traffic forecasts for analysis purposes. 

LIND-3 See Response to Comment VERB-26 for a discussion regarding the population per 
household (pph) data used in the Draft EIR. 

LIND-4 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The commenter presents average vehicle data 
for rental units from the city-data.com for Orange County. However, parking 
requirements are based on City code, in this case both existing requirements for 
multi-family residential units and commercial uses as well as the reduced parking 
standards as proposed in the new Transit Center District zoning regulations. As 
shown in the text changes chapter, The Ripcurl project is currently proposing 705 
parking spaces, which is in excess of both the Transit Center District parking 
requirements as well as the commenter’s city-data.com references. However, as 
discussed in Chapter 9 of this Final EIR, the City’s existing parking regulations do 
not allow compact or tandem spaces, and thus, only 518 spaces would be counted 
towards compliance with the existing zoning code. The proposed project would be 
required to comply with City parking standards (either existing or proposed). 

LIND-5 The comment is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR “failed to address in detail 
the other contemplated, planned and soon to be underway projects for this 
development corridor and their cumulative environmental impact …” See Response 
to Comment VERB-17. The Beach-Edinger Corridor project was analyzed 
throughout the Draft EIR, where applicable. In addition, all cumulative discussions 
within each of the 14 environmental issue areas that were evaluated within the Draft 
EIR analyzed the cumulative effect of the proposed project in combination with the 
known cumulative development in the nearby area. Those cumulative projects are 
identified on Table 3-4 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 
identified two significant cumulative impacts—one associated with Population and 
Housing, and the other associated with Traffic. Contrary to the stated opinion, the 
Draft EIR adequately analyzed all project-specific and cumulative impacts associated 
with The Ripcurl development. 
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 Linquist, Darlyne (LINQ), July 11, 2008 

LINQ-1  The comment states that the project is too large for the site. As discussed on page 
4.1-25 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would create a more visually intensive 
and larger-scale use on the site. However, because the existing strip mall on the 
project site does not include any significant aesthetic or visual characteristics that are 
unique to the area or the City, it would not substantially degrade the existing 
character or quality of the site or surrounding uses. In addition, the proposed project 
would be built according to the City’s design standards, so it would not represent a 
decline in aesthetic value of the site. In addition, the existing Bella Terra Mall to the 
east has structures that range in height from approximately 33 to 90 feet, with tower 
elements rising to approximately 104 feet. Though the height of the proposed 
project would be greater than those existing today, development of The Ripcurl 
project would be similar to the aesthetic qualities that are present within the Bella 
Terra Mall. However, the commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted 
and all comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration 
of whether to approve the proposed project. 

LINQ-2 As discussed on pages 4.13-37 through 4.13-42 of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project is anticipated to generate approximately 2,640 trip-ends per day. The project 
would contribute one percent or more at the intersection of I-405 ramps at Center 
Avenue and the I-405 northbound loop ramp from Beach Boulevard in Year 2014, 
which is deficient in both the AM and PM peak hours. In addition, although 
mitigation measure MM4.13-1 would reduce long-term (2030) impacts to a less-than-
significant level, the measure cannot be guaranteed because the impacted intersection 
is owned by Caltrans (I-405 Southbound Ramp at Center Avenue). The project was 
also found to contribute traffic to projected regional freeway deficiencies in 2030. 
These impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. The effects of the 
traffic generated by the project are adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

LINQ-3 The comment states that the “air will be almost as bad as Los Angeles.” However, as 
discussed on pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-34, the proposed project would not hinder 
implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan, generate emissions that exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds, exceed CO concentrations, or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. Compliance with City Requirements and 
mitigation measures (see mitigation measures MM4.2-1 and MM4.2-2) imposed on 
the project would ensure that construction emissions do not exceed thresholds 
(Draft EIR page 4.2-26). As adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would not result in a substantial degradation of air quality in the vicinity. 

LINQ-4 The comment states that the economy cannot support additional businesses. As 
discussed in the Project Description, the project site currently contains 
approximately 60,000 sf of commercial and office space. The proposed project 
would include 10,000 square feet of commercial space, which represents a 50,000 
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square foot decrease on the site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in additional commercial uses beyond those that currently exist. 

LINQ-5 The comment states that traffic noise on Edinger Avenue near Marjan Lane is bad. 
As shown in Table 4.9-3, the existing noise levels along Edinger Avenue, west of 
Goldenwest Avenue (in the general location stated by the commenter), is 
approximately 67.4 dBA Ldn. The Draft EIR considered that an increase of 3 dBA in 
ambient noise levels would be a significant impact (Draft EIR page 4.9-15). As 
shown in Table 4.9-10 (Draft EIR page 4.9-24), there would be an estimated 0.3 dB 
increase in noise level on this segment of Edinger Avenue without the project (2014) 
and no additional increase due to the proposed project. Traffic noise increases due to 
the project on other roadway segments showed similar results. Therefore, the project 
would not contribute substantially to ambient noise in the project vicinity. 

LINQ-6 The comment refers to other projects at the Montgomery Ward and Levitz sites. 
These sites are not part of the proposed project although comparisons are included 
throughout the Draft EIR, where appropriate, to The Village at Bella Terra project 
as it is currently proposed on the existing Montgomery Ward site. 

LINQ-7 The commenter would prefer other sites for residential due to traffic. Please see 
Response to Comment LINQ-2 and DEMP-1. 

LINQ-8 The comment states that a six-story building is not needed in that area. Please refer 
to Response to Comment LINQ-1 for a discussion of the visual compatibility of the 
project with adjacent uses. 

LINQ-9 The Ripcurl project is not a development proposal of the City of Huntington Beach. 
Rather, the project is proposed by the current property owner (Amstar/Red Oak 
Huntington Beach LLC), a private developer. It is the City Planning Department’s 
duty to process such development proposals in a timely manner in order to present 
them to the decision-making body (e.g., Planning Commission and City Council). 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and all comments will 
be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve 
the proposed project. 

 Neumann, Michelle (NEUM), July 11, 2008 

NEUM-1  The comment refers to the amount of traffic the project would generate in the 
project area, specifically on Gothard Street from Center Drive to McFadden, and 
states that the street cannot accommodate the amount of traffic generated by the 
proposed project. As shown in Figure 4.13-11 (Draft EIR page 4.13-25), in Year 
2014 the referenced road segment is estimated to carry 13,000 daily trips, with the 
project contributing approximately 500 trips, or three percent of the total volume. As 
discussed on page 4.13-28 of the Draft EIR, the segment of Gothard Street adjacent 
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to the project site is currently built as a four-lane divided roadway with bike lanes 
within a typical Secondary Arterial right-of-way. The four-lane Secondary Arterial 
average daily traffic (ADT) capacity as specified in the City’s Circulation Element is 
20,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the 
capacity of Gothard Street. 

Additionally, Impact 4.13-5 of the Draft EIR adequately addresses roadway hazards. 
City code requirements 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 would be required to ensure safe 
construction of projection intersections. Therefore, it was determined that 
implementation of the proposed project would not substantially increase roadway 
hazards. The commenter’s concerns regarding traffic along Gothard Street will be 
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
proposed project. 

NEUM-2  The comment refers to a former (2007) proposal to lease approximately 14 acres on 
the portion of Golden West College located at the southwest corner of Gothard 
Street and Mc Fadden Avenue to Costco, and the associated complaints regarding 
potential traffic impacts on Gothard Street. The Costco proposal did not go forward 
as it was rejected by the board of trustees of the Coast Community College District. 

Past complaints regarding the Costco proposal are not applicable to The Ripcurl 
project as it is not proposed at the same location, nor would it be the same land use. 
The Draft EIR thoroughly analyzed the potential traffic impacts of the proposed 
project in Section 4.13 and identified a total of three significant and unavoidable 
impacts (two project-specific and one cumulative). Therefore, if the project is 
ultimately approved, the City would be required to adopt a Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining the specific reasons how or why 
the potential benefits of the project makes the unavoidable impacts of the project 
acceptable. Consequently, while the commenter’s complaints of estimated traffic 
from the project are valid, the effects of the traffic generated by the project are 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and properly disclosed. 

NEUM-3  The comment states the project site cannot support the proposed retail uses. As 
discussed in Response to Comment LINQ-4, the project site currently contains 
approximately 60,000 sf of commercial and office space. The proposed project 
would include 10,000 square feet of commercial space, which represents a 50,000 
square foot decrease on the site. In addition, the proposed project includes 
residential uses that would support not only the proposed neighborhood retail uses, 
but existing retail uses in the vicinity of the project site. 

NEUM-4 The commenter requests that the project be reduced in size. The Draft EIR analyzed 
two reduced intensity alternatives, including one that retains the residential at the 
proposed level and eliminates the retail portion (Alternative 3), and another that 
reduces the residential to 385 residential units and 8,500 sf of retail space 
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(Alternative 4). Alternative 3 was found to result in a slight reduction of most 
environmental impacts identified for the proposed project, but it would not reduce 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts to a less-than-significant level. On the 
other hand, it was determined that Alternative 4 would result in a reduction of trips 
such that the significant and unavoidable impact identified at the I-405 ramps at 
Center Avenue would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. The City Council 
can, at its discretion, choose to adopt any of the project alternatives, including either 
of the reduced intensity alternatives. 

The proposed project does not include changes on the Montgomery Ward and 
Levitz sites. The Village at Bella Terra project, a new mixed-use development that is 
an extension of the existing Bella Terra Mall (Phase I) is proposed at the 
Montgomery Ward site. The City is also evaluating development at the Levitz site in 
an Initial Study as part of the Beach Edinger Corridor Study; however, no 
development entitlement application has been filed. The Planning Commission and 
City Council would consider any changes in land uses at these sites independent of 
its consideration of the proposed project, although comparisons to The Village at 
Bella Terra project are included throughout The Ripcurl Draft EIR in order to 
provide a comprehensive evaluation of the adjacent projects. Additionally, the 
cumulative impacts of the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study and The Village at Bella 
Terra project, as well as all of the cumulative projects identified in Table 3-4 of the 
Draft EIR are adequately analyzed in each environmental issue area of the EIR. 

NEUM-5 The comment expresses opposition to the mixed-use project “jammed into a small 
area.” As previously discussed, the Draft EIR adequately addresses the physical 
environmental effects of the construction and operation of full buildout of the 
project on this site. Please also see Response to Comment LINQ-1 for a discussion 
regarding the size of the project on the site. 

 Secor, Judy (SECO), August 10, 2008 

SECO-1  The comment expresses support for the proposed project. This is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

10.3.5 Verbal Comments 

 The Ripcurl Draft EIR Public Meeting (VERB), July 23, 2008 

VERB-1 This comment contains introductory or general information and it is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. 
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VERB-2 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., LOS E or F). As indicated in 
Table 4.13-8 of the Draft EIR (Section 4.13 [Transportation/Traffic]) all 
intersections would operate at LOS D or above, with the exception of three 
intersections operating with deficiencies during the PM peak hours. The intersection 
of Beach Boulevard at Edinger Avenue is one of the three intersections and would 
operate during the PM peak hour at LOS E. For the intersections at LOS E, a 
determination was made as to whether the project contribution amounted to 
one percent or more in accordance with the performance criteria for significant 
project impacts. This analysis was carried out by summing the project traffic ICU 
contribution to each critical movement in the ICU calculation. Project contribution 
to the deficient intersection of Beach Boulevard at Edinger Avenue did not amount 
to one percent or more. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially 
impact the Beach Boulevard at Edinger Avenue intersection. Additionally, the Beach 
Boulevard at Edinger Avenue intersection is a CMP Intersection. Performance 
standards for CMP intersections is LOS E or greater (ICU not to exceed 1.0), 
therefore the two CMP intersections with LOS E during PM peak hours are 
operating at acceptable CMP standards. Although LOS E is acceptable for CMP 
purposes, the City performance standard of LOS D is typically used in the traffic 
analysis. However, the anticipated deficiencies at the Beach Boulevard/Edinger 
Avenue intersection by City performance standards would occur with or without the 
proposed project. Nonetheless, the impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable at the Beach Boulevard/Edinger Avenue intersection. The deficiency 
noted at Beach Boulevard and Edinger Avenue is a cumulative impact but not a 
project impact. Improvements have been identified and the City will be working with 
Caltrans to implement the improvements. 

As identified on page 4.13-40 of the Draft EIR, implementation of mitigation 
measure MM4.13-1 would improve conditions significantly at the intersection of the 
I-405 southbound ramps at Center Avenue, resulting in a PM Peak Hour LOS of C 
(ICU .79). This is a Caltrans intersection and Caltrans approval would be required for 
implementation of the suggested mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is a long-range 
improvement, and it may not be needed in the short-range 2014 timeframe. The 
potential exists that mitigation measure MM4.13-1 may be superseded by the I-405 
improvement project. 

In addition, the proposed project’s impact to the I-405 southbound ramp at Center 
Avenue intersection occurs when General Plan land uses are the basis for traffic 
forecasts in the study area. A General Plan Amendment (GPA) is currently being 
processed for The Village at Bella Terra Project, which would reduce the PM peak 
hour trip generation. Approval of the GPA would result in future 2030 background 
conditions such that the impacted intersection would no longer be impacted by the 
proposed project. 
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For the northbound I-405 on-ramp deficiency, the necessary future improvement is 
to widen to two lanes. The Project Study Report/Project Development Assistance 
(PSR/PDA) currently nearing completion by OCTA includes such a 
recommendation. Since the timing of that improvement is unknown, the project 
would have a significant contribution to a short-term unmitigated cumulative impact. 
Thus, as per CEQA, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed the projected traffic 
increases that could result from the proposed project against existing City standards, 
and identified mitigation measures, where feasible. All comments will be forwarded 
to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed 
project. 

VERB-3 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. 

VERB-4 The comment opines about the type of tenants that would occupy the future project 
development and the proximity of their employment. Please refer to response to 
comment HARR-12. Further comments are made regarding the likelihood of 
residents of the future development to use public modes of transportation, as well as 
the likelihood of Golden West College students to reside at the new development. 
The commenter’s stated opinions are project-related comments and is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
project. 

VERB-5 The City’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (Title 23, Chapter 230, 
Section 230.26) implement the goals and policies of the City’s Housing Element. 
They are intended to encourage very low-, low-, and median-income housing that is 
integrated, compatible with and complements adjacent uses, and is located in close 
proximity to public and commercial uses. These regulations are used by the City to 
meet its commitment to provide housing that is affordable to all economic sectors, 
and to meet its regional fair-share requirements for construction of affordable 
housing. 

New residential projects containing three or more units are required to provide a 
minimum of 10 percent of total units as affordable housing, either on- or off-site. 
Rental units included in a project shall be made available to very low- or low-income 
households and for-sale units included in the project shall be made available to very 
low-, low-, or median-income level households. The eligibility of households for the 
affordable units is based on the Orange County Median Income, adjusted for 
appropriate family size, as published by the HUD or established by California, 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 50093, or a successor statute. 
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The proposed project consists of 440 multi-family residential units. Therefore, the 
City’s Zoning Code requires that the project provide a minimum of 10 percent, or 
44 units, of the total development as affordable housing, either on- or off-site. Some 
affordable units could be integrated with the market rate units on-site while others 
could be directly subsidized off site. In both cases, as indicated on page 4.10-10 
(Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR, the Applicant would work with City 
staff to deliver specific rent-restricted units to the market, rather than pay into a fund 
with no specific units specified. With the affordable housing component, the project 
would contribute to the City meeting its Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) allocation. The inclusion of the affordable housing discussion in the Draft 
EIR provides an opportunity to disclose how the project is in conformance with City 
requirements. However, the commenter’s concerns regarding subsidized housing is a 
project-related comment associated with City standards and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-6 The comment opines that the proposed project does not remediate the problems it 
creates. For all issue areas where potentially significant impacts were identified, the 
analyses presented in the Draft EIR provides City requirements, Code Approvals 
and mitigation measures to lessen or alleviate impacts to less than significant as 
defined by CEQA. Project-specific significant and unavoidable impacts were only 
identified for transportation/traffic, and cumulative impacts were only identified for 
population/housing and transportation/traffic. While mitigation measures were 
recommended for both population/housing and transportation/traffic in an effort to 
alleviate project impacts, these mitigation measures would not lessen impacts to a 
less than significant level. The commenter’s stated opinions are project-related 
comments and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration 
of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-7 The commenter agreed with the statements presented by the previous speaker. See 
Response to Comments VERB-1 through VERB-6. The comment also expresses 
opinions about the workability of subsidized housing with “high-end” housing. As 
required by the City’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (Title 23, Chapter 230, 
Section 230.26), new residential projects in the City that contain three or more units 
are required to provide a minimum of 10 percent of total units as affordable housing, 
either on- or off-site. As discussed in Impact 4.10-1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would include affordable housing units consistent with City requirements. 
The inclusion of the affordable housing discussion in the Draft EIR provides an 
opportunity to disclose how the project is in conformance with City requirements. 
However, the commenter’s concerns regarding subsidized housing is a project-
related comment associated with City standards and is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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VERB-8 The bracketed text includes dialogue between the commenter (Jerry Kaufman) and 
the EIR preparer. The commenter states the EIR does not consider the Bella Terra 
project in the analysis. The EIR preparer clarified that the impacts of The Village at 
Bella Terra project are not generally addressed in the project-specific portion of the 
EIR, except in places where such a comparison is appropriate (see Impact 4.8-1). 
The Village at Bella Terra project along with 22 other projects in the nearby vicinity 
is considered and analyzed as part of the cumulative context of the project. The 
Ripcurl EIR need not address the project-specific impacts of all pending projects in 
the vicinity. The EIR analysis is sufficient with regard to The Village at Bella Terra 
project. 

VERB-9 The comment opines that the level of service (LOS) standard contained in the 
Huntington Beach General Plan and used in the Draft EIR (LOS D) is unacceptable. 
However, the General Plan standard is the appropriate standard to use for this EIR 
and is the standard against which all projects in the City are evaluated. Moreover, 
CEQA vests discretion in the lead agency, in this case the City, to determine the 
threshold of significance. An amendment to the General Plan would be required to 
change the LOS standard. 

VERB-10 The commenter questions the underlying assumptions in the Traffic Study. Although 
the commenter did not include a specific reference, it was stated that the Draft EIR 
attributes “only three percent of the traffic coming out of this project going to 
Edinger [Avenue]” It is unclear to what the commenter references, because as shown 
in Figure 4.13-5, Project Trip Distribution, approximately 28.3 percent of the 
project-generated traffic would use Edinger Avenue or would pass through the 
Gothard Street and Beach Boulevard intersections with Edinger Avenue. The 
comment is also unclear in referencing the project contribution at Edinger Avenue 
and Beach Boulevard being 0.6 percent; the project contribution to the PM peak 
hour at Edinger and Beach would be 7.3 percent of project traffic, which in the PM 
peak hour uses 0.04 percent of the intersection capacity in 2014 (Table 4.13-12) and 
2030 (Table 4.13-13). 

VERB-11 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. Ultimately, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with parking standards, whether those are reduced in part or in 
whole compared to what is currently allowed in the HBZSO. 

VERB-12 The comment noted that intersection analysis was done for the project, but road 
segments were not analyzed. Intersections are the nodes that connect all individual 
roadway segments of the system and are the critical elements in ensuring that the 
roadway system operates adequately. Adequate performance on roadway segments is 
assured through adequate intersection performance. Further, the additional special 
analyses carried out for intersections on Beach Boulevard (labeled the “HCM” 
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analysis) does account for operational effects such as closely spaced intersections. As 
a result, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the effects on the local road network and 
a separate roadway segment analysis was not required. 

VERB-13 The comment contends that the density of the project and its proximity to shopping 
areas would increase crime in the area, but provides no source for the statement. 
CEQA states that “an economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, Section 15382). 
Increased crime rates falls into that category of economic or social change. For that 
reason, the courts have made clear that “[i]ncreased crime … is not a proper subject 
of CEQA inquiry” (Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 1469-
1470, fn.2). 

Notwithstanding the above CEQA standard, Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the 
Draft EIR does include an analysis regarding police services. In addition to other 
public service providers, the Huntington Beach Police Department (HBPD) was 
contacted during preparation of the Draft EIR to solicit their input on the potential 
effects of the project as well as any potential mitigation measures deemed necessary. 
The Police Department did not indicate that any impacts would result. 

Security concerns related to the proposed uses would be addressed through the 
permit process, at which time the HBPD would have the opportunity to review the 
site plan and provide input on necessary security measures. The City actively employs 
Crime Prevention Through Design (CPTD) recommendations in projects and has 
projects reviewed by a specialist in this field. Additionally, as requested by the 
HBPD, mitigation measure MM4.11-1 would require the installation of radio 
antenna receivers in all underground parking structures in order to allow emergency 
responders to use their radio systems. Police protection services were adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

VERB-14 The comment references several intersections at LOS D and states that this is an 
“unacceptable” level of service. The majority of the comment is incorrect. As stated 
on page 4.13-3 of the Draft EIR, LOS D is defined by City of Huntington Beach 
Traffic Study Guidelines (1996) as an acceptable level of service. However, Beach 
Boulevard at Edinger Avenue is correctly noted as currently operating an 
unacceptable level of service (LOS E). 

VERB-15 The commenter questions the data in Table 4.13-8 (Year 2014 ICU Summary) and 
inquired as to how intersections would stay “virtually unchanged as far as the volume 
of traffic” in certain intersections. For example, the commenter questioned the 
volume capacity of Goldenwest Street and Bolsa Avenue. The commenter is referred 
to Table 4.13-12, which shows that the project’s contribution at that intersection 
would be 0.07 percent of the total ICU. The proposed project’s contribution is 
generally less than one percent of the total roadway volumes, and thus does not alter 
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the LOS at intersections. Thus, the project would not show an increase in the ICUs 
shown in Table 4.13-8, Year 2014 ICU Summary. This approach applies to each of 
the three intersections that were questioned in the comment. 

The comment further states that the analysis does not take into account increases in 
traffic in the cumulative scenario. The comment is incorrect. The difference in the 
“Without Project” scenarios shown in Table 4.13-8, Year 2014 ICU Summary and 
Table 4.13-9, Year 2030 ICU Summary show increases in traffic on area roadways 
independent of the proposed project. However, as previously noted, the proposed 
project’s contribution is generally less than one percent of the total roadway 
volumes, and thus does not alter the LOS at intersections. 

The comment also expresses negative opinions of the project and refers to 
subsidized housing. See Response to Comment VERB-7. The commenter’s stated 
opinions are project-related comments and is not a direct comment on the content 
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-16 The comment questions whether The Village at Bella Terra project has its own 
traffic study. As noted in the exchange in the comment, The Village at Bella Terra 
project does have its own traffic study; these projects are independent of one 
another and thus it is appropriate under CEQA that the environmental analyses 
consider them separately. It should be noted, however, that while the proposed The 
Ripcurl project and The Village at Bella Terra project are analyzed in separate 
environmental documents, the cumulative analysis in each document takes the other 
project into account in the cumulative analysis. 

The comment also expresses negative opinions of the project. The commenter’s 
stated opinions are project-related comments and is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-17 The commenter recommends a comprehensive planning approach for the Edinger 
Corridor and suggests, short of such an approach, the cumulative effect cannot be 
determined. The project site and surrounding vicinity is in an area targeted for 
revitalization activities, as evidenced by the current planning efforts of the Beach-
Edinger Corridor Study. The Corridor Study is intended to present a clear and 
comprehensive vision for growth and change along Beach Boulevard and Edinger 
Avenue. This Corridor Study is currently undergoing environmental review, which 
will comprehensively address the effects of the revitalization of the corridor, 
including a cumulative analysis. 
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The Beach-Edinger Corridor Study is identified throughout the Draft EIR 
environmental analysis, where appropriate. For example, on page 4.1-24 of the Draft 
EIR, Impact 4.1-1 states: 

… A Specific Plan for the Beach-Edinger Corridor is simultaneously underway, 
which is intended to present a clear and comprehensive vision for growth and 
change along Beach Boulevard and Edinger Avenue. The area north of Warner 
Avenue along Beach Boulevard, and including the Edinger segment, is generally 
planned for more intensive mixed-use development. In particular, this northern 
segment is intended to act as a Town Center, or hub, providing a destination and 
live/work center for the City, with primarily retail and residential development. 
Although the Corridor Study is still in the early planning stages, The Ripcurl 
project has taken into account the intended vision of the area in order to present a 
project that would fit into the overall visual scheme of anticipated development. 

Impact 4.8-1 in the Land Use section of the Draft EIR states: 

… The Corridor Study is intended to present a clear and comprehensive vision for 
growth and change along Beach Boulevard and Edinger Avenue. The area north of 
Warner Avenue along Beach Boulevard, and including the Edinger Avenue 
segment, is generally planned for more intensive mixed-use development. In 
particular, this northern segment is intended to act as a Town Center, or hub, 
providing a destination and live/work center for the City, with primarily retail and 
residential development. Because the Corridor Study is still in the early planning 
stages, a consistency analysis against plan policies cannot be made, as it has yet to 
be finalized and adopted. However, The Ripcurl project has taken into account the 
anticipated vision of the area in order to present a project that would fit into the 
overall design of anticipated development (e.g., high-density mixed use 
development in a targeted area). 

In addition, the cumulative Land Use discussion on page 4.8-13 of the Draft EIR 
states: 

… with respect to the known cumulative projects identified in Table 3-4 
(Cumulative Projects), the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study is currently underway to 
determine a new vision and new zoning for properties along Beach Boulevard and 
Edinger Avenue. The study will assess development opportunities as well as 
specifications to guide land use and development intensity, site layout, building 
design, site landscaping and signage along the corridor. Due to the significant 
influence this Corridor Study would have on land uses in the surrounding area, it is 
feasible that the proposed project in conjunction with the remaining cumulative 
projects may not be in compliance with the future guidelines envisioned for the 
area. Thus, this is considered a significant cumulative land use impact. However, 
because The Ripcurl project has taken into consideration aspects that are currently 
known about the Corridor Study and incorporated those into the overall project 
(e.g., development of a high-density mixed-use project in an area presently 
identified for such uses in the early planning stages), the project’s contribution to 
this significant cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable and would be 
less than significant. 

Further, as discussed in the cumulative Population and Housing analysis on page 
4.10-13, “The Ripcurl project is included within the proposed Beach-Edinger 
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Specific Plan boundary, which proposes the addition of up to 6,400 residential units. 
Therefore, these data reflect the inclusion of The Ripcurl project as part of the 
cumulative projects.” The analysis goes on to state: 

Although full occupancy of all cumulative residential development would fall 
below the General Plan buildout numbers, the City’s General Plan did not account 
for residential growth within the project site as well as the Beach-Edinger Corridor 
boundary as these projects require GPAs [General Plan Amendments]. 
Additionally, it is beyond the scope of this document to assume a buildout year 
beyond 2015 for all residential projects under the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study 
since a time frame has not yet been established for that project. Therefore, because 
full occupancy of all cumulative development could potentially occur by 2015, the 
overall residential population that could occur would substantially exceed the 
SCAG population projections. 

The proposed project would, in combination with cumulative development, 
provide additional housing opportunities. This growth would serve the existing 
population and help to meet anticipated housing demand in the City and County. 
However, because all cumulative residential development would ultimately 
contribute to the substantial exceedance of SCAG population projections for the 
City for the 2015 timeframe, The Ripcurl project would have a considerable 
contribution to the cumulative impact. Therefore, this cumulative impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

The Village at Bella Terra project located directly east/southeast of The Ripcurl 
project site is also currently undergoing environmental review. The City is required 
by law to review and act on a development application and must do so in accordance 
with the Permit Streamlining Act (Government Code section 65920 et. seq.). 
Therefore, the City is processing these two project applications independent of the 
Corridor Study. In conclusion, while the Draft EIR does not include a project-
specific analysis of the entire Corridor Study, the analysis in the Draft EIR does 
include development within the Corridor Study area. 

VERB-18 The commenter questioned how the Draft EIR was noticed. The Initial 
Study/Notice of Preparation for The Ripcurl project was available for a 30-day 
public review from January 22, 2008, to February 20, 2008. During this review 
period, a public scoping meeting was held on February 7th to solicit comments and 
issue areas to be studied in the EIR. The Draft EIR became available for a 45-day 
public review period on July 8th through August 21st. During both public review 
periods, the document was available at the City of Huntington Beach Planning 
Department and City Clerk’s Office as well as the Huntington Beach Central Library. 
In addition, the documents were posted on the City’s website and were available to 
view and download. 

The EIR was also sent to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies at the 
time that the Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of 
Planning and Research. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was also 
posted in the Orange County Clerk’s office. 
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As is the case for all environmental documents processed at the City of Huntington 
Beach, notices of the available documents were sent to residents and business 
owners within a 500-foot radius of the project site and a notice of availability was 
posted in the Huntington Beach Independent newspaper the week prior to the start 
of the comment periods. 

The commenter references a separate project in the nearby area that “drew an 
incredible amount of community.” While not referenced specifically, it is assumed 
that the commenter was referring to the Costco proposal on the Golden West 
College property. See Response to Comment NEUM-2 for a discussion of the past 
Costco project. There are no direct comments on the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 

VERB-19 The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but expresses support for 
the project. The comment is noted. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-20 The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but expresses support for 
the project. The comment is noted. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-21 The commenter expressed the opinion that the EIR properly addressed the 
environmental impacts of the project. The comment is noted. All comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
project. 

VERB-22 The comment expresses concern about the ability to access the freeway at Beach 
Street via McFadden Avenue. As shown in Figure 4.13-7 and Figure 4.13-8, the 
proposed project would contribute very few trips to eastbound McFadden Avenue in 
the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, and would not affect one’s ability to access 
the freeway. 

VERB-23 The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The commenter questions where she will be 
able to park her electric car as a nearby resident in the City of Westminster. It is 
assumed that the commenter is referencing parking availability for the proposed 
commercial uses since she is already a nearby neighbor. As shown on Table 4.13-7 
(Project Trip Generation Summary), the commercial component of the project is 
anticipated to generate approximately five trips during the AM Peak Hour and 
approximately 19 trips during the PM Peak Hour. As currently proposed, 
approximately 50 parking spaces would be reserved for the neighborhood-
commercial component of the proposed project. 
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Both the existing zoning code and the proposed Transit Center District require one 
parking stall per 200 sf of commercials uses. Based upon these criteria, the proposed 
project would need 50 spaces for the commercial component. Therefore, the 
proposed project would meet minimum requirements for the commercial 
component of the proposed project. 

However, as discussed in Chapter 9 of this Final EIR, the existing zoning code does 
not permit compact or tandem spaces. Therefore, only 518 total parking spaces of 
the project’s proposed 705 spaces would be counted towards compliance with the 
City’s existing parking standards. Ultimately, the proposed project would be required 
to comply with City parking standards (either existing or proposed), which would 
ensure that adequate parking is available for future residents, guests, and patrons of 
the project site. 

VERB-24 The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but expresses negative 
opinions regarding the density of the project. The comment refers to the size and 
height of the project and refers to the site as open space. The project site is not 
currently open space, but contains a shopping center with approximately 60,000 
square feet of commercial and office space in one- and two-story office buildings. As 
discussed in Impact 4.1-1 of the Draft EIR, “the new six-story structures would 
represent a change in the existing visual character of the project site, which would 
alter the existing views from the adjacent uses. The proposed structures would be 
approximately twice the size in height of the existing vacant commercial buildings 
that surround the site, but would be lower than the existing Levitz sign for means of 
comparison. The visual result of the proposed development would be an overall 
increase in building height and mass because the proposed structures would be 
located closer to the existing sidewalks along Center Avenue and Gothard Street 
compared to the existing on-site structures.” 

Further on page 4.1-25, the discussion states “Implementation of the proposed 
project would represent a substantial change in the visual character of the immediate 
vicinity; however, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing 
character or quality of the site or surrounding uses. The existing strip mall on the 
project site does not include any significant aesthetic or visual characteristics that are 
unique to the area or the City. Therefore, the replacement of such uses with new 
development, which would be built according to the City’s design standards, would 
not represent a decline in aesthetic value of the site. Although the proposed project 
would represent substantially more intensive land uses than those currently existing, 
implementation of the proposed project would further establish physical and visual 
continuity in the project area in relation to adjacent development.” 

Consequently, the Draft EIR adequately addresses the proposed size and height of 
the project. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the project. 
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VERB-25 The comment states that the proposed project would generate tax revenue, which 
would be beneficial for the City. There are no direct comments on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required; however, all comments 
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to 
approve the project. 

VERB-26 The comment states that the Applicant and the City do not agree on the number of 
residents. As discussed in Impact 4.10-1 of the Draft EIR, based on past experience 
with similar projects, the Applicant anticipates that the proposed project would 
generate approximately 611 residents. However, in order to present the most 
conservative (or worst-case scenario), the analysis in the Draft EIR relies upon the 
City’s existing person per household [pph] size for rental units (approximately 2.41 
persons per unit), which would generate approximately 1,060 persons. Therefore, 
because the City’s existing pph ratio was higher than that of the Applicant’s, it was 
determined to be the appropriate ratio for use in the overall EIR analyses. The 
Applicant’s estimate was included in the discussion for reader comparison and 
purposes of disclosure. 

The parking discussion of the Draft EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 9 
(Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes associated 
with Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Transit Center District would 
permit a reduced number of guest parking spaces as compared to the City’s existing 
parking requirements. However, the proposed project would ultimately be required 
to comply with City parking standards (either existing or proposed), which would 
ensure that adequate parking is available for future residents, guests, and patrons of 
the project site. Additionally, while not called out specifically in the EIR, the City’s 
requirement of one space per 200 sf of commercial uses, accounts for both employee 
and patron parking. 

VERB-27 The comment states that the density of the project would result in other projects 
requesting similarly dense projects. As discussed in Response to Comment 
VERB-17, development in the project vicinity is addressed throughout the Draft 
EIR, where appropriate. For example, as stated on page 4.1-24 of the Draft EIR, a 
Specific Plan for the Beach-Edinger Corridor is simultaneously underway. The area 
north of Warner Avenue along Beach Boulevard, and including the Edinger segment, 
is generally planned for more intensive mixed-use development within the proposed 
Beach-Edinger Corridor Study. In particular, this northern segment is intended to act 
as a Town Center, or hub, providing a destination and live/work center for the City, 
with primarily retail and residential development. Although the Corridor Study is still 
in the early planning stages, The Ripcurl project has taken into account the intended 
vision of the area in order to present a project that would fit into the overall visual 
scheme of anticipated development. 
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If future development is proposed that is denser than has been previously 
considered, the environmental document for that development would be required to 
analyze the physical effects of that increase in intensity. 

VERB-28 As discussed on Draft EIR page 4.1-25, the project would not create shadow impacts 
because there are no adjacent sensitive receptors or uses that depend on sunlight for 
function, physical comfort, or commerce. The comment also states that the project 
would stop the prevailing winds, thus impacting Old World Village. While the 
proposed project could alter wind patterns on a micro scale, the project would not 
stop the wind as stated in the comment. The minor alteration in local wind patterns 
would not themselves be considered a negative physical impact, nor is there evidence 
that the potential change would result in a negative physical impact on the 
environment. 

VERB-29 The comment states that the Draft EIR found fire protection effects to be 
significant. The comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR (page 4.11-6 and 4.11-7) found 
that the proposed project would not increase the need for fire protection services 
such that new or expanded facilities, which could result in environmental effects, 
would be required. It should be noted that, while no new facilities would be required 
to serve the project, the project would be required to pay all applicable fees toward 
the provision of services. The Draft EIR also found that compliance with existing 
regulations would ensure that adequate fire fighting flows would be provided at the 
site. 

VERB-30 The comment states that the EIR should consider the density of the project—as 
opposed to total population—in police services, because, the commenter states, the 
density increases police calls. The analysis in the Draft EIR is based upon City 
staffing ratios. The Police Department bases its staffing ratio on total population and 
does not account for increased demand based on project density. The comment 
provides no data on per capita increases in police calls resulting from increases in 
population density. The analysis in the Draft EIR provided in Chapter 4 is adequate. 
See also Response to Comment VERB-13. 

VERB-31 The comment states that the Draft EIR concluded that the residents of the proposed 
project “are not going to use the park[s].” The comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR 
found (page 4.12-9) the availability of on-site amenities for future residents could 
potentially displace the demand on public recreational facilities, but because the 
project does not include any designated park land, the project could have an impact 
on local parks. Therefore, the project is required to pay all applicable open space and 
park fees, as required by City code. These fees would help acquire, develop, improve, 
and expand the City’s open space and parklands inventory. The City considers 
payment of fees full mitigation for impacts on parks. 
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VERB-32 See Chapter 9 (Changes to the Draft EIR) of the Final EIR for text changes 
associated with the proposed project. Subsequent to the Draft EIR publication date, 
the Applicant determined that the overall building height as measured per the 
Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance would be approximately 66.5 
to 72.5 feet overall, with the roof peak and elevator shaft at approximately 78.5 feet 
in height. The measurement provided in the Draft EIR of up to 66 feet was based on 
building height as measured by the Uniform Building Code. In addition, subsequent 
to the Draft EIR being published the parapet height was increased as a response to 
comments from City staff and the Design Review Board regarding roofline. It was 
also determined that the estimated height of the adjacent Levitz building was 
inaccurate in the Draft EIR. As shown in the text changes chapter, 

…the Levitz Furniture Store to the south is approximately 3037 feet in height, with 
a sign reaching approximately 60113 feet in height. The new six-story structures 
would represent a change in the existing visual character of the project site, which 
would alter the existing views from the adjacent uses. The proposed structures 
would be approximately twice the size in height of the existing vacant commercial 
buildings that surround the site, but would be lower than the existing Levitz sign 
for means of comparison. 

VERB-33 The comment states that the density of the project is not considered in the EIR. 
Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR considers all aspects of the project relative 
to its development intensity. The population-related impacts, such as those related to 
traffic, public services, and utilities, are discussed based upon the projected 
population of the buildout of the 440-unit project. The footprint-related impacts are 
based upon development of the entire site. The EIR adequately addresses the 
proposed project at the density proposed. 

VERB-34 The comment references other public comments regarding project density and 
traffic, but does not provide specific comments on the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments VERB-1 through VERB-33 for responses 
to associated comments. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to 
their consideration of whether to approve the project. 






