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1. Corrections and Additions 

The following corrections and additions are set forth to update the Yorba Linda Town Center 
Subsequent Draft EIR in response to the comments received during and after the public review 
period. Changes to the Draft EIR are listed by section and page number, and new text is noted in 
underline with strikeout of deleted text.  

The following additions and corrections have been reviewed in relation to the standards in 
§15088.5(a) and (b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines on when 
recirculation of a Draft EIR is required prior to certification. The additions and corrections to the 
Revised Draft Subsequent EIR document do not constitute new significant information requiring 
recirculation of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  

Sections 15088.5(a) and (b) of the CEQA Guidelines state,  

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public 
review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term 
“information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as 
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible 
project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure 
showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
other previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponent decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 
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Changes to the Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft EIR section and 
subsection, if applicable, and the page number. Additions are in underline and deletions are 
shown in strikethrough format.  

Executive Summary 

Page 1-6 is clarified to indicate that during construction, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Page 1-13 is clarified by inserting the word “the” when describing the environmental impact. 

Page 5-163 has been modified based on modifications suggested by the City of Anaheim. 

 



1. Corrections and Additions 2.1 – State Agencies 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 1-3 

 



1. Corrections and Additions 2.1 – State Agencies 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 1-4 

 



1. Corrections and Additions 2.1 – State Agencies 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 1-5 

 



1. Corrections and Additions 2.1 – State Agencies 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 1-6 

This page intentionally blank. 

 



2. Responses to Comments 2.1 – State Agencies 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 2-1 

2. Responses to Comments 

2.1 State Agencies 
Comment Letter A1 State of California August 4, 2015  ........... 2-2 
 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

Comment Letter A2 Native American Heritage Commission July 15, 2015  ............... 2-6 
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Comment Letter A1 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
August 4, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
August 4, 2015 

A1-1 The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the 
meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the 
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter A2 
Native American Heritage Commission 
July 15, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter A2 
Native American Heritage Commission 
July 15, 2015 

A2-1 The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an environ-
mental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is 
required.  

 On June 23, 2015, the City of Yorba Linda submitted to the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) a “Request List of California Native Tribes for Referral of General Plan 
Amendment under California Government Code §65352(a)(9) for an Amendment to the Yorba 
Linda Town Center Specific Plan” (see Appendix A of this Final EIR). A letter was sent to each 
tribe based upon the list of tribes sent to the City by NAHC notifying the tribes of the 
opportunity to conduct consultations for the purpose of preserving, or mitigating impacts to, 
cultural places located on land within the local government’s jurisdiction that is affected by the 
proposed plan adoption or amendment. The City of Yorba Linda sent notification letters to: the 
Gabrielino/Tongva Nation, the Juaneño Band of Mission Acjachemen Nation, the Gabrieliño-
Tongva Tribe, the Gabrieliño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, the Gabrielino Band 
of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, and the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians. 

A2-2 The City of Yorba Linda received communication from the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, 
who were not on the list of tribes submitted to the City by NAHC. In communication dated 
July 27, 2015, the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians determined that the Project site was outside 
the existing reservation but that the Project fell within the bounds of their Tribal Traditional Use 
Areas. A Sacred Lands File search was not conducted for the Project site, as it is a 
recommendation that a search be conducted.  

A2-3 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 
environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the 
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. 

A2-4 The City acknowledges NAHC’s input and comment. The comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 
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2.2 Local Agencies 
Comment Letter B1 Orange County Fire Authority July 15, 2015 .............. 2-10 

Comment Letter B2 City of Yorba Linda Engineering Department July 30, 2015 .............. 2-14 

Comment Letter B3 City of Anaheim Planning and Building Dept. July 30, 2015 .............. 2-20 

Comment Letter B4 City of Brea August 3, 2015 .......... 2-28 
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Comment Letter B1 
Orange County Fire Authority 
July 15, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter B1 
Orange County Fire Authority 
July 15, 2015 

B1-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

B1-2 The commenter asked that specific Conditions of Approval be submitted to the Orange County 
Fire Approval for review and approval.  

 The requested conditions of approval will be included as suggested as a part of the standard 
Conditions of Approval required for projects within the City of Yorba Linda. 
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Comment Letter B2 
City of Yorba Linda Engineering Department 
July 30, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter B2 
City of Yorba Linda Engineering Department 
July 30, 2015 

B2-1 The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is 
required. 

B2-2 Water quality and hydraulic analysis are required of every project prior to the issuance of 
grading and building permits. This requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of 
Approval. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

B2-3 DRC Engineering, Inc. prepared a letter dated August 11, 2015 analyzing storm water for the 
Project. This letter analysis is provided in Appendix B of this Final EIR. 

 The existing site area consists of a combination of commercial and residential land use. The 
proposed land use is commercial. These land uses were used to determine hydrologic 
conditions of concern (HCOC) as described in the county’s Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) technical guidance document for north Orange County.   

 The site is soil type “D” as described in the county’s hydrology manual and is mainly clay with 
poor infiltration properties. The City, as part of its road project, had a soils report prepared by 
LOR Geotechnical Group dated July 23, 2013. LOR states in the report that the soils are silty 
sand and lean clay with sand in an engineered compacted state. In the LOR report infiltration 
tests were run and the test results were infiltration rates of 0.01 and 0.004 inches per hour. These 
results are considered to be poor infiltration rates.  

 DRC ran the existing and proposed 2-year/24-hour storm events based on a project site of 
9.17 acres. This area included the proposed commercial development, the public parking 
structure, and a portion the following public streets: Valencia Avenue, School Street, and New 
Street “A”. Based on the analysis it has been determined that approximately 0.47 acre-feet 
(20,473 CF) of storm water will need to be retained. 

 The landscape architect provided DRC with preliminary peak irrigation demand for the Project 
and the estimated peak of 6,250 GPD or 835 CFD. Using this data and the required amount of 
water required to be retained, the storage time to use the storm water for irrigation would be 
approximately 24.5 days. The duration would be in excess of vector control standing water 
policy and would exceed the storm duration for the next storm event. It is DRC Engineering’s 
opinion that reuse is not applicable to this Project. 

 Based on the poor infiltration rate and that a majority of the site will be in engineered fill, it is 
DRC Engineering’s opinion that infiltration and bioretention is not an option. There might be 
some opportunities to use limited bio-treatment systems that have underdrains and that are 
lined. The specific plan for the Project references that pervious type pavers or pavement should 
be used on this Project. It is DRC Engineering’s opinion that this option with an underdrain 
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system best fits the development.” The LID site design and BMPs selection will be evaluated in 
the Preliminary WQMP as part of the entitlement review. 

B2-4 Storm drain adequacies and deficiencies are required to be addressed as a part of the hydraulic 
analysis prepared for the Project prior to the issuance of grading and building permits. This 
requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of Approval. The comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed Project. 

B2-5 Groundwater infiltration feasibility is required to be addressed as a part of the hydraulic 
analysis prepared for the Project prior to the issuance of grading and building permits. This 
requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of Approval. The comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed Project. 

B2-6 Surface runoff and the potential impacts of street litter, garden fertilizers, pesticides, oil, grease, 
animal waste, and other contaminants generated by motor vehicles are a part of the water 
quality analysis that is required to be prepared and approved prior to the issuance of grading 
and building permits. This requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of Approval. The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

B2-7 Potential dry weather runoff impacts are typically addressed as a part of the water quality 
analysis that is required to be prepared and approved prior to the issuance of grading and 
building permits. This requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of Approval. The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

B2-8 Urban runoff control programs are typically addressed as a part of the water quality analysis 
that is required to be prepared and approved prior to the issuance of grading and building 
permits. This requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of Approval. The comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed Project. 

B2-9 The regional water network is primarily governed by requirements of the Federal Clean Water 
Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. The missions of each of these bodies (as they pertain to the regional network) are 
described below: 

Clean Water Act 
The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, later referred to as the 
Clean Water Act (CWA), prohibit the discharge of any pollutant to navigable waters of the 
United States from a point source unless the discharge is authorized by a National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. In 1990, the U.S. EPA promulgated final 
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regulations that established Phase I requirements for the NPDES program to address, 
among other discharges, nonpoint source discharges from large construction activities of 5 
acres or more of land. Under Phase I of the NPDES storm water program, storm water 
discharges have been primarily regulated for 1) specific industrial categories, 2) 
construction sites greater than 5 acres, and 3) municipal separate storm sewer systems 
(MS4s) serving populations greater than 100,000. NPDES Phase II regulations expand the 
existing NPDES storm water program (Phase I) to address storm water discharges from 
small MS4s (those serving fewer than 100,000 persons) and construction sites that disturb 1 
to 5 acres. 

Under the CWA, the State of California is required to issue a list of all impaired water 
bodies in the state. An impaired water body, by definition provided in CWA §303(d) is a 
body that does not meet water quality regulations and therefore State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB), Division of Water Quality Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). 
A TMDL is the maximum amount of wastewater allowed to be discharged into a given 
water body each day. The SWRCB issues the lists of impaired water bodies. 

Safe Drinking Water Act 
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) ensures the quality of drinking water. The law 
requires actions to protect drinking water and its sources (rivers, lakes, reservoirs, springs, 
and groundwater wells) and applies to public water systems serving 25 or more people. It 
authorizes the U.S. EPA to set national health-based standards for drinking water to protect 
against naturally occurring and manmade contaminants. In addition, EPA oversees the 
states, municipalities, and water suppliers that implement the standards. 

EPA standards are developed as a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for each chemical 
or microbe. The MCL is the concentration that is not anticipated to produce adverse health 
effects after a lifetime of exposure, based upon toxicity data and risk assessment principles. 
EPA’s goal in setting MCLs is to assure that even small violations for a period of time do 
not pose significant risk to the public’s health over the long run. National Primary Drinking 
Water Regulations (NPDWRs or primary standards) are legally enforceable standards that 
limit the levels of contaminants in drinking water supplied by public water systems. 

Secondary standards are non-enforceable guidelines regulating contaminants that may 
cause cosmetic effects (such as skin or tooth discoloration) or aesthetic effects (such as taste, 
odor, or color) in drinking water. EPA recommends secondary standards to water systems 
but does not require systems to comply. However, states may choose to adopt them as 
enforceable standards. 

State Water Resources Control Board 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers water rights, water 
pollution control, and water quality functions throughout the state, while the Regional 
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Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) conduct planning, permitting, and enforcement 
activities.  

Development projects typically result in the disturbance of soil that requires compliance 
with the NPDES General Permit, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm 
Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES 
Number CAS000002). This Statewide General Construction permit regulates discharges 
from construction sites that disturb one or more acres of soil. By law, all storm water 
discharges associated with construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation 
result in soil disturbance of at least one acre of total land area must comply with the 
provisions of this NPDES Permit, and develop and implement an effective Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Project applicants/ developers must submit a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) to the SWRCB, to be covered by the NPDES General Permit, and prepare the 
SWPPP before beginning construction. Implementation of the plan starts with the 
commencement of construction and continues through the completion of the project. Upon 
completion of the project, the project applicant/developer must submit a Notice of 
Termination (NOT) to the SWRCB to indicate that construction is completed. 

B2-10 Please see Response to Comment B2-3 above. 

B2-11 Groundwater recharge and groundwater intrusion would be addressed as a part of the water 
quality analysis which is required to be prepared and approved prior to the issuance of grading 
and building permits. This requirement is addressed as a standard Condition of Approval. The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

B2-12 Please see Response Comment B2-3 above. 

B2-13 The Initial Study is prepared and analyzed for any environmental topic based upon existing 
baseline conditions. Therefore, while an off-site drain might have recently been constructed, it is 
not appropriate to revise and update the Initial Study that was prepared and distributed 
December 1, 2014. The newly constructed off-site drain will be addressed and taken into 
consideration in the hydraulic analysis that will be prepared as a part of the Conditions of 
Approval for the Project. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter B3 
City of Anaheim Planning and Building Department  
July 30, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter B3 
City of Anaheim Planning and Building Department  
July 30, 2015 

B3-1 The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is 
required. 

B3-2 The three study area intersections within the City of Anaheim are under shared jurisdiction 
with Caltrans, and were analyzed using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology based 
on the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002). Generally, 
HCM based analysis provides more conservative results compared to Intersection Capacity 
Utilization (ICU) based capacity analysis. 

 However, to disclose all potential traffic impacts, Urban Crossroads performed analysis per 
City of Anaheim traffic study guidelines at the following intersections within City of Anaheim: 

• Imperial Highway (SR-90) / Orangethorpe Avenue Ramp (#31) 
• Imperial Highway (SR-90) / Orangethorpe Avenue (#32) 
• Imperial Highway (SR-90) / E. La Palma Avenue (#33) 

 Per City of Anaheim and County of Orange Congestion Management Program (CMP) traffic 
study guidelines, signalized study area intersections must be analyzed using the ICU technique. 
Based on review of the level of service (LOS) standards obtained for the City of Anaheim and 
the County of Orange CMP, LOS D will be the limit of acceptable LOS for all intersections 
within the City of Anaheim. For analysis locations in the City of Anaheim, an intersection is 
impacted if the following criteria are met: 

LOS With Project V/C Ratio Project-Related Increase in V/C 
C > 0.700 to 0.800 Equal to or greater than 0.050 
D > 0.800 to 0.900 Equal to or greater than 0.030 

E or F > 0.900 Equal to or greater than 0.010 
 
 The results of the ICU intersection analysis are shown on Table 1 for Existing and Existing plus 

Project (E+P) traffic conditions, Table 2 for Opening Year Cumulative (2016) traffic conditions 
and Table 3 for Horizon Year (2035) traffic conditions. As shown on Tables 1, 2 and 3 
(Appendix D to this FEIR), all the study intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable 
LOS (i.e., LOS D or better) with the exception of the following: 

Imperial Highway (SR-90) / E. La Palma Avenue (#33): The intersection of Imperial 
Highway (SR-90) / E. La Palma Avenue is anticipated to operate at LOS F during the PM 
peak under both Horizon Year (2035) Without Project and Horizon Year (2035) With Project 
traffic conditions. 

 As shown on Table 3, the increase in volume to capacity (v/c) with the addition of Project traffic 
is 0.007, which is less than the City of Anaheim’s significance threshold of 0.01. Therefore, the 
Project’s impact to the deficiency is not cumulatively considerable.  

 The ICU Intersection Analysis Worksheets are included in Appendix D of this FEIR. 
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B3-3 See Response B3-1 above. 

B3-4 See Response B3-1 above. In addition, MM 5.6-6 refers to Existing Conditions + Project, and 
MM 5.6-14 refers to long-range conditions. Under both scenarios using the City of Anaheim’s 
traffic thresholds, impacts would be less than significant. 

B3-5 Comment noted. The recommended text modification will be made in the FEIR. Please see 
Section 1, Correction and Additions. 

B3-6 The City of Yorba Linda would be happy to provide a copy of the Construction Management 
Program required as a part of MM 5.6-1, if any of the proposed routes travel through the City of 
Anaheim. However, the responsibility of enforcement and approval of said plan lies with the 
City of Yorba Linda. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

B3-7 The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

B3-8 Urban Crossroads coordinated with the City of Anaheim Planning Department staff regarding 
the cumulative projects within the City of Anaheim. Based on information provided by the City 
and discussions with the staff, the following projects in Anaheim were considered for the 
cumulative impacts section.  

1. Anaheim Canyon Specific Plan (Build-out) 
2. 4540 East Riverdale Avenue – 75 Single Family Detached Residential (involves 

demolition of existing school buildings) 
3. Kaiser Phase 3 – 220,000 S.F. Medical Office, Hospital Phase 2 (200,000 S.F.; 100 

additional beds) and 6 stories parking structure 
4. Anaheim Concourse Phase 3 (Pannatoni) – 500,000 S.F. Warehousing 

 Based on discussions with City of Anaheim Planning staff Cumulative Projects #1, #2, and #3 
are each anticipated to be built and occupied after the opening year (2016) of the Town Center 
Retail Project, and were therefore considered for long-range (2035) scenarios only. Cumulative 
Project #4 (Pannatoni) was considered for opening year cumulative and long-range scenarios. 

 A comparison of the Horizon Year (2035) forecasts to the General Plan Buildout (2040) plus 
Project forecasts from the Anaheim Canyon Specific Plan EIR indicates that our forecasts for 
2035 are higher than the General Plan Buildout (2040) Plus Project forecasts at the overlapping 
study intersections. On average, 2035 forecasts were 22% higher than 2040 General Plan 
Buildout forecasts during AM peak hour, and 26% higher than 2040 General Plan Buildout 
forecasts during PM peak hour. As such, the cumulative development projects listed above are 
accounted for in the conservative Horizon Year (2035) volume forecasts in the traffic study. 

 Review of Existing to Opening Year (2016) growth indicates adequate growth to account for 
traffic from Anaheim Concourse Phase 3 project under Opening Year Cumulative (2016) traffic 
conditions. 

B3-9 The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is 
required. 
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B3-10 Please see Response to Comment B3-2. As noted in Response B3-1, by utilizing the City of 
Anaheim’s threshold and traffic study guidelines for traffic impacts, it was determined that 
there would be no signals affected by the Project; therefore, the mitigation measure is no longer 
required or applicable. Nonetheless, the comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, 
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration prior to taking any action 
on the Project. 
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B3-11 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 
environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.  
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Comment Letter B4 
City of Brea 
August 3, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter B4 
City of Brea 
August 3, 2015 

B4-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

B4-2 The comment acknowledges review of the Draft EIR and concurs with MM 5.6-7 and 5.6-8 as 
they relate to impacts to the City of Brea intersections. The comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 

B4-3 The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter and does not raise an environmental issue; 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter C1 
Patti Higgins 
July 8, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter C1 
Patti Higgins 
July 8, 2015 

C1-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

C1-2 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any significant environmental impact. 
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the comment does not raise 
an environmental issue, no further response is required. 

C1-3 The comment expresses an opinion regarding planned restaurants and movie theatres. The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the comment does not raise an 
environmental issue, no further response is required. 

C1-4 The comment requests that a new library be constructed on the Project site. The comment raises 
issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment due to 
implementation of the proposed Project. The comment will be included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.  

C1-5 Please see Response to Comment C1-4 above. 

C1-6 The comment concerns the overall merits of the proposed Project. The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed Project.  
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Comment Letter C2 
Gary Frye 
July 9, 2015 

 



2. Responses to Comments 2.3 – Public and Private Organizational Comments 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 2-35 

Response to Comment Letter C2 
Gary Frye 
July 9, 2015 

C2-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

C2-2 The comment expresses an opinion about the Project. The comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 

C2-3 The commenter provided an overview of the use of the proposed landscaping design for the 
proposed Project. The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect 
on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the 
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. 
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C2-4 The comment is salutary in nature and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the Project. 
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Comment Letter C3 
James Haddad 
July 7, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter C3 
James Haddad 
July 7, 2015 

C3-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

C3-2 The commenter expressed concerns regarding the developer and the adequacy of the original 
vote on the Town Center plan. The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any 
significant environmental impacts that were not discussed in the Draft EIR. The comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed Project.  

C3-3 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any significant environmental impacts 
that were not discussed in the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.  
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Comment Letter C4 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
July 27, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter C4 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
July 27, 2015 

C4-1 The comment provides background information concerning the Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians and why the Project site is considered to be culturally sensitive by the people of Soboba. 
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the comment does not raise 
an environmental issue, no further response is required. 

C4-2 The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is 
required. 

C4-3 The comment requests that consultation occur between the Project proponents and the City of 
Yorba Linda. The City of Yorba Linda and the Project proponent are open to a consultation with 
the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians. The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to 
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

C4-4 The City of Yorba Linda will transfer information to the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians upon 
initiation of development of the Project site. The comment raises issues that do not appear to 
relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 

C4-5 The City of Yorba Linda acknowledges that the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians will continue 
to as a consulting tribal entity for this Project. The comment raises issues that do not appear to 
relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 

C4-6 The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians is concerned with the possibility of encountering cultural 
resources during the construction/excavation activities and has requested that a representative 
from the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians be present during monitoring activities. This request 
will be made a condition of approval for the Project. The comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 

C4-7 The commenter requests that proper procedures and requests of the tribe be honored in the 
forthcoming comments. The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No 
further response is required. 
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C4-8 The Soboba Band requested that any ceremonial items and items of cultural patrimony that 
reflect the religious belief of the Band, be returned to the tribe. This request will be made a 
condition of approval for the Project. The comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

C4-9 The comment reiterates requirements regarding the treatment and disposition of remains as 
required by California Public Resources Code §5097.98(a), California Health and Safety Code 
§7050.5(c), and California Government Code §6254(r). The above noted citations are required to be 
adhered to as they are law within the State of California. The comment will be included as part 
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter C5 
Joanne Friend 
July 26, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter C5 
Joanne Friend 
July 26, 2015 

C5-1 The comment includes an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is 
required. 

C5-2 The commenter’s concerns regarding traffic and parking are addressed in detail in Section 5.6, 
Traffic and Circulation of the Draft Subsequent EIR. We also suggest that the commenter review 
Appendix C of this Final EIR for the Town Center Shared Parking Analysis. The comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed Project. 

C5-3  Park Avenue is not anticipated to be utilized for Town Center Retail Project parking. Parking 
analysis indicates that the on-site and remote parking provided by the Project along with the 
proposed on-site public parking structure would provide adequate parking for the Project. 
Please also see Responses to Comments C5-4, C5-5, C5-7, and C5-8 below. 

C5-4 This operational concern is not directly related to the Project, and the intersection of Park 
Avenue/Yorba Linda Boulevard appears to be designed consistent with City standards. Please 
also see Response to Comment C5-3 above and Responses to Comments C5-5, C5-7, and C5-8 
below. 

C5-5 Traffic analysis shows adequate capacity on Imperial Highway (SR-90) in the vicinity of Park 
Avenue with the addition of the Project. This Project is not anticipated to affect the operations at 
Park Avenue. Please also see Responses to Comments C5-3 and C5-4 above and Responses to 
Comments C5-7 and C5-8 below. 

C5-6 See Responses to Comments C5-5, C5-7, and C5-8. 

C5-7 The commenter recommends that Park Avenue be changed to a one-way street or a dead-end so 
that people will not use it to short-cut to Lemon Drive. Park Avenue is not a part of the 
proposed Project, nor is it an adjacent roadway to the proposed Project. Nonetheless, the 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the proposed Project. Please also see Responses to Comment C5-3, C5-4, 
C5-5, and C5-7 above. 

C5-8 The commenter suggests that parking should be limited to residents only. Please see Responses 
to Comments C5-3, C5-4, C5-5, and C5-7 above. 

C5-9 The comment is salutary in nature is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the 
Project. 
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Comment Letter C6 
Robert Sarna 
July 24, 2015 
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Response to Comment Letter C6 
Robert Sarna 
July 24, 2015 

C6-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

C6-2 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any significant environmental impact 
due to implementation of the proposed Project. The commenter is referring to existing 
conditions, not a part of the proposed Project. The commenter’s concerns regarding traffic and 
parking are addressed in detail in Section 5.6, Traffic and Circulation of the Draft Subsequent 
EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. 
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C6-3 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 
environment as a result of the proposed Project. The comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further 
response is required. 

C6-4 Please see Response to Comment C6-3 above. 

C6-5 The comment expresses an opinion not pertaining to the Subsequent Draft EIR under review. 
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the comment does not raise 
an environmental issue, no further response is required. 

C6-6 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 
environment generated by the proposed Project. The commenter is referring to existing 
conditions, not a part of the proposed Project. The comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. The comment and suggestion for solutions to the existing on-site issue will be included 
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed Project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no 
further response is required. 

C6-7 The comment offers a salutary conclusion to the letter. The comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project. 
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2.4 Public Hearings and Meetings 
Comment Letter D1 Joint Planning Commission and  
 Traffic Commission Hearing Minutes  July 22, 2015 
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D1 
Joint Planning and Traffic Commission Meeting Minutes 
July 22, 2015 
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Response to D1 
Joint Planning and Traffic Commission Meeting Minutes 
July 22, 2015 

D1-1 Commissioner Lyons asked if they can estimate how many days will take to move the soil. 

 Aric Evatt, Urban Crossroads stated 25 trucks per hour are about 200 trucks per day, and it 
ultimately depends on how many yards they will use and how many cubic yards the trucks can 
hold. Aric Evatt stated that hauling would take 23 days. 

 Paul Casey, Project Applicant, stated he thinks it is closer to 65,000 yards of soil. Trucks carry 
approximately 15 yards times 25 trucks per hour. 

 Section 5.1 Air Quality, pages 5-22 and 5-23 provide the following information concerning 
grading and soil import:  

After the completion of demolition/site clearing, grading, soil import and foundation 
preparation activities would occur for approximately 1 to 2 months and would involve the 
cut and fill of land to ensure the proper base and slope for the building pads and 
foundations. 

With respect to soil import, it is estimated the Project would require approximately 100,000 
cubic yards (cy) of soil import to balance the site. This activity is anticipated to generate a 
maximum of 200 truck-loads per day (or 200 round trips, 400 one-way trips). Under the 
assumption each truck load would carry approximately 16 cy of soil, approximately 3,200 cy 
of soil import would occur per day for approximately 31 construction days, resulting in 
100,000 cy of total soil import.” 

The Draft EIR assumes a maximum import of 100,000 cubic yards of soil import for analysis. 

D1-2 Commissioner Lyons asked what criteria are used for historic significance. 

 Susan Tebo answered older than 50 years. 

D1-3 Commissioner Camarena asked if there would be bike lock enclosures in the parking structure. 

 Director Harris stated that this is a project design issue and they are only at the EIR point now. 
Town Center Specific Plan has certain requirements for secured bike lockers as well as electrical 
vehicle charging stations. 
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D1-4 Commissioner Brown asked Mr. Casey if Alternative 3 is the environmentally superior design 
and park replaces the supermarket will they cancel the Project. 

 Mr. Casey said no. 

D1-5 Chair Pro Tem Pease asked if this project will draw users from Brea, Anaheim, or Fullerton and 
was the draw of the larger communities factored into the traffic analysis. 

 Paul Casey sees shoppers and theater goers being drawn to this unique theater because it is 
very upscale. It will be a subregional area, and traffic was analyzed accordingly. 

D1-6 Commissioner Melton asked how the intersection of Lakeview and Buena Vista will be 
impacted. Right now the corner is not lined up and there may be a proposed light, but no 
funding for it. Lakeview is a feeder to that general area and has a lot of new traffic on it with the 
new projects in the works. 

 Aric Evatt stated that intersection has been identified as not meeting the level of service for the 
City. That intersection is an all way stop control. The anticipated delay will exceed the City's 
requirement, their traffic study proposed mitigation measure to install a traffic signal to satisfy 
City service requirement, but the City may have other priorities. 

D1-7 Commissioner Melton stated that is a really busy intersection even without the Town Center 
expansion. There's construction all over the City right now and once the construction is done, 
will the traffic calm down that his intersection. 

 Aric Evatt stated when they looked at the traffic counts the construction had not started. The 
future forecast assumes the construction is complete and the overcrossings are in place and, yes, 
the traffic will calm down. 

D1-8 Commissioner Mole asked if the proposed parking structure is going to be higher than the 
elevation of the movie theater or will it be visually aligned. 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated that the Specific Plan has a 35-foot height restriction, so the 
parking structure and the theater have been designed to the 35 maximum. 

D1-9 Commissioner Mole asked how they evaluated the traffic and parking on the weekend when 
people will be using the market and theater together at the same time. 

 Aric Evatt advised that their study included the entire Specific Plan and build out. That number 
was looked at and was compared to what this Project would be providing. What was needed 
was evaluated and that is when the size of the parking structure was determined. 

D1-10 Commissioner Mole asked it their traffic study assumed there was a light at Lakeview and 
Buena Vista. 

 Aric Evatt said they take a conservative approach when preparing studies and then evaluate all 
future scenarios against the existing conditions. 
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D1-11 Commissioner Brakebill asked Mr. Tony Wang if there is signal planned for that intersection. 

 Tony Wang said they weren’t planning for one, but they are studying alternatives for that area 
and at some point in time there will be a signal. 

D1-12 Commissioner Brakebill asked Mr. Casey if they have any other developments in Orange 
County. 

 Paul Casey stated they have none in Orange County. Encinitas and Burbank are the closest.  

D1-13 Commissioner Brakebill asked who will monitor truck traffic. 

 Aric Evatt stated the City will be responsible for that. Monitoring will be accomplished through 
the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program. 

D1-14 Commissioner Brakebill asked how many surface parking stalls are designated for the Project 
and whether parking is sufficient for this site 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated there are 336 surface stalls, 429 in structure, for a total of 765. 

 Paul Casey stated the parking garage will serve the entire Town Center. The Specific Plan calls 
for 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet, and they are under the required spaces. The number of 
parking spaces provided for the Project are intended to ensure that there is adequate on-site 
parking to alleviate potential neighborhood parking impacts. 

D1-15 Commissioner Behura asked what changed in the EIR from 2 years ago. 

 Paul Casey stated the general change is the expanded site for the theater and the market. They 
needed to expand this Project to create the synergy and feel for this Project. 

D1-16 Commissioner Behura said he was concerned about the reduction of the civic center use and 
asked how much it was reduced. 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated the Community Service District was where the library was 
proposed but where the parking structure is now. It was asked if a new library at that location 
made sense, and Council looked at alternative locations for it and determined the strawberry 
field area made more sense.   

D1-17 Commissioner Behura asked what the Civic Center will be used for. 

 Principal Planner Brantley advised the southerly margin will shift northerly from the southern 
edge of the parking structure to the northern edge, which leaves existing uses within that 
district remaining. 

D1-18 Commissioner Behura asked what the Civic Center is. 

 There is a Civic Center District with a certain footprint that shrank and converted to the other 
Retail District to accommodate the larger footprint of the shopping center. 
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D1-19 Commissioner Behura stated the water crisis should also be considered in the landscape plan. The 
comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the Project. 

D1-20 Alternate 4 stated keeping one cottage, he didn't think it sounded like a viable alternative. 

 Susan Tebo said part of the reason they suggested it is because if the cottages are not preserved, they 
will become a significant and unavoidable impact. CEQA states when you devise alternatives; they 
need to reduce significant adverse impacts that you have. Preservation of at least one of the cottages 
reduces some of the impact to the historic structure. 

D1-21 Commissioner Behura asked to see the plan that shows ingress and egress and asked what the 
distance is between entrance on Main Street and Imperial Highway.  

 Aric Evatt estimated approximately 100 feet. Upon further investigation, it was determined that the 
distance between Main Street and Imperial Highway is approximately 823 feet. 

D1-22 Commissioner Behura stated that Imperial Highway will have a significant impact at that right lane 
and maybe a turn lane should be considered.   

 Given the Project entry/exit points on Lakeview, Yorba Linda Boulevard, and Lemon Drive, the 
entry from Imperial Highway via Main Street is not expected to receive significant traffic volumes. 
In the currently proposed configuration, the entry to the Project from Main Street is an indirect entry 
and located farthest from the prime parking location nearest the theater 

 The Project will also be conditioned to install a separate thru lane and right turn lane on northbound 
Main Street between Imperial Highway and the Project entry at Main Street. The dedicated right 
turn lane on Main Street will provide a queue area, while the thru lane on Main Street can be used 
by vehicles to bypass any queuing that might occur relative to the Project entry at this location. 

D1-23 Commissioner Behura asked for clarification on the 15 trucks per hour: Is 15 just for this particular 
project? Because there could be other trucks working on different projects in the area.  

 Aric Evatt stated that the 15-haul-truck limit for the proposed Project is only during AM and PM 
peak hours on Lakeview and Yorba Linda. 

D1-24 Commissioner Behura stated that could be a condition in the construction management permit. 

 Mitigation Measure 5.6-2 addresses the Commissioner’s concern with the following: 

MM 5.6-2 Lakeview Avenue/Yorba Linda Boulevard (#19) – The following improvement is 
necessary to improve the peak hour operations at the intersection to acceptable LOS 
under 2016 With Construction Traffic conditions: 

 Restrict the number of haul trucks in the AM peak period (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) to no more than 15 loads 
per hour. With the implementation of the mitigation measure the average delay at the intersection of 
Lakeview Avenue/Yorba Linda Boulevard is anticipated to be 52.7 seconds (LOS D). 

D1-25 Chairwoman Watson stated a correction needs to be made in the EIR in Section 1-1.9. She asked if 
the PowerPoint presentation showed that the significant and unavoidable impacts were only during 
the construction period.  

 The comment points to a typographical error. Section 2.0 of the Final EIR has been updated to reflect 
that impacts would occur only during construction. See Section 2.0 Corrections and Additions. 

D1-26 Chairwoman Watson noticed the current level of service at La Palma and Imperial are at LOS E, so if 
it stays at LOS E, how is that significant and unavoidable. Please see Response to Comment B3-2.  
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D1-27 Elizabeth Hansen advised that she is impressed with the questions the Commissioners asked, 
because she came here expecting to spit nails, but has softened. She appreciated that they're 
concerned about the neighborhoods being impacted by this Project.  

 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 
environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. 

D1-28 They already have parking issues and are battling to find parking. Ms. Hanson asked if the 
theater will be going on until 10:00 or 11:00 at night. She pointed to the photo and asked if the 
elongated building was the theater. She wondered why the theater isn’t at the other end, 
because it is all residential where it is being proposed. Also, why there is an entrance off 
Lakeview, because there's already congestion and it is a “massive mess.”   

 There are 336 surface stalls, 429 in structure, for a total of 765. The parking garage will serve the 
entire Town Center. The siting of the theatre raises issues that do not appear to relate to any 
significant environmental impact. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. 
Please see Section 5.6, Traffic and Circulation of the Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR 
for a discussion regarding the impacts of traffic upon the roadway system. 

D1-29 Ms. Hansen stated that with the water crisis and being limited to watering two days a week, 
will residents be restricted even more because of this large facility.  

 Restricting water use is a policy question that would impact the City of Yorba Linda. The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the proposed Project.  

D1-30 During the session Ms. Hansen kept hearing that noise is insignificant. She lives right there and 
can’t understand how anyone can say noise is insignificant. Just the widening of the street was 
hugely significant.  

 The comment expresses an opinion about the Project. Refer to Section 5.5, Noise, of the Draft 
Subsequent EIR which determined that the proposed Project would not result in significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.  

D1-31 Ms. Hansen has been there for 30 years, and the reconfiguration of the street drastically 
changed her lifestyle.  

 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 
environment as a result of the proposed Project. The comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
Project.  

D1-32 She is a writer and can't work from home anymore because it is way too noisy. 

 See Responses to Comments D1-30 and D1-31 above. 
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D1-33 Ms. Hansen would like to know how many days will they have to deal with the construction, 
because if they knew how long it will take, it may help them be patient. 

 Section 5.1, Air Quality, page 5-22 notes that construction of the Project site would take 
approximately 12 months. 

D1-34 Ms. Hansen suggests that Alternative No. 3 is the most viable for the City of Yorba Linda at this 
time. 

 This comment expresses an opinion concerning Alternative 3 of the Subsequent EIR. The 
comments are noted and are hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the Project.  

D1-35 Pamela Harrell thanked Zelman for a great job and something they can use in the future. She's a 
local resident and lives off Oriente and Avocado, just a few blocks away. Wants to look into 
each and every eye and tell them that “noise is a problem.” There are wonderful thoroughfares, 
Imperial Highway, Yorba Linda Boulevard, Bastanchury – feels like she is encompassed by 
freeways all around. Now Lakeview will be opened up and made another thoroughfare with 
signals, so noise, noise, noise, traffic, traffic traffic. She was sorry to have to reiterate that, but 
she will reiterate it during this whole time, because now with the Sheriff's Department there, 
she has helicopters flying over her house. Yorba Linda and traffic is a major, major item. 

 The Yorba Linda Draft Subsequent EIR Section 5.5, Noise and Section 5.6, Traffic and 
Circulation address potential noise and traffic impacts. The comments are noted and are hereby 
part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration prior 
to taking any action on the Project.  

D1-36 Commissioner Brown stated on the 22nd of July the Planning Commission was involved in a 
recommendation to acquire one of the three cottages. He asked if anyone had any interest to 
take the other two and put them in the Town Center. He also asked if the parking structure will 
take out all three of the cottages. 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated yes. Mitigation measures were set up to afford the 
opportunity for someone to take possession and relocate one or more of the cottages. All three 
are over 50 years old and were analyzed in a survey of historic resources in 2010. There are a 
number of criteria over and above that go into a finding a particular old building to be historic. 
In the case of these three, they received a status code that expresses the historic significance of 
5S3, which are examples of architectural styles that express early architecture that dominated 
the community in the early part of the last century. Although they are of that type, the cottages 
would not necessarily rise to the level of a structure that could be listed on the national list. 
They're only eligible to be listed on a local register. There will be an advertisement placed in a 
variety of resources to announce their availability. They haven't done that yet, so it is difficult to 
gauge how much interest is out there. 

D1-37 Commissioner Lyons asked if the property they discussed at the July 15 meeting was one of 
these three cottages. 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated the three that were analyzed in this analysis are not the one in 
the 65402 that was the 6L property, these are 5S3. 
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D1-38 Commissioner Lyons clarified that that 65402 was on School Street, which is a category below. 
These three are 5S3, and 6L is below.   

 Principal Planner Brantley stated 6L is below the threshold of what would be considered 
historically significant. 

D1-39 Commissioner Brown asked if 6L is located at the parking structure. 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated yes it would be. 

D1-40 Commissioner Behura asked to see the parking demand analysis in the document. 

 The Shared Parking Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated April 30, 2015, has been 
included in Appendix C of the Final EIR. 

D1-41 Commissioner Behura asked that they make it available to the Traffic Commission. 

 The Shared Parking Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated April 30, 2015, has been 
included in Appendix C of the Final EIR. 

D1-42 Commissioner Brakebill asked if there was going to be electronic information on how many 
spaces are available in the structure. 

 Principal Planner Brantley said it wasn't specified, but they could give the message to the 
developer. “It is a great idea.” 

D1-43 Commissioner Brakebill would like to see that because most parking structures have that now.  
He is assuming the parking is free too. 

 Principal Planner Brantley stated that parking was free. 

D1-44 Commissioner Brakebill also asked if there was a cut-off on Valencia Avenue for drop-off and 
pick-up so people can pull up. For him it is a big deal, because in Brea it's a big issue. 

 Principal Planner Brantley advised that the parking structure will be owned by the City, so 
exact design is going to be a conversation between the City and the developer, and they will 
bring that comment forward. 
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3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

3.1 Purpose 
The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been prepared in conformance with §21081.6 of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. It is the intent of this program to 1) verify satisfaction of 
the required mitigation measures of the EIR; 2) provide a methodology to document 
implementation of the required mitigation; 3) provide a record of the Monitoring Program; 
4) identify monitoring responsibility; 5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance of 
mitigation measures; 6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and 7) utilize existing 
review processes wherever feasible. 

3.2 Introduction 
The Mitigation Monitoring Program describes the procedures that will be used to implement the 
mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Project and the methods of 
monitoring such actions. A Monitoring Program is necessary only for impacts which would be 
significant if not mitigated. The following consists of a monitoring program table noting the 
responsible entity for mitigation monitoring, the timing, and a list of all Project-related mitigation 
measures. 
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3.3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
Impact – Air Quality 
MM 5.1-1 The Applicant shall implement all control measures required and/or 

recommended by the SCAQMD (i.e., Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust), 
including but not limited to the following:  
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of 

structures or break-up of pavement; 
• Water active grading/import areas and unpaved surfaces at least 

three times daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil 

binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking 

areas and staging areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets 

from the Project Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds 

(instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute 
period or more; and 

An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each 
construction site that identifies the permitted construction hours and 
provides a telephone number to call and receive information about 
the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive 
fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified 
within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Conduct field investigation 
to ensure that these or 
equivalently effective 
emission controls are 
enforced. 

Department of Public 
Works/City Engineer 

During grading and 
construction 
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
Impact – Cultural Resources 
MM 5.2-1 Recordation. Prior to the issuance of a relocation permit for 4842, 

4852 and 4872 School Street, a recordation document prepared in 
accordance with Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) Level III 
requirements shall be completed for the existing buildings. Similarly, 
4842, 4852, and 4871 School Street shall be recorded prior to 
relocation and demolition, to record the structures at their existing 
locations before removal. The recordation document shall be 
prepared by a qualified architectural historian or an historic 
preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards for Architectural History pursuant 
to 36 CFR 61. This recordation document shall include a historical 
narrative on the architectural and historical importance of the 
Craftsman bungalow style, the construction history of each building, 
the history of occupancy and use, the association as a school building 
and with the other bungalows on School Street (4832, 4842 and 4852 
School Street) used as school buildings, and shall record the existing 
appearance of each building in professional large format photographs. 
The building exteriors, representative interior spaces, character‐
defining features, as well as the property setting and contextual views 
shall be documented. All documentation components shall be 
completed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering 
Documentation (HABS standards). Copies of the completed report 
shall be distributed to the South Central Coastal Information Center at 
the California State University, Fullerton, City of Yorba Linda Planning 
Department, and the City of Yorba Linda Public Library Special 
Collections (main branch). 

Prior to the issuance of a 
relocation permit and 
grading permits 

Community 
Development 
Department 

Preparation of a 
recordation document 
for all existing building 
at 4842, 4852 and 
4872 School Street. 
Distribution to South 
Central Coastal 
Information Center at 
the California State 
University, Fullerton, 
City of Yorba Linda 
Planning Department, 
and the City of Yorba 
Linda Public Library 
Special Collections 
(main branch). 

 

MM 5.2-2 Relocation and Rehabilitation. Since retention of the cottages 
located at 4842, 4852 and 4871 School Street is not feasible for 
implementation and development of the Proposed Project, they will 
first be recorded (see Mitigation Measure MM 5.2-1, Recordation) 
prior to relocation to an appropriate off‐site location with compatible 
setting and association qualities. As discussed above, PCR 
recommends the relocation of the three cottages to the Olinda Street 
Site. If Option 3 (the Olinda Street Site) is not a feasible option for 
relocation, Option 1 (Public Library/Strawberry Field Site) or Option 2 

Prior to the issuance of a 
relocation permit and 
grading permits 

Community 
Development 
Department 

Preparation of a 
recordation document 
for all existing building 
at 4842, 4852 and 
4872 School Street. 
Advertisement of 
structure availability in 
historic preservation 
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
(Altrudy Site) would be feasible alternatives, and impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant. Implementation of this measure will 
be satisfied in part by advertisement of the structure’s availability in 
historic preservation websites such as HistoricForSale, Historic 
Properties, Old Houses, and Preservation Directory and a local 
newspaper such as the Orange County Register for a period of not 
less than thirty (30) days by the Applicant. Any such relocation efforts 
shall be undertaken in accordance with a Relocation and 
Rehabilitation Plan prepared by the party taking possession of the 
structure to be moved. The Relocation and Rehabilitation Plan shall 
be developed in conjunction with a qualified architectural historian, 
historic architect, or historic preservation professional who satisfies 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards 
for History, Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 
61. The Plan shall include relocation methodology recommended by 
the National Park Service, which are outlined in the booklet entitled 
“Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed Curtis (1979), as included 
in Appendix 5.2 Attachment F. Upon relocation of the structure to the 
new site, any maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, 
preservation, conservation, or reconstruction work performed in 
conjunction with the relocation of the building shall be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Properties and 
the Town Center Specific Plan guidelines (as applicable). The 
Relocation and Rehabilitation Plan shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City of Yorba Linda Planning Department prior to its 
implementation. Any subsequent alterations of the property requiring 
a building permit would be subject to the standards and principles 
outlined in the City’s Historic Combining Zone. In addition, a plaque 
describing the date of the move and the original location shall be 
placed in a visible location on each of the buildings. 

 If after 45 days it is evident that no party is interested in purchasing 
one or all of the building(s) per the mitigation measure stipulated 
above, then Mitigation Measure MM 5.2-3 would be required to 
document and salvage the key character-defining physical features of 
the cottages. 

websites such as 
HistoricForSale, 
Historic Properties, Old 
Houses, and 
Preservation Directory 
and a local newspaper 
such as the Orange 
County Register for a 
period of not less than 
thirty (30) days by the 
Applicant. 
Preparation of a 
Relocation and 
Rehabilitation Plan 
should a structure be 
moved. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
MM 5.2-3 Salvage. Prior to demolition, key character‐defining physical features 

of the cottages (e.g., window elements, shingling) shall be made 
available for use in restoration/ rehabilitation projects for 4842, 4852 
and 4871 School Street, or within the neighborhood or the City of 
Yorba Linda. These salvaged features may also be donated for 
curatorial and/or educational purposes to a local historical society, 
preservation organization, or the like. Unsound, decayed, or toxic 
materials (e.g. asbestos) need not be included in the salvage process. 
The salvage materials shall be advertised for a period of not less than 
30 days in historic preservation websites and the Orange County 
Register, as well as by posting on the Project Site itself and by other 
means as deemed appropriate. Salvage efforts shall be conducted by 
the Applicant. These efforts shall be documented in writing by 
summarizing all measures taken to encourage receipt of salvage 
materials by the public. Copies of notices, evidence of publication of 
such notices, along with a summary of results from the publicity 
efforts, a list of salvage offers (if any) that were made, and an 
explanation of why the features were not or could not be accepted 
shall be included in this salvage summary document. This document 
shall be filed by the Applicant with the City of Yorba Linda Planning 
Department. 

Prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit or 
grading permit 

Community 
Development 
Department/Project 
Applicant 

Salvage materials shall 
be advertised for a 
period of not less than 
30 days in historic 
preservation websites 
and the Orange County 
Register, as well as by 
posting on the Project 
Site itself and by other 
means as deemed 
appropriate. 
Preparation of a 
Salvage Summary 
document. 

 

Impact – Noise 
MM 5.5-1 Construction activities shall not take place between the hours of 8:00 

p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time 
on Sunday or a federal holiday. 

Check contractors 
specifications to ensure 
that they include these 
restrictions 

Department of Public 
Works 

  

MM 5.5-2  Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of 
compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) 
shall be conducted as far as possible from the nearest off-site land 
uses.  

Conduct on-site inspection 
to ensure compliance 

Department of Public 
Works 

  

MM 5.5-3 When possible, construction activities shall be scheduled so as to 
avoid operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which 
causes high noise levels. 

Check contractor 
specifications to ensure 
that they include these 
restrictions. Conduct on-
site inspection to ensure 
compliance 

Department of Public 
Works 

Check specifications 
prior to issuance of 
Grading Permits for 
each grading and 
construction phase 
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
MM 5.5-4 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling 

apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use. 
Conduct on-site inspection 
to ensure compliance 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and building 
permits 

 

MM 5.5-5 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

Check contractors 
specifications to ensure 
that they include these 
restrictions 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and building 
permits 

 

MM 5.5-6  Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the surrounding land uses to the maximum extent 
feasible during construction. 

Conduct on-site inspection 
to ensure compliance 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and building 
permits 

 

MM 5.5-7 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the Building Department, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Conduct on-site 
inspections 
Preparation of truck route 
plan 

Building Department Prior to issuance of 
grading and building 
permits. 

 

MM 5.5-8 A construction notice shall be prepared and shall include the following 
information: job site address, permit number, name and phone 
number of the contractor and owner or owner’s agent, hours of 
construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for the 
site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. 
The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site 
prior to the start of construction and displayed in a location that is 
readily visible to the public and approved by the City’s Building 
Department. 

On-site inspection to 
determine compliance 

Building Department Prior to issuance of 
grading and building 
permits. 

 

Impact – Transportation and Traffic 
MM 5.6-1 Prior to the commencement of project construction activities, the 

project applicant shall prepare a construction traffic management plan 
in accordance with the 2012 CA MUTCD to the satisfaction of the City 
of Yorba Linda Traffic Engineer. The traffic management plan shall 
include measures determined on the basis of site-specific conditions 
including, as appropriate, the use of construction signs (e.g., 
“Construction Ahead”) and delineators, and private driveway and 
cross-street closures. This plan shall be approved by the City’s Traffic 
Engineer prior to issuance of any demolition, grading or building 
permit.  

Preparation of a 
Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

Public Works 
Department 

Prior to issuance of 
demolition, grading 
and/or building permits. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
MM 5.6-2 Lakeview Avenue/Yorba Linda Boulevard (#19) – The following 

improvement is necessary to improve the peak hour operations at the 
intersection to acceptable LOS under 2016 With Construction Traffic 
conditions: 

• Restrict the number of haul trucks in the AM peak period 
(7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) to no more than 15 loads per hour. 
With the implementation of the mitigation measure the average 
delay at the intersection of Lakeview Avenue/Yorba Linda 
Boulevard is anticipated to be 52.7 seconds (LOS D). 

Preparation of a 
Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

Public Works 
Department 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

 

MM 5.6-3 Main Street / Imperial Highway (SR-90) (#14) – This intersection 
was found to operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E) during the AM 
peak hour only under Existing traffic conditions, however, the 
intersection is anticipated to continue to operate at unacceptable 
levels during the weekday AM peak hour only with the addition of 
Project traffic. Pursuant to the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), the 
LOS for cross-street (or side-street) stop controlled intersections is 
reported for the worst movement. As such, the unacceptable LOS at 
this intersection is related to the anticipated high delays for eastbound 
left-turning vehicles. The through movements along Imperial Highway 
(SR-90) are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS as they are 
free-flow movements. It should also be noted that as delays increase 
for the eastbound left turning vehicles at Main Street, these vehicles 
can utilize the upstream signalized intersection at Olinda Street. As 
such, the impact is considered less-than-significant. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-4 Driveway 2 / Yorba Linda Boulevard (#22) – This intersection was 
found to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) during the 
peak hours under Existing traffic conditions, and the intersection is 
anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels during the weekday PM 
peak hour only with the addition of Project traffic. Pursuant to the 
HCM, the LOS for cross-street (or side-street) stop controlled 
intersections is reported for the worst movement. As such, the 
unacceptable LOS at this intersection is related to the anticipated high 
delays for northbound left-turning vehicles. The turn movements 
associated with the Proposed Project (e.g., southbound turn 
movements and westbound left turn) along with through movements 
along Yorba Linda Boulevard are anticipated to operate at acceptable 
LOS. As such, the impact is considered less than significant. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
MM 5.6-5 Lakeview Avenue / Buena Vista Avenue (#28) – This intersection 

was found to operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E) during the AM 
peak hour only under Existing traffic conditions, however, the 
intersection is anticipated to continue to operate at unacceptable 
levels during the weekday AM peak hour only with the addition of 
Project traffic. As such, the impact is considered significant. 

Contribute on a fair-share 
basis to roadway 
improvements 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

 

MM 5-6-6 Imperial Highway (SR-90) / La Palma Avenue (#33) – This 
intersection was found to operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E) 
during the peak hours under Existing traffic conditions, however, the 
intersection is anticipated to continue to operate at unacceptable 
levels during the weekday AM peak hour only with the addition of 
Project traffic. The City of Anaheim has indicated that the intersection 
is currently built to its ultimate and there are no future plans to widen 
and improve this intersection. As such, additional improvements have 
been evaluated at this intersection, consistent with the methodology 
from the Yorba Linda Town Center Specific Plan TIA. As such, the 
impact is considered less than significant. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-7  Associated Road / Imperial Highway (SR-90) (#3) – Although the 
intersection is anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS under Horizon 
Year traffic conditions, there are committed improvements at this 
intersection which include the addition of a fourth eastbound through 
lane. In comparison to the Yorba Linda Town Center Specific Plan 
traffic study, all of the previously identified committed improvements 
have since been constructed, with the exception of the 4th eastbound 
through lane. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-8 Kraemer Boulevard / Imperial Highway (SR-90) (#5) – Although the 
intersection is anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS under Horizon 
Year traffic conditions, there are committed improvements at this 
intersection which include restriping to accommodate a third 
northbound through lane and the addition of a westbound right turn 
lane. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-9 Imperial Highway (SR-90) / Bastanchury Road (#10) – Although the 
intersection is anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS under Horizon 
Year traffic conditions, there are committed improvements at this 
intersection which include the addition of a second westbound 
through lane. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  
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Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
MM 5.6-10 Imperial Highway (SR-90) / Yorba Linda Boulevard (#15) – The 

intersection is anticipated to operate at unacceptable LOS with the 
addition of a third westbound through lane, which is currently under 
construction (anticipated completed in April 2015). However, long-
range committed improvements at this intersection also include the 
addition of a second eastbound left turn lane and a second 
westbound left turn lane. The intersection is anticipated to operate at 
acceptable LOS during the peak hours with the addition of the 
committed long-range improvements. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-11 Lakeview Avenue / Bastanchury Road (#23) – Although the 
intersection is anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS under Horizon 
Year traffic conditions, there are committed improvements at this 
intersection which include the addition of a second southbound 
through lane. In comparison to the Yorba Linda Town Center Specific 
Plan traffic study, all of the previously identified committed 
improvements have since been constructed, with the exception of the 
second southbound through lane. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-12 Lakeview Avenue / Yorba Linda Boulevard (#27) – The intersection 
is anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS with the addition of a 
second northbound left turn lane and second southbound left turn 
lane, which are currently under construction (anticipated completed in 
April 2015). However, long-range committed improvements at this 
intersection also include the addition of a second eastbound left turn 
lane and a second westbound left turn lane. The intersection is 
anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS during the peak hours with 
the addition of the committed long-range improvements. 

No mitigation required No mitigation required No mitigation required  

MM 5.6-13 Lakeview Avenue / Oriente Drive (#24) – The intersection is 
anticipated to operate at unacceptable LOS under long-range traffic 
conditions. Although there are no committed improvements funded 
through the CIP at this intersection, the General Plan improvements at 
this intersection call for signalization and widening of Lakeview 
Avenue as a four-lane divided roadway. The traffic signal at this 
intersection is anticipated to be warranted under Horizon Year Without 
Project traffic conditions. As such, the intersection has been 
evaluated with the installation of a traffic signal, a northbound left turn 
lane, a second northbound through lane, a southbound left turn lane, 
and a second southbound through lane. 

Contribute on a fair-share 
basis to roadway 
improvements 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

 



3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3.3 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

Yorba Linda Town Center Subsequent EIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. August 2015 – 3-10 

Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Monitoring 

Timing 
Responsible 

Monitoring Entity Timing 
Status of 

Implementation 
MM 5.6-14 Imperial Highway (SR-90) / La Palma Avenue (#3) – The 

intersection is anticipated to continue operate at unacceptable LOS 
under long-range traffic conditions. The City of Anaheim has indicated 
that the intersection is currently built to its ultimate and there are no 
future plans to widen and improve this intersection. As such, 
additional improvements have been evaluated at this intersection, 
consistent with the methodology from the Yorba Linda Town Center 
Specific Plan Traffic Impact Analysis. 

There are no feasible 
actions to improve 
intersection 

There are no feasible 
actions to improve 
intersection 

There are no feasible 
actions to improve 
intersection 

 

MM 5.6-15 Project to contribute on a fair share basis towards the installation of a 
traffic signal to improve the existing deficiency at Lakeview 
Avenue/Buena Vista Avenue. 

Contribute on a fair-share 
basis to roadway 
improvements 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

 

MM 5.6-16  Project to contribute on a fair share basis towards the installation of a 
traffic signal to improve the existing deficiency at Lakeview 
Avenue/Oriente Drive. 

Contribute on a fair-share 
basis to roadway 
improvements 

Department of Public 
Works 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
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