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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Beach Boulevard Specific Plan 
during the public review period, which began August 23, 2018, and closed October 8, 2018. This document 
has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent 
judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. This section also includes responses to written responses received 
at a public hearing held by the City of  Anaheim on September 4, 2018 regarding the DEIR. To facilitate 
review of  the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a number (A-1 through A-5 
for letters received from agencies and organizations, and R-1 through R-6 for letters received from residents). 
Individual comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with 
references to the corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text as a result of  the 
comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors and omissions 
discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. City of  
Anaheim staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  
significant new information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 
effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is 
determined in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency 
and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact 
report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform 
to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  Anaheim) to evaluate comments 
on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and 
prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the City of  Anaheim’s responses to 
each comment. Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. 
Where sections of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to 
the DEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public 
review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 
Agencies & Organizations 

A1 Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for Orange County October 5, 2018 2-3 
A2 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 12 October 8, 2018 2-7 
A3 Metropolitan Water District of California October 4, 2018 2-13 
A4 Orange County Public Works October 2, 2018 2-17 
A5 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) October 2, 2018 2-21 
A6 Orange County Health Care Agency (late) October 12, 2018 2-25 

Residents 
R1 Joseph Garcia (comment card) September 4, 2018 2-29 
R2 Ed and June Hamze (comment card) September 4, 2018 2-33 
R3 John Keyser September 5, 2018 2-37 
R4 Daniel Kim, et al. (comment card) September 4, 2018 2-41 
R5 Salila Limolansuksakul September 4, 2018 2-45 
R6 Mayra Mageno (comment card) September 4, 2018 2-49 

R7 Jodie Mosley August 23, 2018 
August 24, 2018 2-53 

R8 Cornell Pintilie September 10, 2018 2-59 
R9 Kathy Tran October 8, 2018 2-632-41 
R10 Unknown author October 4, 2018 2-67 

R11 Roy and Betty Wilkison 
August 23, 2018 
August 24, 2018 
August 27, 2018 

2-71 

R12 Ryan Balius (late) October 12, 2018 2-77 
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LETTER A1 – Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for Orange County (2 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County, dated 
October 5, 2018. 

A1-1 As discussed on Page 5.6-12 of  the DEIR, the Project Area does not overlap the JFTB’s 
safety zones and it is two miles from the base. However, the Project Area is within the 
planning area of  the base’s AELUP and would need to comply with safety, height, and 
noise restrictions in the AELUP. With respect to building heights, development 
proposals in the Project Area that include the construction or alteration of  structures 
more than 200 feet above mean sea level require filing with the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and notification of  the Airport Land Use Commission, including 
filing of  a Notice of  Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA Form 7460-1). Any 
development project that would penetrate the Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 
Notification Surface for the JFTB (notification area) would also be required to file FAA 
Form 7460-1. The maximum height allowed in the Project Area under the Proposed 
Project is 55 feet in the Mixed-Use High development area. With administrative 
adjustments allowed per Chapter 18.62.040 of  the Anaheim Municipal Code, the 
maximum height is 60.5 feet. Since allowable building heights are far below 200 feet 
associated with Part 77, filing with the Federal Aviation Administration aircraft-related 
safety hazards would not be required and implementation of  the Proposed Project 
would not result in a safety hazard. 

A1-2 See Response A1-1. 

A1-3 Comment noted. No response required. 

A1-4 Comment noted. The project is scheduled to go to ALUC on November 15. 
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LETTER A2 – Caltrans (3 pages) 
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A2. Response to Comments Caltrans, dated October 8, 2018. 

A2-1 Comment noted. The City looks forward to continued cooperation with Caltrans 
regarding relinquishment of  Beach Boulevard in the City of  Anaheim. 

A2-2 Comment noted. No response required. 

A2-3 Comment noted. The City’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program 
allows for the options described by the commenter. 

A2-4 Comment noted. The City cannot use transportation impact fees for alternative modes 
of  transportation; these fees are required to be used toward buildout of  the roadway 
network established in the General Plan. 

A2-5 Comment noted. 

A2-6 Comment noted. The City will incorporate Main Street elements along the corridor as 
appropriate. 

A2-7 Section 4.6 of  the specific plan addresses mobility throughout the Project Area. 
Pedestrian safety is a key component of  the specific plan. Figure 4-16, Crosswalk 
Improvements, shows the location of  recently completed and proposed sidewalk 
enhancements (completed by Caltrans) that will help pedestrian mobility along the 
corridor. 

A2-8 Comment noted. The City looks forward to continued cooperation with Caltrans as the 
specific plan gets implemented. 

A2-9 The Draft EIR was sent to the City of  Buena Park during the 45-day public review 
period. No comments were received from City of  Buena Park. 

A2-10 As shown on Table 5.13-14 in the Draft EIR, the only intersection at General Plan 
buildout that goes from LOS D to E or F where the Proposed Project has a significant 
impact is #7 Beach Boulevard & Orange Avenue. However, signal timing improvements 
have been identified that mitigate the impact. The only reason it is listed as a significant 
and unavoidable impact is because it is within Caltrans jurisdiction and the City cannot 
guarantee implementation of  the identified mitigation measure. 

A2-11 Comment noted. The City will submit signal timing modification requests to the 
Caltrans Traffic Signal Group. 

A2-12 Comment noted. The City will consider elimination of  left turns between signalized 
intersections to improve traffic flow. 

A2-13 As discussed in Section 5.13 of  the Draft EIR, right and left turn lanes have been 
considered as mitigation for project impacts. 
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A2-14 Comment noted. The City acknowledges that any work performed within Caltrans right-
of-way will require discretionary review and approval by Caltrans, as well as issuance of  
an encroachment permit by Caltrans prior to construction. 
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LETTER A3– Metropolitan Water District of  Southern California (2 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, dated 
October 4, 2018. 

A3-1 Comment noted. No response required. 

A3-2 Comment noted. No response required. 

A3-3 Comment noted. No response required. 

A3-4 Comment noted. No response required. 
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LETTER A4 – Orange County Public Works (2 pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from Orange County Public Works, dated October 2, 2018. 

A4-1 Comment noted. No response required. 

A4-2 Comment noted. The City of  Anaheim Department of  Public Works will review all 
future development applications for the potential to impact downstream facilities and 
require facility upgrades when necessary to ensure compliance with FEMA regulations. 

A4-3 Comment noted. The City of  Anaheim will obtain all necessary encroachment permits, 
when necessary. 
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LETTER A5 – Orange County Transportation Authority (2 pages) 
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A5. Response to Comments from Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), dated 
October 2, 2018. 

A5-1 Comment noted. The City of  Anaheim looks forward to continued cooperation with 
OCTA to implement the Beach Boulevard Specific Plan. 

A5-2 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A5-3 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A5-4 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 
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LETTER A6 – Orange County Health Care Agency (2 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA), dated October 
12, 2018. 

A6-1 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A6-2 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A6-3 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A6-4 Per your request, Page 5.6-12 of  the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Impact 5.6-2: The Project Area includes facilities that are on hazardous materials 
sites lists compiled by various government agencies. [Threshold H-4] 

Impact Analysis: A Phase 0 was prepared for the Project Area, which included the 
EDR records search that identified uses and properties that could potentially pose a 
variety of  environmental hazards within the boundaries of  the Project Area. The Project 
Area includes a number of  facilities that are listed on the hazardous materials sites list 
compiled by various government agencies, as described in Section 5.6.2, Standard 
Environmental Records Review. For T the listed facilities, including the Davis Dump and the 
Sparks-Rains Landfill, would be required to the City of  Anaheim has conducted site-
specific evaluations in accordance with the mitigation measures listed below. A Phase I 
and II evaluation has been conducted and appropriate site cleanup measures and land 
use restrictions have been identified. Future development will need to be in accordance 
with the approved Post Closure Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan.  

A6-5 Per your request, Page 5.6-4 of  the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

 California Code of Regulations, Title 27, Division 2 

Title 27, Division 2, of  the California Code of  Regulations (CCR) provides guidance and 
information to the Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agencies (LEA) on oversight of  
disposal site postclosure land use pursuant to Title 27, California Code of  Regulations 
(27 CCR), section 21190. Specific topics addressed include regulatory authority, activities 
subject to the regulatory tiers, site boundary issues, proposal review, local approvals, 
technical assistance, and site inspections. 

A6-6 Per your request, Page 5.6-6 of  the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

CERCLIS 

The Department of  Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC) Site Mitigation and Brownfields 
Reused Program EnviroStor database identifies sites that have known contamination or 
sites for which there may be reason to investigate further. Within the Project Area, one 
facility was identified: Davis Dump at the northeast corner of  Beach Boulevard and 
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Lincoln Avenue. The Davis Dump, also known as the Sparks-Rains Landfill, is a closed 
solid-waste oil drilling mud disposal facility. The site had been a quarry then was used 
for a dump for disposal of  rotary drilling mud from oil wells. Adjacent to the Davis 
Dump, is the Sparks-Rains Landfill, is a closed solid-waste disposal facility. These sites 
were identified in the California State Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) data 
management system, GeoTracker, which identifies sites that impact, or have the 
potential to impact, water quality in California. These sites was were reassessed in 2008 
by DTSC the RWQCB. A mobile home park had been located on top of  a portion of  
the former landfill, and soil gas sampling implemented in response to odor complaints 
found methane and volatile organic compounds in the late 1980s. The site had been a 
quarry then was used for a dump for disposal of  rotary drilling mud from oil wells. The 
current status of  the former landfill and a more thorough environmental assessment is 
recommended if  land uses change. A Phase I and II evaluation has been conducted and 
appropriate site cleanup measures and land use restrictions have been identified. Future 
development will need to be in accordance with the approved Post Closure Operations, 
Monitoring and Maintenance Plan. The Sparks-Rain Landfill reportedly has a land use 
restriction required by CalRecycle the DTSC and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
that was filed in 2008 recorded on May 17, 2017. Notices of  Violations were filed for 
the methane extraction system at the site. The Notice of  Order was terminated by the 
LEA on March 14, 2017. The City of  Anaheim reportedly conducts quarterly monthly 
methane monitoring of  the Landfill Gas System northern boundary of for the Sparks 
and Rains Pit sites and performs postclosure groundwater monitoring and maintenance 
in accordance with the Post Closure Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan. The 
monitoring results are submitted to the Orange County Solid Waste Local Enforcement 
Agency (LEA) on a monthly basis. 

A6-7 See Response A6-6 above. 
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LETTER R1 – Joseph Garcia (1 comment card) 
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R1. Response to Comments from Joseph Garcia, dated September 4, 2018. 

R1-1 The comment is noted and the commenter’s contact information has been added to the 
City’s distribution list for future public correspondence regarding the Beach Boulevard 
Specific Plan. No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 
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LETTER R2 – Ed and June Hamze (2 comment cards) 
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R2. Response to Comments from Ed and June Hamze, dated September 4, 2018. 

R2-1 The comment is noted and the commenter’s contact information has been added to the 
City’s distribution list for future public correspondence regarding the Beach Boulevard 
Specific Plan. 

R2-2 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. The Responses to Comments document, 
including this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning 
Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the 
decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project. 
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LETTER R3 – John Keyser (1 page) 
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R3. Response to Comments from John Keyser, dated September 5, 2018. 

R3-1 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. One of  the primary objectives of  the 
specific plan is to improve pedestrian connectivity and safety. The Responses to 
Comments document, including this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  
Anaheim Planning Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be 
presented directly to the decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to 
approve the Proposed Project. 
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R4. Response to Comments from Daniel Kim, et al, dated September 4, 2018. 

R4-1 The commenters’ contact information has been added to the City’s distribution list for 
future public correspondence regarding the Beach Boulevard Specific Plan. No revisions 
to the EIR are necessary. 

 



B E A C H  B O U L E V A R D  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  A N A H E I M  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-44 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



B E A C H  B O U L E V A R D  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  A N A H E I M  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2018 Page 2-45 

LETTER R5 – Salila Limolansuksakul (1 page) 
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R5. Response to Comments from Salila Limolansuksakul, dated September 4, 2018. 
 

R5-1 The commenters’ contact information has been added to the City’s distribution list for 
future public correspondence regarding the Beach Boulevard Specific Plan. No revisions 
to the EIR are necessary. 
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LETTER R6 – Mayra Mageno (1 comment card) 
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R6. Response to Comments Mayra Mageno, dated September 4, 2018. 

R6-1 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. The Responses to Comments document, 
including this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning 
Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the 
decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project. 



B E A C H  B O U L E V A R D  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  A N A H E I M  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-52 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



B E A C H  B O U L E V A R D  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  A N A H E I M  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2018 Page 2-53 

LETTER R7 – Jodie Mosley (4 pages) 
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R7. Response to Comments from Jodie Mosley, dated August 23 and 24, 2018. 

R7-1 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. The Responses to Comments document, 
including this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning 
Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the 
decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project. 

R7-2 See Response R7-1. 

R7-3 The Proposed Project has not been approved yet so none of  the improvements 
identified in the specific plan have implemented at this time.  

R7-4 See Response R7-3. 

R7-5 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. The Responses to Comments document, 
including this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning 
Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the 
decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project. 

R7-6 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. The Responses to Comments document, 
including this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning 
Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the 
decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project. 
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LETTER R8 – Cornell Pintilie (1 page) 
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R8. Response to Comments from Cornel Pintilie, dated September 10, 2018. 

R8-1 The commenter’s remarks—including those related to public safety and the local 
homeless population—are noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers. 

Future investment and revitalization along the Beach Boulevard corridor requires that 
property owners be able to redevelop their property with a variety of  land uses, 
including residential land uses, as dictated by the proposed Specific Plan. The 
distribution of  land uses and traffic in the plan area has been carefully considered and 
has been heavily influenced by input and concerns voiced by members of  the 
community. Lastly, the regionally-focused retail commercial uses mentioned by the 
commenter (outlet shopping) would be expected to generate considerably more traffic 
and congestion than the land uses proposed for the area under the proposed project. 
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LETTER R9 – Kathy Tran (1 page) 
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R9. Response to Comments from Kathy Tran, dated October 8, 2018. 

R9-1 The proposed project is a programmatic, long-range planning document and does not 
entail approval of  any specific development project. As such, environmental analysis in 
the EIR is programmatic; discussion of  site-specific aesthetic impacts would be 
speculative due to the timing and final design of  future projects. City review of  future 
development projects along the Beach Boulevard corridor would involve analysis of  
shade and shadow impacts as appropriate. Furthermore, the design standards included 
as Appendix A to the proposed Specific Plan include a requirement that new buildings 
be set back 30 feet from adjacent single-family homes. Additionally, the maximum 
allowable building height in the specific plan is 60 feet which is not likely to cause any 
significant shade/shadow impacts. Shade and shadow impacts are typically associated 
with high-rise buildings exceeding 100 feet in height. 
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LETTER R10 – Unknown Commenter (1 page) 
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R10. Response to Comments from Unknown Commenter, dated October 4, 2018. 

R10-1 The comment does not directly address the analysis or conclusions in the EIR related to 
the proposed project; no revisions or corrections are necessary. The City of  Anaheim 
appreciates your comments regarding existing parking issues in the plan area. The 
Responses to Comments document, including this comment letter, will be provided to 
the City of  Anaheim Planning Commission and City Council so that these concerns will 
be presented directly to the decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to 
approve the Proposed Project. 
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LETTER R11 – Roy and Betty Wilkison (4 pages) 
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R11. Response to Comments from Roy and Betty Wilkison, dated August 23, 24, and 27, 2018. 

R11-1 Access to the parcel mentioned by the commenter would be reviewed by the City if  and 
when the mobile home park is redeveloped. It is highly unlikely that access would be 
feasible through the residential neighborhood to the west since residential streets are not 
designed to carry heavier traffic loads like those generated by a commercial use. 
Therefore, the two adjacent landholders (the landlocked parcel and adjacent mobile 
home park) would likely need to come to an agreement regarding access at the time 
redevelopment is proposed. 

R11-2 A central premise of  the Beach Boulevard Specific Plan is that the plan area is in need 
of  revitalization. The proposed project has been designed to incentivize investment 
along the Beach Boulevard corridor.  

R11-3 The West Anaheim Youth Center role in the plan area is discussed in the proposed 
Specific Plan. The proposed project’s impact on police services is discussed in Section 
5.11 of  the EIR. No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

R11-4 Comment noted. No response required. 

R11-5 The commenter’s question about public notification of  the proposed project is answered 
by Gus Gonzalez, Senior Planner in the email chain shown above. 
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LETTER R12 – Ryan Balius (2 pages) 
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R12. Response to Comments from Ryan Balius, dated October 12, 2018. 

R12-1 The DEIR analyzed the impacts of  the proposed project, including those related to 
traffic, and has provided the appropriate mitigation and/or justification to address the 
anticipated impacts. The Responses to Comments document, which includes this 
comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning Commission and City 
Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the decision makers prior to 
consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed Project.  

R12-2 The current funding set aside for undergrounding SCE lines includes their distribution 
lines (12,000 volts and below). Should additional funding become available, the City will 
review additional roadways where SCE lines pass through. Section 4.3.6 of  the Specific 
Plan document has been updated to reflect this. Figure 4-3 of  the Specific Plan 
document is meant to depict a conceptual development of  the southeast corner of  
Beach Blvd and Ball Road. Adding the overhead utilities to the drawing would detract 
from conveying the development concept. 

R12-3 Feedback received during the outreach phase of  the Proposed Project indicated that 
changes to the existing conditions is what is most desired by the community. The 
proposed densities are based on extensive research and market analyses that recommend 
a certain amount of  residential density to effectively incentivize developers to acquire 
and develop properties in the Project Area. The Responses to Comments document, 
which includes this comment letter, will be provided to the City of  Anaheim Planning 
Commission and City Council so that these concerns will be presented directly to the 
decision makers prior to consideration of  whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project. 

R12-4 There was no official action taken by the City’s Parks and Recreation Commission and 
your comments will be attributed to you as an individual. 

R12-5 The reference to the Project Area having 4.4 acres per 1,000 residents is based on the 
amount of  parkland to the number of  residents in the Project Area given that both 
Twila Reid and Schweitzer Parks are located within the Specific Plan boundary. The 
statement is intended to underscore the proximity of  parkland to current residents in the 
project vicinity. At buildout of  the Proposed Project, the ratio would be reduced; 
however, this impact is offset with the requirement for new development to provide 
private open space in addition to a Parks and Recreation fee assessed for new residential 
units that would be utilized to acquire and develop more parkland in the area. 

R12-6 Local schools in the project vicinity, such as Twila Reid Elementary, continue to provide 
additional recreational opportunities that enhance adjacent City parks, such as Twila Reid 
Park. However, even without these additional opportunities, impact to parks as a result 
of  the Proposed Project would be offset with the requirement for new development to 
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provide private open space in addition to a Parks and Recreation fee assessed for new 
residential units that would be utilized to acquire and develop more parkland in the area. 

R12-7 Comment noted. The total acreage of  Twila Reid Park including the school’s property is 
23.9 acres and 18 acres without the school’s property. The mention of  amenities at Twila 
Reid park serve only to clarify the description of  the park, does not factor into the 
environmental impacts to parkland, and does not require modification to the 
environmental analysis.  

R12-8 Comment noted. The total acreage of  Schweitzer Park including the school and flood 
control district’s properties is 8.5 acres and 4.9 acres without the school and flood 
control district’s properties. This clarification does not factor into the environmental 
impacts to parkland, and does not require modification to the environmental analysis.  

R12-9 The City of  Anaheim appreciates your input. The additional 23 acres of  additional 
parkland as a result of  the Proposed Project is independent of  the existing parkland and 
solely based on the ratio of  2 acres per 1,000 residents. Figure 4-3 on page 59 of  the 
Specific Plan document is referenced to show that private development such as 39 
Commons will contribute additional open space to the project area. The established Park 
and Recreation fees, or any changes therefore, are set by City Council, and are beyond 
the scope of  this project. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the 
time of  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation 
measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation 
requirements included in the DEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter any 
impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in 
strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 

Page 5.6-4, Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following text is added in response to Comment 
A6-5, from Orange County Health Care Agency.  

California Code of Regulations, Title 27, Division 2 

Title 27, Division 2, of  the California Code of  Regulations (CCR) provides guidance and information to the 
Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agencies (LEA) on oversight of  disposal site postclosure land use pursuant 
to Title 27, California Code of  Regulations (27 CCR), section 21190. Specific topics addressed include 
regulatory authority, activities subject to the regulatory tiers, site boundary issues, proposal review, local 
approvals, technical assistance, and site inspections. 

Page 5.6-6, Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following text has been revised in response to 
Comment A6-6, from Orange County Health Care Agency.  

CERCLIS 

The Department of  Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC) Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reused Program 
EnviroStor database identifies sites that have known contamination or sites for which there may be reason to 
investigate further. Within the Project Area, one facility was identified: Davis Dump at the northeast corner 
of  Beach Boulevard and Lincoln Avenue. The Davis Dump, also known as the Sparks-Rains Landfill, is a 
closed solid-waste oil drilling mud disposal facility. The site had been a quarry then was used for a dump for 
disposal of  rotary drilling mud from oil wells. Adjacent to the Davis Dump, is the Sparks-Rains Landfill, is a 
closed solid-waste disposal facility. These sites were identified in the California State Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) data management system, GeoTracker, which identifies sites that impact, or have the 
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potential to impact, water quality in California. These sites was were reassessed in 2008 by DTSC the 
RWQCB. A mobile home park had been located on top of  a portion of  the former landfill, and soil gas 
sampling implemented in response to odor complaints found methane and volatile organic compounds in the 
late 1980s. The site had been a quarry then was used for a dump for disposal of  rotary drilling mud from oil 
wells. The current status of  the former landfill and a more thorough environmental assessment is 
recommended if  land uses change. A Phase I and II evaluation has been conducted and appropriate site 
cleanup measures and land use restrictions have been identified. Future development will need to be in 
accordance with the approved Post Closure Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan. The Sparks-Rain 
Landfill reportedly has a land use restriction required by CalRecycle the DTSC and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board that was filed in 2008 recorded on May 17, 2017. Notices of  Violations were filed for the 
methane extraction system at the site. The Notice of  Order was terminated by the LEA on March 14, 2017. 
The City of  Anaheim reportedly conducts quarterly monthly methane monitoring of  the Landfill Gas System 
northern boundary of for the Sparks and Rains Pit sites and performs postclosure groundwater monitoring 
and maintenance in accordance with the Post Closure Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan. The 
monitoring results are submitted to the Orange County Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) on a 
monthly basis. 

Page 5.6-12, Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following text has been revised in response to 
Comment A6-4, from Orange County Health Care Agency.  

Impact 5.6-2: The Project Area includes facilities that are on hazardous materials sites lists compiled by 
various government agencies. [Threshold H-4] 

Impact Analysis: A Phase 0 was prepared for the Project Area, which included the EDR records search that 
identified uses and properties that could potentially pose a variety of  environmental hazards within the 
boundaries of  the Project Area. The Project Area includes a number of  facilities that are listed on the 
hazardous materials sites list compiled by various government agencies, as described in Section 5.6.2, Standard 
Environmental Records Review. For T the listed facilities, including the Davis Dump and the Sparks-Rains 
Landfill, would be required to the City of  Anaheim has conducted site-specific evaluations in accordance with 
the mitigation measures listed below. A Phase I and II evaluation has been conducted and appropriate site 
cleanup measures and land use restrictions have been identified. Future development will need to be in 
accordance with the approved Post Closure Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan.  
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3.3 ADDITIONAL DEIR REVISIONS 
The following text has been revised in order to correct minor errors or provide additional information or 
clarification of  the DEIR text. 

Page 1-14, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Table 1-2 and Page 5.2-32, Section 5.2.7, Transportation and Traffic, 
Mitigation Measures, is hereby modified as follows: 

AQ-8 Prior to issuance of  grading, demolition or building permits, whichever occurs first, for 
projects that subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (i.e., non-exempt projects), 
the property owner/developer shall submit a dust control plan that implements the 
following measures during ground-disturbing activities, in addition to the existing 
requirements for fugitive dust control under South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Rule 403, to further reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions: 

a) Following all grading activities, the construction contractor shall reestablish ground 
cover on the construction site through seeding and watering.  

b) During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall sweep streets with 
Rule 1186–compliant, PM10-efficient vacuum units on a daily basis if  silt is carried over 
to adjacent public thoroughfares or occurs as a result of  hauling. 

c) During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall maintain a minimum 
24-inch freeboard on trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials and tarp 
materials with a fabric cover or other cover that achieves the same amount of  
protection.  

Page 1-18, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Table 1-2, is hereby modified as follows: 

5.5  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Impact 5.5-1: While the proposed 
Beach Boulevard Specific Plan at 
buildout would result in lower 
emissions on a per service population 
compared to existing conditions, it 
would exceed the forecasted year 
2035 GHG emissions efficiency 
metric significance threshold and 
would have a significant impact on 
the environment. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-8 AQ-7 
apply. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Page 1-22, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Table 1-2, is hereby modified as follows: 

Impact 5.9-1: Construction activities 
would potentially result in temporary 
noise increases in the vicinity of the 
Project Area. 

Potentially Significant N-1 Prior to issuance of demolition, 
grading and/or building permits, a 
note shall be provided on plans for 
ongoing during grading, demolition, 
and construction activities, 
indicating that the property 
owner/developer shall be 
responsible for requiring contractors 
to implement the following 
measures to limit construction-
related noise: 
• Construction activity is limited 

to the daytime hours between 
7 AM to 7 PM, as prescribed in 
the City’s Municipal Code 
(Additional work hours may be 
permitted if deemed necessary 
by the Director of Public Works 
or Building Official). 

• All internal combustion 
engines on construction 
equipment and trucks are fitted 
with properly maintained 
mufflers.  

• Stationary equipment such as 
generators, air compressors 
shall be located as far as 
feasible from nearby noise-
sensitive uses. 

• Stockpiling is located as far as 
feasible from nearby noise-
sensitive receptors 

• Construction traffic shall be 
limited to the haul routes 
established by the City of 
Anaheim. 

Less Than 
Significant 

 

Page 1-26, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Table 1-2, is hereby modified as follows: 

T-2 Prior to the first final building and zoning inspection for any non-residential project generating 50 or more employees, the property 
owner/developer shall join and financially participate in a clean fuel shuttle program, if established. The property owner/developer 
shall record a covenant on the property that requires participation in the program ongoing during project operation. The form of the 
covenant shall be approved by the City Attorney’s Office prior to recordation. 

T-2 Prior to the first final building and zoning inspection for any nonresidential project generating 50 or more employees, the property 
owner/developer shall participate in the Anaheim Transportation Network (ATN)/Transportation Management Association. The 
property owner/developer shall record a covenant on the property that requires ongoing participation in the program and designation 
of an on-site contact who will be responsible for coordinating and representing the project with the ATN. The form of the covenant 
shall be approved by the City Attorney’s Office prior to recordation. 
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Page 1-31, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Table 1-2, is hereby modified as follows: 

Impact 5.15-3: The Proposed Project 
would not result in the construction of 
new water treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing water facilities, 
which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

Less Than Significant 
Potentially Significant 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 
USS-3 Prior to issuance of demolition, 

grading, building or water permits, 
whichever occurs first, the property 
owner/developer shall submit plans 
to the Public Utilities Department for 
review. The Public Utilities 
Department shall review the location 
of each project to determine if it is 
an area served by potentially 
deficient water facilities, as identified 
in the latest updated water study for 
the BBSP. In such a case, the 
property owner/developer shall 
perform a hydraulic analysis for the 
existing and proposed public water 
improvements to determine if the 
project domestic or fire flow 
demands will increase flows beyond 
those programmed in the 
appropriate water master plan study 
for the area or if the project will 
create a deficiency in an existing 
water mains. The hydraulic water 
analysis for the existing and 
proposed public water 
improvements shall incorporate the 
anticipated flow, pressure, and any 
other information specific for the 
project to determine the conditions 
for final design. With the hydraulic 
water analysis, the property 
owner/developer shall submit the 
results of a field fire flow test and 
provide a written response from 
Anaheim Fire Department 
confirming the fire flow requirements 
for the project. The property 
owner/developer shall be required to 
guarantee mitigation of the impact to 
adequately serve the area to the 
satisfaction of the Public Utilities 
Department and City Attorney’s 
Office per Anaheim’s most current 
Water Rules and Regulations. 

Not applicable 
Less Than 
Significant 
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Page 5.5-31, Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is hereby modified as follows: 

T-2 Prior to the first final building and zoning inspection for any nonresidential project 
generating 50 or more employees, the property owner/developer shall join and financially 
participate in a clean fuel shuttle program, if  established. The property owner/developer 
shall record a covenant on the property that requires ongoing participation in the program 
during project operation. The form of  the covenant shall be approved by the City Attorney’s 
Office prior to recordation. 

T-32 Prior to the first final building and zoning inspection for any nonresidential project 
generating 50 or more employees, the property owner/developer shall participate in the 
Anaheim Transportation Network (ATN)/Transportation Management Association. The 
property owner/developer shall record a covenant on the property that requires ongoing 
participation in the program and designation of  an on-site contact who will be responsible 
for coordinating and representing the project with the ATN. The form of  the covenant shall 
be approved by the City Attorney’s Office prior to recordation. 

Page 5.9-31, Section 5.9, Noise, is hereby modified as follows: 

N-2 Prior to the issuance of  grading permits, each project applicant within the Project Area shall 
prepare a construction management plan that shall be approved by the City of  Anaheim 
Public Works. The construction management plan shall:  

 Establish truck haul routes on the appropriate transportation facilities. Truck routes that 
avoid congested streets and sensitive land uses shall be considered. 

 Provide traffic control plans (for detours and temporary road closures) that meet the 
minimum City criteria. Traffic control plans shall determine if  dedicated turn lanes for 
movement of  construction truck and equipment on- and offsite are available.  

 Minimize offsite road closures during the peak hours. 

 Keep all construction-related traffic onsite at all times.  

 Provide temporary traffic controls, such as a flag person, during all phases of  
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 

Page 5.9-32, Section 5.9, Noise, is hereby modified as follows: 

N-3 Prior to issuance of  a building permit, applicants for new residential or subdivision 
developments within the Project Area involving the construction of  two or more dwelling 
units, or residential subdivisions resulting in two or more parcels, and located within six-
hundred feet of  any railroad, freeway, expressway, major arterial, primary arterial or 
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secondary arterial, as designated by the Circulation Element of  the General Plan, are 
required to submit a noise level analysis, which must include mitigation measures that 
comply with applicable City noise standards, including the following: 

 Exterior noise within the private rear yard and/or common recreation areas of  any 
single-family lot and/or within any common recreation areas multiple-family dwelling 
project shall be attenuated to a maximum of  65 dBA CNEL; interior noise levels shall 
be attenuated to a maximum of  45 dBA CNEL, or to a level designated by the Uniform 
Building Code as identified adopted by the City (identified in Section 18.40.090). in the 
Anaheim Municipal Code Section 18.40.040-050. 

 Exterior noise within common recreation areas of  any single family attached or multiple 
family dwelling project shall be attenuated to a maximum of  65 dB CNEL; interior noise 
levels shall be attenuated to a maximum of  45 dB CNEL, or to a level designated by the 
Uniform Building Code, as adopted by the City (identified in Section 18.40.090). 

The Planning Commission may grant a deviation from the requirements for pertaining to 
exterior noise levels, given that if all of  the following conditions exist (Section 
18.040.090.060): 

 The deviation does not exceed 5 dB above the prescribed levels for exterior noise.1 

 Measures to attenuate noise to the prescribed levels would compromise or conflict with 
the aesthetic value of  the project. 

In addition, residential portions of  mixed-use projects shall be designed to limit the interior 
noise caused by the commercial and parking portions of  the project to a maximum of  45 
dBA CNEL in any habitable room with windows closed. Commercial uses shall be designed 
and operated, and hours of  operation limited so neighboring residents are not exposed to 
offensive noise, especially from traffic, trash collection, routine deliveries, and/or late-night 
activities. No use shall produce continual loading or unloading of  heavy trucks at the site 
between the hours of  8:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. (Section 18.32.130, Compatibility Standards). 

The required exterior noise reduction can be accomplished with sound walls or berms, or by 
site plan/building layout design. The required interior noise reduction can be accomplished 
with enhanced construction design or materials such as upgraded dual-glazed windows 
and/or upgraded exterior wall assemblies. These features shall be shown on all building 
plans and incorporated into construction of  the project. City inspectors shall verify 
compliance of  the building with the acoustic report’s recommendations prior to issuance of  
a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

                                                      
1  The deviation from prescribed levels does not pertain to interior noise levels. 
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Page 1-26, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Page 5.5-31, Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Page 5.13-38, 
Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, is hereby modified as follows: 

T-1 Prior to the first final building and zoning inspection for any nonresidential project 
generating 50 or more employees, the property owners/developer shall complete the 
following steps below to develop, implement, and administer a comprehensive 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.  

a) The property owner/developer shall provide to the City of  Anaheim Public Works 
Department, for review and approval, a comprehensive TDM program that includes a 
menu of  TDM program strategies and elements for both existing and future employees’ 
commute options.  

b) The property owner/developer shall record a covenant on the property that requires 
ongoing implementation of  the approved TDM program and designation of  an on-site 
contact who will be responsible for coordinating the TDM program.  

c) The form of  the covenant shall be approved by the City Attorney’s Office prior to 
recordation.  

Page 5.14-7, Section 5.9, Tribal Cultural Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

TCR-1 Prior to the issuance of  any permits allowing ground-disturbing activities that cause 
excavation to depths greater than current foundations, the City of  Anaheim shall ensure that 
the project applicant/developer to retain qualified Native American Monitor(s) during 
construction-related ground disturbance activities. The monitor(s) shall be approved by the 
Tribal Representatives of  the Gabrieleno Band of  Mission Indians - Kizh Nation and be 
present on-site during construction that involve ground disturbing activities. The Native 
American Monitor(s) shall be responsible for the following activities during the monitoring, 
as appropriate: 

 Complete monitoring logs on a daily basis, providing descriptions of  the daily activities, 
including construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural materials identified.  

 If  the monitoring site has hazardous materials concerns, the monitor(s) shall possess 
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) certification. 
The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading and excavation activities 
are completed, or when the Tribal Representatives and monitor have indicated that the 
site has a low potential for tribal cultural resources.  
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