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Figure 5.17-5
East Anaheim Deficient Pipelines for GPU Buildout
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A recently constructed flow diversion is in place at Harbor Boulevard and Katella Avenue that sends all of  the 
flow from for the eastern Harbor pipeline to the southern Katella pipeline. Conversely, all of  the flow in the 
western Harbor pipeline discharges to the northern Katella pipeline. With this Harbor flow diversion and the 
additional project buildout flows, it is currently recommended to upsize the southern Katella pipeline between 
Clementine Street and 9th Steet. Additionally, there are two deficient reaches in the northern Katella pipeline 
between Walnut Street and 9th Street. There are two flow splits that divert a portion of  the flow to the south 
from the southern Katella pipeline, one at West Street and another at 9th Street. In addition, the two parallel 
pipelines along Katella have several interconnections. A detailed study should be conducted for the parallel 
pipeline systems along Harbor Boulevard and Katella Avenue to evaluate the combined capacity and potentially 
revise the design standards to consider the added flexibility and redundancy provided by these parallel systems. 

There are additional, smaller diameter pipeline improvements shown on Figures G and H within the Katella 
tributary system and included in Table 6 of  the Sewer Study along with improved diameters. 

East Anaheim CIPs  

The East Anaheim area has been separated into six project tributary basins. There are two areas with project 
related capacity deficiencies in the Eastern Anaheim area, both along East La Palma Avenue, shown on Figure 
5.17-5. The first area consists of  6 reaches of  8- and 10- inch pipelines within the Kraemer System. Model 
output for the project buildout and improved conditions are provided in Table 6 of  the Sewer Study. The 
second deficient area consists of  6 reaches of  10-inch pipeline within the La Palma System. Model output for 
project buildout and the improved condition is provided in Table 6 of  the sewer study. 

The buildout deficiencies and proposed improvements identified in the Sewer Study for the East Anaheim area 
will be included in an addendum to the EAMPSS and the EAMPSS Financial Implementation Plan (FIP). Since 
these improvements are long-term improvements, with the buildout condition extending out 20 years or more, 
the EAMPSS FIP will include a fee schedule update and updated impact fees to ensure sufficient funds are 
available. 

The City is currently in the process of  updating its CAMPSS and impact fee schedule. The buildout deficiencies 
and proposed improvements identified in the Sewer Study for the Central Anaheim area will be included in the 
updated CAMPSS which is scheduled to be presented to the Anaheim City Council for approval in the second 
quarter of  2025. The updated fees will consider buildout capacity needs and associated costs, including the 
proposed project.  

As new development occurs within the City, individual sewer studies would be conducted by future applicants 
to evaluate the specific impact on downstream tributary pipelines. The sewer studies would include site-specific 
sewer flow monitoring and hydraulic sewer analysis. These detailed, site specific, sewer studies would build on 
the analysis in the more programmatic Sewer Study prepared for the proposed project. The sewer impact fees, 
Sewer Study, and any additional project related sewer improvements not previously identified would be paid for 
by the developer prior to the approval of  sewer service. Where a larger CIP pipeline is identified as capacity 
deficient, the pipeline would be upsized to accommodate buildout flows as evaluated in the Sewer Study. 
Pipeline improvements along smaller diameter reaches would also be determined by individual sewer studies 
and improved as needed and as a condition of  approval by the City. These improvements may require 6-, 8-, 
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and 10-inch diameter pipelines to be increased by one or two diameters and would depend on the specific 
project land use and location.  

As directed by policy 5.1-1 of  the Public Services and Facilities Element, the City would ensure that appropriate 
sewer system mitigation measures are identified and implemented in conjunction with new development based 
on the recommendations of  prior sewer studies and/or future sewer studies that may be required by the City 
Engineer. Additionally, Chapters 10.08 and 10.12 of  the City’s municipal code require a permit before any sewer 
connection can be made with permits reviewed by the director of  public works for the purpose of  determining 
whether the proposed development would result in an overload of  existing sewer line capacity. Sewer impact 
fees would be collected if  proposed development needs to mitigate the deficiency in the sewer system caused 
by new development and/or by additions and expansions. 

The construction of  on-site and off-site sewer lines and associated improvements would primarily include 
trenching for the pipelines. All construction would be performed in accordance with the Construction General 
Permit, which would include the preparation of  a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan if  the area of  
disturbance exceeds one acre. All other applicable mitigation associated with ground-disturbing impacts in this 
Draft PEIR would also be required (see for example mitigation measures MM CUL-1 and MM GEO-1). Any 
work that may affect services to the existing sewer lines would be coordinated with the City and OCSD. The 
City and OCSD would review all future developments within the City to determine whether sufficient trunk 
sewer capacity exists to serve each development and if  the City and OCSD’s facilities would be impacted by 
the development. This review is accomplished through the Will-Serve Program. A Will-Serve letter would 
include information regarding the anticipated wastewater flows that would be generated by the proposed 
development, along with a statement of  whether the City and OCSD’s trunk sewer system would have capacity 
to accept the flows.  

Furthermore, a Construction Management Plan or equivalent, which would ensure safe pedestrian access as 
well as emergency vehicle access and safe vehicle travel in general, would be implemented to reduce any 
temporary pedestrian and traffic impacts occurring as a result of  construction activities from future 
development of  wastewater facilities. Compliance with OCSD procedures and City policy would ensure that 
impacts associated with the potential future construction of  wastewater infrastructure would be less than 
significant. 

Water 

Projects under the General Plan Focused Update would require the construction of  new water infrastructure 
where existing water lines are not sufficient to accommodate the increased supply demands. These 
determinations would be made on a project-by-project basis because development projects in the City would 
be required to obtain a Will-Serve letter from APU, pay connection fees, and undergo site-specific analyses.  

Future improvements to the City’s water system may include upsizing water lines on-site and off-site and the 
additions of  boosters in low-pressure areas. Additionally, the 2025 UWMP for APU would be required to 
incorporate the proposed land use changes under the General Plan Focused Update into its water demand and 
supply projections out to 2050.  
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Policies in the Public Services and Facilities Element of  the existing General Plan also ensure that new 
development is served by water infrastructure. For example, Policies 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 encourage the provision 
of  efficient and economic distribution of  adequate water supply and pressure to all residential, commercial, 
industrial, and public areas that meet or exceeds State and Federal health standards. Goal 5.1 of  the Green 
Element promotes Anaheim’s water conservation efforts to ensure that all City facilities are water efficient, and 
Goal 5.2 aims to continue and expand Anaheim’s educational outreach and incentives programs aimed at water 
conservation. 

Additionally, the City has standard conditions of  approval (as shown in Section 5.17.2) that require the submittal 
of  improvement plans for Public Utilities Water Engineering review and approval in determining the conditions 
necessary for providing water service to the project. All requests for new water services, backflow equipment, 
or fire lines, as well as any modifications, relocations, or abandonments of  existing water services, backflow 
equipment, and fire lines, would be coordinated and permitted through the Water Engineering Division of  the 
Anaheim Public Utilities Department. Developers would also submit a water system master plan, including a 
hydraulic distribution network analysis, for Public Utilities Water Engineering review and approval. The master 
plan would demonstrate the adequacy of  the proposed on-site water system to meet the project's water demands 
and fire protection requirements. Developers would also submit to the Public Utilities Department Water 
Engineering Division an estimate of  the maximum fire flow rate and maximum day and peak hour water 
demands for the project. This information would be used to determine the adequacy of  the existing water 
system to provide the estimated water demands. Any off-site water system improvements required to serve the 
project would be done in accordance with Rule No. 15 of  the Water Utility Rates, Rules, and Regulations. 

Other existing State regulations and policies would also ensure that new development provides water service 
that meets adopted water conservation requirements. For example, new construction would be required to 
comply with the water-efficiency requirements of  CALGreen, California Plumbing Code, and the City’s 
MWELO. New construction for both residential and commercial land uses typically achieves a reduction in 
water usage rates of  20 percent through compliance with these regulations. Additionally, projects that meet the 
criteria under California Water Code Section 10912 would be required to prepare a WSA that demonstrates that 
project water demands would not exceed water supplies. Furthermore, residential, commercial, and industrial 
water usage can be expected to decrease in the future as a result of  the implementation of  AB 1668 and SB 606, 
which set new standards for indoor and outdoor residential water use, commercial water use for landscape 
irrigation with dedicated meters, and water loss standards. 

The construction of  the on-site and off-site water lines and associated improvements would primarily include 
trenching for the pipelines. All construction would be performed in accordance with the Construction General 
Permit and associated requirements. All other applicable mitigation associated with ground-disturbing impacts 
in this Draft PEIR would also be required (see for example mitigation measures MM CUL-1 and MM GEO-
1). Any work that may affect services to the existing water lines would be coordinated with APU, including the 
obtainment of  encroachment permits from the City for all improvements within the public right-of-way. When 
considering impacts resulting from the installation of  any required water infrastructure, all impacts are of  a 
relatively short-term duration and would cease once the installation is complete. Therefore, impacts with the 
expansion of  water infrastructure to serve the proposed project would be less than significant.  
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Storm Water 

The City is primarily built-out with buildings, roadways, pavement, and other impervious surfaces therefore no 
new sources of  stormwater or flood flows are anticipated. Current runoff  is captured and conveyed by existing 
City storm drain infrastructure throughout the City before discharging to County flood control facilities and 
channels and ultimately reaching the Pacific Ocean. New land development consistent with the proposed 
project would connect to the existing drainage facilities within the public right of  way. Additionally, existing 
City and County regulations would ensure that new development and redevelopment does not exceed the 
capacity of  storm drainage facilities.  

Per the City’s standard conditions of  approval developers would prepare and submit a final drainage/hydrology 
study, including supporting hydraulic and hydrological data to the City of  Anaheim for review and approval. 
The study would confirm or recommend changes to the City’s adopted Master Drainage Plan by identifying 
off-site and on-site storm water runoff  impacts resulting from build-out of  permitted General Plan land uses. 
In addition, the study would identify the project’s contribution and would provide locations and sizes of  
catchments and system connection points and all downstream drainage-mitigating measures including but not 
limited to offsite storm drains and interim detention facilities. Development under the proposed project would 
be required to comply with site-specific “allowable discharge rates” that limit post-project peak-flow discharges 
compared to existing conditions, thus minimizing the potential for flooding on- or off-site and exceedance of  
the capacity of  existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.  

Development projects would also be required to prepare and submit a WQMP per the MS4 permit and Chapter 
10.09 of  the City’s municipal code. Projects would be designed to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and runoff  
volume as reasonably feasible by controlling runoff  from impervious surfaces through infiltration, 
evapotranspiration, bioretention, and/or rainfall harvest and use. The final BMPs to be implemented for the 
proposed project would be determined through the City’s review of  the WQMP, which would occur during the 
City’s building plan check process. Storm drain impact and improvement fee would also be collected per 
Chapter 10.14 of  the municipal code. This chapter enforces a storm drain impact fee to finance storm drain 
improvements and to pay for new developments and expansions and additions to existing developments. 
Moreover, policies within the existing Public Services and Facilities Element also ensure that new development 
is adequately served by storm drainage utilities.  

In addition, the specific location and design of  future storm drainage systems (new or expanded) required to 
provide services in accordance with the proposed project are not known at this time, and therefore it would be 
speculative to provide environmental analysis for construction-related impacts. Improvements would also be 
subject to the General Plan goals and policies; federal, state, and local regulations; and applicable mitigation 
measures as detailed in each topical section of  this Draft EIR. Therefore, construction-related impacts are 
concluded less than significant. 

Electricity 

Electrical service to the City is provided by APU through connections to existing off-site electrical lines and 
new on-site infrastructure. As shown in Section 5.5, Energy, in Table 5.5-5, Annual Energy Consumption During 
Operations, by horizon year 2045, the proposed project would increase electricity consumption by 727 gigawatt-
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hours (GWh) per year. The proposed project’s estimated electricity consumption does not include some 
reductions associated with compliance with the 2022 Title 24 building code and compliance with the CALGreen 
standards per CalEEMod default modeling. APU generated 2,721,438 megawatt-hours (MWh) of  electricity in 
2023. APU would review implementation of  the proposed project’s estimated electricity consumption to ensure 
that the estimated power requirement would be part of  the total load growth forecast for their service area and 
accounted for in the planned growth of  the power system.  

In addition, any development pursuant to the proposed GPU would be required to comply with appliance 
efficiency regulations set forth by Title 20 of  the California Administrative Code. Furthermore, several policies 
in the existing Public Services and Facilities Element and Green Element would ensure that new development 
is served by electrical utilities and that the utilities comply with energy efficiency standards. Therefore, project 
development would not require APU to obtain new or expanded electricity supplies, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Natural Gas 

As shown in Section 5.5, Energy, Table 5.5-5 by 2045, the proposed project is forecast to use approximately 8.8 
billion kilo-British Thermal Units (kBTUs) or 87,655,482 therms of  natural gas per year. When compared to 
existing conditions, implementation of  the proposed project would increase natural gas consumption by 
16,568,816 therms. Implementation of  the proposed project would account for less than 0.001 percent of  the 
forecasted natural gas consumption in the SoCal Gas service area. As such, the consumption of  natural gas 
associated with implementation of  the proposed project is expected to fall within SoCal Gas’ projected 
consumption and supplies for the area. Policies in the existing Public Services and Facilities Element and the 
Green Element of  the existing General Plan would ensure that new development is served by natural gas 
utilities. Therefore, development pursuant to the proposed project would not require SoCalGas to obtain new 
or expanded natural gas supplies, and impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts to electrical 
and natural gas utilities would be less than significant.  

Telecommunication Facilities 

Infrastructure supporting telecommunications services associated with the General Plan Focused Update would 
be provided and installed in compliance with all State and local regulations. Furthermore, a number of  
franchised telecommunications providers are available in the region, and no significant expansion or 
construction of  the telecommunications network is anticipated as a result of  implementation of  the proposed 
project. Additionally, several policies in the existing General Plan would also ensure that telecommunications 
infrastructure is modernized and provided where needed and when new infrastructure is added, so it does not 
result in impacts to the environment. As discussed, the General Plan Focused Update would not require new 
or expanded telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of  which could cause significant 
environmental effects, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.17-1 would be .less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.17-1 would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.17-2: Implementation of the proposed project [would/would not] have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, 
dry, and multiple dry years. [Threshold U-2]  

As shown in Table 5.17-8, Projected Water Demand – Parcels Experiencing Land Use Designation Changes, the proposed 
project would result in a total water demand of  8,252 AFY resulting in an increase of  3,631 AFY when 
compared to the buildout in the UWMP (which is based on buildout of  the current General Plan).  

Table 5.17-8 Projected Water Demand– Parcels Experiencing Land Use Designation Changes 
Land Use Type Residential (DUs)  Non-Residential (KSF) 

Residential 6,090 1,246 
Non-Residential 0 291 
Mixed-Use 24,012 10,824 

Total 30,102  12,361 
Unit Water Use Factor (gpd/unit) 154.4 220 

Water Demand (gpd) 4,647,749 2,719,420 
Water Demand (AFY) 5,206 3,046 

Source: Psomas 2024. 
DU = Dwelling unit; KSF = thousand square feet; gpd = gallons per day; AFY = acre feet per year. 

 

The proposed project would be implemented in multiple phases over the next 20 years or more. Development 
of  the parcels undergoing a land use designation change and the time frames would be controlled by City 
decisions on parcels under their ownership and improvements to public infrastructure, as well as landowner 
decisions on the development of  privately owned properties. For the purposes of  this WSA, buildout of  the 
proposed project is estimated to occur by 2045. 

Based on the land use phasing assumptions in the WSA the estimated projected increase in water demand 
pursuant to the proposed project was distributed over 5-year increments with buildout assumed to occur by 
2045 as shown in Table 5.17-9, Estimated Projected Water Demand Phasing. 

Table 5.17-9 Estimated Projected Water Demand Phasing 
Estimated Demand Phasing 

Projected Water Demand (afy) 
2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Demand Increase for the Proposed Project 1,534 3,067 3,255 3,443 3,631 
Required Supply (with 4.85% Water Loss) 1,612 3,223 3,421 3,619 3,816 
Source: Psomas 2024. 
afy = acre-feet per year 

 



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

5. Environmental Analysis 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEM 

December 2024  Page 5.17-57 

City water demands projected in the City’s 2020 UWMP for the years 2025 through 2045 are shown in Table 
5.17-2. All projected demands include an estimated 4.85 percent in water losses. Because these demand 
projections were based on demographic forecasts from CDR, water demands for specific projects were not 
individually identified in the UWMP. In addition to the proposed project, the approved DisneylandForward 
project, which is within the study area of  the WSA, allows for the continued and long-term growth of  the 
Disneyland Resort. Projected water demands resulting from buildout of  the Disneyland Resort entitled uses 
are also documented in the DisneylandForward Subsequent EIR Water Supply Assessment dated July 2023. 
Proposed development within the City resulting from the proposed project and DisneylandForward are 
evaluated in the WSA to confirm that sufficient growth was accounted for in the UWMP. 

The phased water demand increases for the proposed project and the Disneyland Resort are shown in Table 
5.17-10, Projected Demand Increase Comparison, and compared to the projected water demand increases reported 
in the City’s 2020 UWMP. The increase in demand for each 5-year period represents the cumulative demand 
increase relative to 2020 demands. The table shows sufficient demand increases, based on demographic data, 
to accommodate water demands for proposed project and DisneylandForward, which has been approved.  

Table 5.17-10 Projected Demand Increase Comparison 
Demand Increase (AFY) 

Projected Water Demand (afy) 
2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

2020 UWMP 1,966 5,788 7,266 8,859 9,425 
Proposed Project 1,612 3,223 3,421 3,619 3,816 
DisneyLand Forward 0 2,274 2,853 3,421 4,010 
Total Planned 1,612 5,597 6,274 7,050 7,826 
Difference 354 291 992 1,809 1,599 
Source: Psomas 2024. 
afy = acre-feet per year 

 

New construction is also subject to a number of  regulations and policies that would further reduce water use. 
For example, developments would be required to comply with the water efficient requirements of  CALGreen, 
California Plumbing Code, and the City’s MWELO. New construction for both residential and commercial land 
uses typically achieve a reduction in water usage rates of  20 percent through compliance with these regulations. 
Also, policies in the Public Services and Facilities Element and the Green Element of  the existing General Plan 
promote continuing Anaheim’s water conservation efforts to ensure that all City facilities are water efficient.  

Therefore, water supplies would be available to meet the demand of  the proposed project and therefore impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.17-2 would be less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.17-2 would be less than significant. 
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Impact 5.17-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 
[Threshold U-3] 

The Sewer Study calculated the sewer flows for the buildout of  the existing General Plan and the average sewer 
flows for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.17-11, Average Sewer Flow for Tributary Basins – Existing GP 
vs. Proposed GP, the proposed project would result in an increase of  4.3 mgd in sewer flow.  

It should be noted that while the baseline condition for the Draft PEIR is existing development, the analysis 
for the sewer flows in the Sewer Study mirrors the analysis in the City’s sewer master plans and therefore 
compares the buildout of  the proposed project to the maximum allowable buildout scenario permitted under 
the existing General Plan. The City’s sewer system, including the wastewater treatment plants that serve the 
City, are designed to accommodate the buildout of  the existing General Plan. Therefore, the Sewer Study 
analyzed whether the increase in buildout pursuant to the proposed project could also be accommodated by 
the sewer system and wastewater treatment plants.  

Table 5.17-11 Average Sewer Flow for Tributary Basins – Existing GP vs. Proposed GP 
Tributary System Existing Flow (mgd) Proposed Flow (mgd) Difference (mgd) 

Central Anaheim 
Romneya 1.10 1.62 0.52 
La Palma 1.55 1.69 0.14 
Ball 4.82 6.17 1.35 
Katella 5.58 6.30 0.72 
Orangewood 5.06 5.35 0.29 
Howell 0.20 0.57 0.38 
Santa Cruz 0.36 0.40 0.04 
Durst 0.05 0.10 0.05 
East Anaheim 
Miraloma 0.40 0.53 0.13 
La Palma 0.51 0.59 0.08 
Etchandy 0.01 0.05 0.04 
Orangethrorpe 0.11 0.15 0.05 
Kraemer 0.82 1.29 0.447 
Riverdale 1.28 1.33 0.05 

Total 21.85 26.15 4.30 
Source: Psomas, 2024.  

 

While the land use plan under the proposed project is expected to increase sewer flows by approximately 4.30 
mgd, this would be within the residual capacity for OCSD’s Treatment Plant No. 1 and Treatment Plant No. 2. 
The two plants have a residual capacity of  141 mgd. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.17-3 would be less than significant. 

I 

l 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.17-3 would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.17-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and the proposed project would comply with 
related solid waste regulations and reduction goals. [Thresholds U-4 and U-5] 

The baseline solid waste disposal for the City is estimated to be 3,277 tons/day. The solid waste generation 
under buildout of  the proposed project is shown in Table 5.17-12, Solid Waste Generation – Proposed Project 
Conditions. As shown in the table the projected solid waste generation is 8,308,598 lbs/day or 4,154 tons/day. 
This represents a net increase of  877 tons of  waste per day. This assumes that the current diversion rate for 
Anaheim remains the same. It is likely that with the expansion of  organics and recycling programs, the diversion 
rate would increase in the future, resulting in a decrease in solid waste landfill disposal. As shown in Table 5.17-
5, the three major landfills servicing the City have a combined residual capacity of  7,167 tons/day. 

Table 5.17-12 Solid Waste Generation – Proposed Project Conditions 
Total 

Population  
Solid Waste Generation 
Rate (lbs/resident/day) 

Solid Waste Generation 
(lbs/day) Total Jobs 

Solid Waste 
Generation Rate 

(lbs/employee/day) 
Solid Waste Generation 

(lbs/day) 

431,340 8.9 3,838,926 274,213 16.3 4,469,672 
Source: CalRecycle 2024d.  

 

Furthermore, all development pursuant to the proposed project would comply with Section 4.408 of  the 2022 
California Green Building Code Standards, which requires that at least 65 percent of  nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste from nonresidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged 
for reuse. The California Building Code and Anaheim Municipal Code also require a construction and 
demolition materials management plan prior to issuance of  building permits for large projects. Furthermore, 
project-related construction and operation phases would comply with the following federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations that govern solid waste disposal:  

 The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of  1976 and the Solid Waste Disposal Act of  1965, which 
govern solid waste disposal.  

 AB 939 (Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of  1989; Public Resources Code 40050 et seq.), which 
required diversion of  50 percent of  waste from landfills and required each county to provide landfill 
capacity for a 15-year period.  

 AB 1327 (California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of  1991) which requires local agencies 
to adopt ordinances mandating the use of  recyclable materials in development projects.  

 AB 1826, which mandates that businesses that generate two or more cubic yards of  solid waste, recycling, 
and organic waste combined per week to start recycling organic waste.  
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 AB 341 that mandates recycling for commercial and multifamily residential land uses as well as schools and 
school districts. Businesses and housing that includes five or more units must also arrange for organic waste 
recycling services if  they generate two or more cubic yards per week of  solid waste (including recycling 
and organic waste), in accordance with AB 1826. Organic waste generation would be reduced in line with 
the targets set by SB 1383.  

Additionally, the policies listed in the City’s existing Public Services and Facilities Element and Green Element 
promote minimizing and recycling solid waste. Development under the General Plan would also be required to 
comply with the applicable provisions of  Chapter 10.10 of  the City’s municipal code. With continued 
compliance with the applicable regulations, leading to increased recycling and waste diversion and adherence to 
the General Plan goals, policies, anticipated rates of  solid waste disposal would be less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.17-4 would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.17-4 would be less than significant. 

5.17.9 Cumulative Impacts 
5.17.9.1 WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND COLLECTION 

The area considered for cumulative impacts to wastewater facilities is the OCSD service area. Cumulative 
population increases and development within the service area would increase the overall regional demand for 
wastewater treatment service. The combined residual capacity of  OCSD’s Reclamation Plants No. 1 and No. 
2is 141 mgd. Additionally, wastewater from the OCSD service area that is processed through the reclamation 
plants would meet established standards required by the NPDES permit process. 

Wastewater infrastructure would be expanded with the implementation of  the proposed project, to serve new 
development as it is proposed. Per Policy 5.1-1 of  the Public Services and Facilities Element, the approval of  
new development is contingent upon the ability of  a project to be served by sewer infrastructure. Future 
expansion or upgrades to the wastewater collection system in the City would be addressed through updating 
the EAMPSS, the CAMPSS, and the City’s sewer fee schedule and impact fees. 

Expansions and upgrades to the City and OCSD’s sewer infrastructure are addressed through their review 
process of  development. This process determines whether or not sufficient sewer capacity exists to serve each 
development, and if  the City or OCSD’s facilities would be impacted by the proposed development. 

Therefore, with continued compliance with applicable regulations, cumulative development would not exceed 
wastewater collection or treatment capacities. Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact related to wastewater, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.17.9.2 WATER SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION 

The area considered for cumulative impacts to water supply services is the APU’s service area. Existing and 
future development within the service area would require additional quantities of  water. APU’s 2020 UWMP 
projects that it will have water supplies available for all years up to 2045 during normal years, single-dry years, 
and multiple-dry years. 

Other future projects would result in increases in water demand. However, cumulative water demands are 
addressed through the WSA prepared for the proposed project, and expansion and upgrades to water 
infrastructure are addressed through the City’s CIP. All new development projects would be required to obtain 
will-serve letters from APU. Projects that meet the SB 610 criteria, such as residential projects with more than 
500 dwelling units, would be required to prepare WSAs. APU would review such projects for adequacy of  water 
supply, and APU is required to update the UWMP every five years to ensure that there are adequate water 
supplies and contingency plans for future residents and customers. All future development under the General 
Plan Focused Update would require the implementation of  water efficiency and water conservation measures, 
as per the CALGreen Code and the MWELO irrigation requirements. 

All cumulative projects would require compliance with applicable General Plan goals, objectives, and policies, 
City or County ordinances, as well as local, State, and federal regulatory requirements. New construction 
projects and continuing conservation efforts would result in a reduction in per capita water use over time, which 
would ensure that cumulative impacts with respect to water supply would be less than significant. 

5.17.9.3 STORM DRAINAGE 

Cumulative impacts are considered for the Santa Ana River Watershed area. Cumulative projects could result in 
an incremental increase in impervious surfaces that could increase stormwater runoff  and impact existing storm 
drain facilities. However, all cumulative projects would be required to comply with City or County ordinances 
as well as the countywide MS4 permit, which would minimize stormwater runoff. 

Development within the watershed a would require conformance with State, County, and City regulations that 
would reduce hydrology and infrastructure construction impacts to less than significant levels. Any new 
development in the City would be subject to the existing General Plan goals and policies, proposed goals, 
provisions in the municipal code, and other applicable City requirements that reduce impacts related to 
hydrology and stormwater drainage facilities. More specifically, potential changes related to stormwater flows, 
drainage, impervious surfaces, and flooding would be minimized by the implementation of  stormwater control 
measures, retention, infiltration, and low-impact-development measures and review by the City’s Public Works 
Department to integrate measures to reduce potential stormwater drainage and flooding impacts. 

All cumulative projects in Orange County would be subject to the same requirements of  the MS4 permit and 
would be required to comply with various municipal codes and policies and County ordinances, as well as 
numerous water quality regulations that control construction-related and operational discharge of  pollutants in 
stormwater. For these reasons, impacts from future development within the watershed areas related to 
stormwater infrastructure construction are not cumulatively considerable.  
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In combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, proposed implementation of  the 
General Plan Focused Update would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to stormwater 
infrastructure, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

5.17.9.4 SOLID WASTE 

Cumulative impacts are considered for the service areas of  the three landfills that primarily serve the City, 
shown in Table 5.17-5. Cumulative projects would result in increased generation of  solid waste that would need 
to be processed at these landfills. These landfills have a daily maximum throughput of  23,253tons per day, a 
residual capacity of  approximately 7,167 tons per day, and estimated closure dates ranging from 2030 to 2053. 
Other projects would recycle and compost parts of  their solid waste in accordance with the California 
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), AB 341, AB 1826, and CALGreen Section 5.408. AB 939 requires 
Orange County to maintain 15 years of  available countywide solid waste disposal capacity. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant after compliance with existing regulations, and project impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.17.9.5 OTHER UTILITIES  

The area considered for cumulative impacts are the service areas of  APU for electricity, SoCalGas for natural 
gas, and the service boundaries of  the various telecommunications providers. Other projects within these 
service areas would increase electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications demands. 

The project-related annual electricity consumption associated with implementation of  the proposed project 
would represent approximately four percent of  APU’s electricity consumption in 2023. APU would review the 
estimated electricity consumption associated with implementation of  the proposed project to ensure that the 
estimated power requirement would be part of  the total load growth forecast for their service area and 
accounted for in the planned growth of  the power system. When accounting for existing conditions, 
implementation of  the proposed project would reduce natural gas consumption in the SoCal Gas planning area 
by approximately 0.03 percent. It should be noted that the planning projections of  APU and SoCal Gas consider 
planned development for their service areas and are in and of  themselves providing for cumulative growth. 
Therefore, it is likely that the cumulative growth associated with the related projects is already accounted for in 
the planning of  future supplies to cover projected demand. 

In addition, all future projects developed within the APU service areas would implement the requirements of  
the California Energy Code and CALGreen Code. New buildings would also use new energy-efficient 
appliances and equipment, pursuant to the Appliance Efficiency Regulations. Counties and cities review project 
design plans against these codes and ensure compliance before issuing construction permits. These measures 
would reduce the overall consumption of  electricity and natural gas. 

Infrastructure supporting telecommunications services would be provided and installed in compliance with all 
State and local regulations. Furthermore, a number of  franchised telecommunications providers are available 
in the region, and no significant expansion or construction of  the telecommunications network is anticipated. 
Additionally, several policies in the existing General Plan would also ensure that telecommunications 
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infrastructure is modernized and provided where needed and when new infrastructure is added, so it does not 
result in impacts to the environment.  

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunication facilities, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

5.17.10 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and General Plan policies, Impacts 5.17-1 through 5.17-4 
would have less than significant impacts. 

5.17.11 Mitigation Measures 
No significant impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

5.17.12 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
No significant impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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5.18 WILDFIRE 
This section of  the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) evaluates the potential for 
implementation of  the City of  Anaheim’s General Plan Focused Update (proposed project) to exacerbate 
wildfire risk or result in exposure of  people or structures to significant wildfire risks in the City of  Anaheim 
(City) and its sphere of  influence. Cumulative impacts related to wildfire are based on regional wildfire 
hazards in the southern California region associated with proximity to wildlands and are based on Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) mapped by the California Department of  Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
FIRE).  

No comments related to wildfire were received during the scoping process for the proposed project (see 
Appendix A) or the Center City Corridors Specific Plan (C3SP), which has been incorporated into the 
proposed project as the Center City Corridors Implementation Plan (C3 Plan), that are related to wildfire (see 
Appendix B). 

5.18.1 Environmental Setting 
5.18.1.1 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal 

National Cohesive Wildfire Management Strategy 

In the Federal Land Assistance, Management, and Enhancement Act of  2009 (FLAME Act), Congress 
mandated the development of  a National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy for all lands in the 
United States. Wildfire management is guided by the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy, 
which has three primary goals (USDI and USDA 2014): 

 Resilient landscapes 

 Fire adapted communities 
 Safe and effective wildfire response 

These three goals enable land managers to manage vegetation and fuels; protect homes, communities, and 
other values at risk; manage human-caused ignitions; and effectively and efficiently respond to wildfires. 
California is part of  the Western Regional Strategy Committee, chartered to support and facilitate the 
implementation of  the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Strategy.  

National Fire Protection Association Standards  

National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes, standards, recommended practices, and guides are 
developed through a consensus standards development process approved by the American National 
Standards Institute. NFPA standards are recommended (advisory) guidelines in fire protection but are not 
laws or "codes" unless adopted or referenced as such by the California Fire Code or local fire agency. Specific 
standards applicable to wildland fire hazards include, but are not limited to:  
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 NFPA 1141, Fire Protection Infrastructure for Land Development in Wildlands  

 NFPA 1142, Water Supplies for Suburban and Rural Fire Fighting  

 NFPA 1143, Wildland Fire Management  

 NFPA 1144, Reducing Structure Ignition Hazards from Wildland Fire  

 NFPA 1710, Standard for the Organization and Deployment of  Fire Suppression Operations, 
Emergency Medical Operations  

State 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

CAL FIRE is dedicated to the fire protection and stewardship of  over 31 million acres of  California’s 
wildlands. CAL FIRE provides fire assessment and firefighting services for land in State Responsibility Areas, 
conducts educational and training programs, provides fire planning guidance and mapping, and reviews 
general plan safety elements to ensure compliance with state fire safety requirements. CAL FIRE staff, or a 
designee, also reviews buildings permit applications parcel maps and use permits for construction or 
development.  

The Board of  Forestry and Fire Protection is a government-appointed approval body within CAL FIRE. It is 
responsible for developing the general forest policy of  the state, determining the guidance policies of  
CAL FIRE and representing the state’s interest in federal forestland in California. The Board of  Forestry and 
Fire Protection also promulgates regulations and approves general plan safety elements that are adopted by 
local governments for compliance with State statutes.  

The California Office of  the State Fire Marshal supports the mission of  CAL FIRE by focusing on fire 
prevention. These responsibilities include regulating buildings in which people live, congregate, or are 
confined; controlling substances and products which may, in and of  themselves or by their misuse, cause 
injuries, death, and destruction by fire; providing statewide direction for fire prevention within wildland areas; 
regulating hazardous liquid pipelines; developing and renewing regulations and building standards; and 
providing training and education in fire protection methods and responsibilities. These are accomplished 
through major programs including engineering, education, enforcement, and support from the Board of  
Forestry and Fire Protection. For jurisdictions in state responsibility areas or Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zones (VHFHSZ), the Land Use Planning Program division of  the Office of  State Fire Marshal reviews 
safety elements during the update process to ensure consistency with California Government Code, Section 
65302(g)(3).  

Together, the Board of  Forestry and Fire Protection, Office of  State Fire Marshal, and CAL FIRE protect 
and enhance the forest resources of  all wildland areas of  California that are not under federal jurisdiction. 
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Fire Hazard Severity Zones and Responsibility Areas 

CAL FIRE designates FHSZs as authorized under California Government Code Sections 51175 et seq. CAL 
FIRE considers many factors when designating FHSZs, including fire history, existing and potential 
vegetation fuel, flame length, blowing embers, terrain, and weather patterns for the area. CAL FIRE 
designates FHSZ in three types of  areas depending on which level of  government is financially responsible 
for fire protection: 

 LRA: Local Responsibility Area. Incorporated communities are financially responsible for wildfire 
protection. The recommended CAL FIRE 2011 map for Anaheim has one severity zone in the LRA, the 
VHFHSZ. 

 SRA: State Responsibility Area. CAL FIRE and contracted counties are financially responsible for 
wildfire protection. There are three FHSZs—moderate, high, and very high. 

 FRA: Federal Responsibility Area. Federal agencies such as the United States Forest Service, National 
Park Service, Bureau of  Land Management, United States Department of  Defense, United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and Department of  the Interior are responsible for wildfire protection. 

2018 Strategic Fire Plan for California  

CAL FIRE produced the 2018 Strategic Fire Plan for California, with goals, objectives, and policies to 
prepare for and mitigate the effects of  fire on California’s natural and built environments (BFFP 2018). The 
2018 Strategic Plan focuses on fire prevention and suppression activities to protect lives, property, and 
ecosystems in addition to providing natural resource management to maintain state forests as a resilient 
carbon sink to meet California’s climate change goals. A key component of  the 2018 Strategic Plan is the 
collaboration between communities to ensure fire suppression and natural resource management is successful 
(BFFP 2018). 

2021 California’s Wildfire and Forest Resilience Action Plan 

The Governor’s Forest Management Task Force developed California’s Wildfire and Forest Resilience Action 
Plan, which is a framework for establishing healthy and resilient forests that can withstand and adapt to 
wildfire, drought, and climate change. This plan accelerates efforts to restore the health and resilience of  
California’s forests, grasslands, and natural places; improves the fire safety of  communities; and sustains the 
economic vitality of  rural forested areas. CAL FIRE, in partnership with the US Forest Service, intends to 
scale up forest thinning and prescribed fire; integrate climate adaptation into the statewide network of  
regional forest and community fire resilience plans; improve the electricity grid resilience, and promote 
sustainable land use.  

State Responsibility Area and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Fire Safe Regulations 

California Code of  Regulations Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter 2, SRA/VHFHSZ Fire Safe 
Regulations, establishes minimum wildfire protection standards for construction and development in the SRA 
and VHFHSZ and requires CAL FIRE to review development proposals and enact recommendations that 
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serve as conditions of  approval in these zones. These standards include basic emergency access and perimeter 
wildfire protection measures; signing and building numbering; private water supply resources for emergency 
fire use; and vegetation modification. These regulations apply to all residential, commercial, and industrial 
buildings in the SRA and VHFHSZ, the siting of  new mobile homes, all tentative and parcel maps, and 
applications for building permits approved before 1991 where these standards were not proposed. Fire Safe 
Regulations also include a minimum setback of  30 feet for all buildings from property lines and/or the center 
of  a road. Section 1273.08, Dead-End Roads, of  these standards provide regulations for the maximum 
lengths of  single access roadways:  

 Parcels zoned for less than one acre: 800 feet 

 Parcels zoned for 1 acre to 4.99 acres: 1,320 feet 

 Parcels zoned for 5 acres to 19.99 acres: 2,640 feet 
 Parcels zoned for 20 acres or larger: 5,280 feet 

Fire Safe Regulations, Section 1299.03, Fire Hazard Reduction Around Buildings and Structure Requirements, 
provides defensible space requirements for areas within 30 feet of  a structure (Zone 1) and between 30 and 
100 feet from a structure (Zone 2). In Zone 1, all dead and dying plants must be removed, as must any 
flammable vegetation that could catch fire. In Zone 2, horizontal and vertical spacing among shrubs and trees 
must be created and maintained.  

Public Resources Code Section 4291 

Public Resources Code Section 4291, Mountainous, Forest-, Brush- and Grass-Covered Lands, is intended for 
any person who owns, lease, controls, operates, or maintains a building or structure in a mountainous area, 
forest-covered lands, shrub-covered lands, grass-covered lands, or land that is covered with flammable 
material, regardless of  whether the property is in an SRA or VHFHSZ. This section requires defensible space 
to be maintained within 100 feet from each side of  a structure. An ember-resistant zone is also required 
within 5 feet of  a structure and more intense fuel reduction between 5 and 30 feet of  a structure.  

California Building Standards Code 

The California Buildings Standards Code (California Code of  Regulations Title 24) provides 12 different 
codes for construction and buildings in California. This code is updated every three years, with the most 
recent version effective January 1, 2023, and the next version expected to go into effect January 1, 2026. 
Anaheim regularly adopts the most recent version of  the California Building Standards Code, with 
modifications, into the Anaheim Municipal Code, Title 15, Building and Housing, and Title 16, Fire.  

Building Design Standards 

The California Building Code (CBC), Part 2 of  24 California Code of  Regulations, identifies building design 
standards, including those for fire safety. It is effective statewide, but a local jurisdiction may adopt more 
restrictive standards based on local conditions under specific amendment rules prescribed by the State 
Building Standards Commission. Residential buildings are plan checked by local city building officials for 
compliance with the CBC and any applicable local edits. Typical fire safety requirements of  the CBC include 
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the installation of  sprinklers in buildings and other facilities; the establishment of  fire-resistance standards for 
fire doors, building materials, and particular types of  construction in high fire hazard severity zones; 
requirements for smoke-detection systems; exiting requirements; and the clearance of  debris.  

Materials and Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure 

Chapter 7A of  the CBC, Materials and Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure, prescribes building materials 
and construction methods for new buildings in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone or Wildland Interface Fire Area. 
Chapter 7A contains requirements for roofing; attic ventilation; exterior walls; exterior windows and glazing; 
exterior doors; decking; protection of  underfloor, appendages, and floor projections; and ancillary structures. 
Other requirements include vegetation management compliance, as prescribed in California Fire Code 
Section 4906 and Public Resources Code 4291.  

California Fire Code 

The California Fire Code incorporates, by adoption, the International Fire Code of  the International Code 
Council, with California amendments. This is the official fire code for the State and all political subdivisions. 
It is found in California Code of  Regulations Title 24, Part 9 and, like the CBC, the California Fire Code is 
effective statewide, but a local jurisdiction may adopt more restrictive standards based on local conditions. 
The California Fire Code is a model code that regulates minimum fire safety regulations for new and existing 
buildings; facilities; storage; processes, including emergency planning and preparedness; fire service features; 
fire protection systems; hazardous materials; fire flow requirements; and fire hydrant locations and 
distribution. Typical fire safety requirements include installation of  sprinklers in all buildings; the 
establishment of  fire resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and particular types of  
construction; and the clearance of  debris and vegetation within a prescribed distance from occupied 
structures in wildfire hazard areas. 

Fire Safety During Construction and Demolition 

Chapter 33 of  the California Fire Code, Fire Safety During Construction and Demolition, provides 
requirements for fire safety precautions during construction and demolition of  a development project. The 
purpose of  this chapter is to provide reasonable safety to life and property from fire during construction and 
demolition operations, including those in underground locations. Specific requirements include prohibition of  
smoking on-site, except for in approved areas; management of  combustible materials and debris; cutting and 
welding; electrical wiring; and cooking. Additional requirements include the preparation of  site safety plans 
prior to building permit issuance, providing fire watch during nonworking hours, and maintaining water 
supply for fire protection as soon as combustible materials arrive on a project site.  

Wildland-Urban Interface Areas 

Chapter 49 of  the California Fire Code, Requirements for Wildland Urban Interface Fire Areas, applies to any 
geographical area identified as a FHSZ by CAL FIRE. It defines FHSZs, connects to the SRA/VHFHSZ 
Fire Safe Regulation requirements for defensible space, and parallels requirements for wildfire protection 
buildings construction and hazardous vegetation fuel management in other sections of  the California Code 
of  Regulations and the Public Resources Code. Chapter 49 of  the 2022 California Fire Code, which went into 
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effect January 1, 2023, includes a definition for the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) and provides 
requirements for fire protection plans, landslide plans, long-term vegetation management, and creation and 
maintenance of  defensible space for all new development within the WUI.  

California Public Utilities Commission 

In 2007, wildfires in southern California were ignited by overhead utility power lines and aerial 
communication facilities near power lines. In response, the California Public Utilities Commission began 
considering and adopting regulations to protect the public from fire hazards posed by overhead power lines 
and nearby aerial communication facilities. The commission published a fire threat map—under Rulemaking 
15-05-006, following procedures in Decision 17-01-009, revised by Decision 17-06-024—that adopted a work 
plan for the development of  a utility high fire-threat district where enhanced fire safety regulations in 
Decision 17-12-024 apply (CPUC 2022a). The fire regulations require electrical utilities to: 

 Prioritize the correction of  safety hazards. 

 Correct nonimmediate fire risks in “Tier 2” (elevated fire threat) areas in the high fire-threat district 
within 12 months, and in “Tier 3” (extreme fire threat) areas within 6 months. 

 Maintain increased clearances between vegetation and power lines in the high fire-threat district. 

 Maintain stricter wire-to-wire clearances for new and reconstructed facilities in Tier 3 areas. 

 Conduct annual inspections of  overhead distribution facilities in rural areas of  Tier 2 and Tier 3 areas. 

 Prepare a fire prevention plan annually if  overhead facilities exist in the high fire-threat district (CPUC 
2022b). 

California Government Code 

California Government Code Section 65302(g) and Section 65302.15 require that safety elements be reviewed 
and revised as needed with the revision of  a housing element or local hazard mitigation plan, but no less than 
every eight years, to ensure the goals, policies, actions, mapping, and background content are consistent with 
State regulations and reflect the best available information for wildfire risks, climate adaptation and resiliency, 
and emergency evacuation routes for certain residential areas. Communities with local hazard mitigation plan 
updates after January 1, 2022, must also ensure their safety elements or local hazard mitigation plans include 
an assessment of  evacuation routes and their capacity, safety, and viability as well as evacuation locations 
under a range of  emergency scenarios.  

For wildfire and evacuation purposes, a safety element must: 

 Identify wildfire hazards with the latest fire severity zone maps from the Board of  Forestry and Fire 
Protection, US Geological Survey, and other sources.  

 Consider guidance given by the Office of  Planning and Research’s Fire Hazard Planning document.  
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 Demonstrate that the jurisdiction or contract agency and associated codes satisfactorily address adequate 
water supply, egress requirements, vegetation management, street signage, land use policies, and other 
criteria to protect from wildfires. 

 Establish in the safety element (and other elements that must be consistent with it) a set of  
comprehensive goals, policies, and feasible implementation measures for protection of  the community 
from unreasonable risks of  wildfire. 

 Identify evacuation constrains residential parcels in hazard prone areas. 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Fire Hazard Technical Advisory 

The Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research published the Fire Hazard Technical Advisory in 2015 and 
revised it in 2022 as a planning guide for addressing fire hazards, reducing risk, and increasing resilience 
across California’s diverse communities and landscapes. The guide provides a range of  goals, policies, and 
programs for fire hazard prevention and mitigation, disaster preparedness, and emergency response and 
recovery. The 2022 update includes specific land use strategies to reduce fire risk to buildings, infrastructure, 
and communities.  

Regional 

Orange County Fire Authority Unit Strategic Fire Plan 

The Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) is contracted by the State of  California to provide all aspects of  
wildland fire management for SRAs within Orange County (OCFA 2023). The OCFA’s 2023 Unit Strategic 
Fire Plan has been developed in accordance with the California Fire Plan in conjunction with partner 
organizations and key stakeholders. This plan outlines its pre-fire management strategies and tactics for fire 
prevention, vegetation management, fire suppression, fire protection, and pre-fire projects for fire hazard 
reduction habitat restoration, and training. It also details collaborative programs with outside agencies, 
including Anaheim Fire & Rescue.  

The Anaheim Hills Tactical Fire Suppression Plan of  the OCFA Unit Strategic Fire Plan was developed by 
OCFA to guide fire and law enforcement agencies during major wildfire occurrences in the Anaheim Hills 
area. This plan identifies the needs for residents to evacuate and the safest means of  evacuation and potential 
rendezvous sites. 

Orange County Community Wildfire Protection Plan  

The Orange County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), updated in 2017, identifies and prioritizes 
pre-fire management strategies and tactics meant to reduce the loss of  life and property at risk throughout 
the county. The CWPP has been developed with goals and objectives identified by CAL FIRE, Orange 
County, and local collaborators. The primary components of  this plan are ignition prevention, planning, 
structure survivability and defensible space, communication and education, fuel management on public and 
large-scale private lands, and firefighting and mitigation within the CWPP area. The strategies in this plan are 
implemented in cooperation with the Orange County Fire Authority and Anaheim Fire & Rescue. 
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Local 

Anaheim Fire & Rescue Strategic Plan 

Anaheim Fire & Rescue (AF&R) conducts strategic planning on a regular basis to ensure fire response 
capabilities and personnel can adequately address current service needs throughout the City and identifies 
potential issues to be addressed by the department. This strategic plan is completed every five years, with the 
most recent one updated in 2015 for the years 2015 to 2020 (AF&R 2022b).  

AF&R’s 2015–2020 Strategic Plan includes strategic initiatives, goals, and objectives along with the 
recommendations’ associated cost, which would subsequently be incorporated into the annual budget request 
and department work plan.  

Anaheim Emergency Operations Plan 

The Anaheim Emergency Operations Plan, adopted in 2017, provides planned response actions for 
emergency events throughout the City. The plan establishes the emergency management organization 
required to respond to significant emergencies and disasters, identifies the roles and responsibilities required 
to protect Anaheim community members, and establishes the operational concepts for different emergencies, 
the Emergency Operations Center, and recovery processes. The plan also provides direction for specific 
emergency processes such as responding to wildfire, evacuation, pandemics, and aviation accidents. 

Anaheim Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The purpose of  hazard mitigation planning is to reduce the loss of  life and property by minimizing the 
impact of  disasters. The Anaheim Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), adopted in 2022 in accordance 
with the Federal Disaster Mitigation Act of  2000 (DMA 2000), provides an assessment of  natural hazards in 
the City and a set of  short-term mitigation actions to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk to people and 
property from these hazards. Of  the eight hazards evaluated, wildfires were rated the highest risk. The LHMP 
has goals and mitigation programs to address each of  the eight hazards. Mitigation actions related to wildfire 
and evacuation include the following (Anaheim 2022): 

 MH-6: Inventory alternative firefighting water sources. 

 MH-7: Prioritize enhancements to bridges and flood control facilities, especially along evacuation routes 
within the city limits.  

 MH-8: Install solid walls around each existing electrical substation (where applicable) and evaluate the 
need for bollards or other protection items.  

 MH-12: Maintain/rehabilitate existing water storage facilities to maintain adequate water pressure and 
ensure adequate water supply.  
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 MH-20: Conduct traffic signal modification that may include undergrounding of  existing overhead 
interconnect cables in conjunction with utilities undergrounding efforts. Additional signal modification 
projects are identified throughout the year as needs arise and funding becomes available. 

 MH-23: Conduct system undergrounding that converts overhead power and communication lines to new 
underground lines along major thoroughfares, evacuation routes, and areas that are prone to wildfires. 
The Underground Conversion Program was amended in 2016 to expand the types of  eligible projects 
that include reliability improvements such as wildfire safety. Under the current APU's Wildfire Mitigation 
Plan, there are seven remaining segments of  overhead lines that are located within/adjacent to the 
various Fire Threat Zones.  

 MH-24: Incorporate the Anaheim Hills evacuation plan and evacuation routes into appropriate planning 
documents (CIP, Safety Element, Circulation Element).  

 MH-26: Conduct inspections and assessments of  utility poles for hazard vulnerabilities (seismic, wildfire, 
and wind) and incorporate mitigation into future improvements.  

 WF-1: Identify updated equipment and training to enhance emergency services and increase the 
efficiency of  wildfire response and recovery activities.  

 WF-2: Increase communication, coordination, and collaboration between wildland/urban interface 
property owners, City planners, and fire prevention crews and officials to address risks, existing 
mitigation strategies, and federal assistance programs.  

 WF-3: Implement recommendations from the Utilities Department Wildfire Mitigation Plan.  

 WF-4: Maintain and update the Wildfire Preparedness Plan for Public Utilities Department that includes:  
 Identification of  existing conditions, short-term improvements, and long-term improvements for 

City facilities.  

 Annual updates for submittal to the Wildfire Safety Advisory Board (WSAB).  

 Engineered and operational mitigation measures to address potential wildfire hazards.  

 Feedback from public outreach and WSAB members.  

 WF-5: Conduct vegetation management (brush clearance) in City maintained parks, Anaheim Golf  
Course, Canyon Hills Library, and Walnut Canyon Reservoir.  

 WF-6: Encourage and conduct retrofits on City facilities, to include:  
 1. Fire retrofits (roofing, building materials, other improvements) on all facilities.  
 2. Install smoke detection units to HVAC systems in all libraries.  
 3. Retrofit sprinkler systems with smoke detection units in all libraries.  
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 WF-7: Continue to work with Public Works on the Fuel Modification Program.  

 WF-8: Park Rangers will go on 24-hour patrols of  3 natural parks- Pelanconi, Deer Canyon, Oak Canyon 
Nature Center) with high possibilities of  fire danger. Patrols to keep out trespassers and watch for fire 
spots during Red-Flag warnings.  

The LHMP must be reviewed and approved by FEMA every five years to maintain eligibility for disaster 
relief  funding. As part of  this process, the California Governor’s Office of  Emergency reviews all local 
hazard mitigation plans in accordance with DMA 2000 regulations and coordinates with local jurisdictions to 
ensure compliance with FEMA’s Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide. The Safety Element of  the General 
Plan also adopts the LHMP in its entirety by reference.  

Anaheim Utilities Department Wildfire Mitigation Plan 

Developed by the Anaheim Public Utilities Department in consultation with Anaheim Fire & Rescue, and 
updated in 2022, the Anaheim Wildfire Mitigation Plan establishes methods and procedures used to 
construct, maintain, and operate the electric utility’s electrical lines and equipment in a manner that will 
minimize the risk of  wildfire (APU 2022). This plan was developed in accordance with Senate Bill 901, which 
amended Public Utilities Code Section 8387, and Assembly Bill 1054 which further defined requirements to 
be included in utility wildfire mitigation plans which are updated annually with a comprehensive revision not 
less than every three years. The provisions in the plan outline the preventative strategies and actions for fire 
prevention and suppression activities and specific operational response during elevated fire and weather 
conditions to limit potential fire ignition from electrical transmission infrastructure sources within the City.  

City of Anaheim General Plan 

The General Plan identifies potential wildfire impacts and methods to minimize the impacts to wildfire. The 
following General Plan policies are applicable to wildfire: 

Safety Element 

Goal 1.1: A community prepared and responsive to seismic and geologic hazards.  

 Policy 1.1-3. Require geologic and geotechnical investigations in areas of  potential seismic or geologic 
hazards as part of  the environmental and/or development review process for all structures. 

 Policy 1.1-4. Enforce structural setbacks from faults and other geologic hazards identified during the 
development review process. 

 Policy 1.1-9. Require new construction, redevelopment, and major remodels located within potential 
landslide areas be evaluated for site stability, including potential impacts to other properties, during 
project design and review.  
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Goal 2.1: A community protected and prepared for urban and wildland fires. 

 Policy 2.1-1. Protect the lives and properties of  residents, businesses owners, and visitors from urban 
and wildland fire hazards.  

 Policy 2.1-2. Effectively enforce City and State regulations within the VHFHSZ and incorporate new 
techniques and best practices as they become available to reduce future risks to existing and new 
developments. 

 Policy 2.1-3. Develop a post-wildfire recovery framework that assists City staff, residents, and business 
owners in planning and recovery efforts. 

 Policy 2.1-4. Minimize urban and wildland fire exposure for residents, business owners, and visitors by 
incorporating Fire Safe Design into existing and new developments. 

 Policy 2.1-5. Continually assess the need for additional greenbelts, fuel breaks, fuel reduction and buffer 
zones around existing communities and roadways. This assessment should include long-term 
maintenance of  existing efforts and funding sources to sustain these projects.  

 Policy 2.1-6. Maintain a weed abatement program to ensure clearing of  dry brush areas. 

 Policy 2.1-7. Expand vegetation management activities in areas adjacent to wildland fire prone areas.  

 Policy 2.1-8. Refine procedures and processes to minimize the risk of  fire hazards in the Special 
Protection Area including requiring new development to: 
 Utilize fire-resistant building materials; 

 Incorporate fire sprinklers as appropriate; 

 Incorporate defensible space requirements; 

 Comply with Anaheim Fire Department Fuel Modification Guidelines; 

 Provide Fire Protection Plans; and, 

 Implement a Vegetation Management Plan, which results in proper vegetation modification on an 
ongoing basis within the Special Protection Area. 

 Develop fuel modification in naturalized canyons and hills to protect life and property from wildland 
fires, yet leave as much of  the surrounding natural vegetation as appropriate. 

 Require development to use plant materials that are compatible in color and character with 
surrounding natural vegetation. 

 Provide wet or irrigated zones when required.  
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 Policy 2.1-9. Use selective trimming and obtain permits when necessary in designated areas to preserve 
environmentally sensitive native plants. 

 Policy 2.1-10. Site new essential public facilities outside of  the VHFHSZ, where feasible. 

 Policy 2.1-11. Evaluate feasibility of  relocating essential public facilities located within the VHFHSZ to 
areas outside of  this hazard zone. If  relocation isn’t possible, prioritize retrofitting and hardening of  
structures.  

 Policy 2.1-12. Continue to classify areas of  varying fire hazard severity based upon the proximity to open 
wildland slope, grades, accessibility, water supply and building construction features. 

 Policy 2.1-13. All development projects within the VHFHSZ must prepare a Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 
to reduce or eliminate fire threats. FPPs shall be consistent with the following guidance: (New Policy) 

A Fire Protection Plan (FPP) may be required by the fire code official for new development within the 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ). FPPs are required to include mitigation strategies that 
consider location, topography, geology, flammable vegetation, sensitive habitats/species, and climate of  
the proposed site. FPPs must address water supply, access, building ignition, and fire resistance, fire 
protection systems and equipment, proper street signage, visible home addressing, defensible space, 
vegetation management, and long-term maintenance. All required FPPs must be consistent with the 
requirements of  the California Building and Residential Codes, the California Fire Code as adopted by 
the City of  Anaheim, and the City of  Anaheim Municipal Code. 

Goal 3.1: A community resilient to the effects of  flooding and dam inundation hazards.  

 Policy 3.1-1. Evaluate all development proposals located in areas that are subject to flooding to minimize 
the exposure of  life and property to potential flood risks. 

 Policy 3.1-4. Encourage properties prone to flooding or creating new flooding conditions to incorporate 
flood safe design elements and appropriate setbacks to reduce flood damage potential. 

 Policy 3.1-5. Encourage new development to maintain and enhance existing natural streams, as feasible. 

Goal 6.1 A city that prioritizes emergency preparedness and public awareness of  community 
risks.  

 Policy 6.1-3. Assess emergency and evacuation capabilities for potential disruptions from existing and 
future hazards affecting the community. 

 Policy 6.1-4. Ensure mapping of  the City’s emergency facilities, evacuation routes and hazardous areas 
are periodically updated to reflect additions or modifications. 
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 Policy 6.1-5. Ensure access routes to and from hazard areas relative to the degree of  development or use 
(e.g., road width, road type, length of  dead-end roads, etc.) are adequately designed and sized to 
accommodate anticipated needs. 

 Policy 6.1-7. Appropriately locate and coordinate emergency services including fire, police, and 
ambulance services to provide responsive services across the entire community. 

 Policy 6.1-8. Conduct hazards-oriented public outreach to prepare the community for the following 
hazards:  

 Seismic and Geologic Hazards 
 Wildfire Hazards 
 Flooding and Dam Inundation 
 Hazardous Materials Release 
 Climate Change 
 Evacuation 

Goal 7.1: A city that can effectively respond and evacuate during hazard events.  

 Policy 7.1-1. Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions and Caltrans regarding transportation network 
constraints and improvements.  

 Policy 7.1-2. Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions and County agencies to prioritize roadway and 
storm drain infrastructure retrofitting and enhancement projects along primary evacuation routes. 

 Policy 7.1-3. Ensure all new development and redevelopment projects provide adequate ingress/egress 
for emergency access and evacuation.  

 Policy 7.1-4. Identify and construct additional evacuation routes in areas of  high hazard concern or 
limited circulation, where feasible. 

 Policy 7.1-5. Ensure the City’s transportation network allows for effective emergency response and 
evacuation activities. 

 Policy 7.1-6. Develop evacuation standards and metrics for constrained neighborhoods and alternative 
evacuation plans, where necessary. 

 Policy 7.1-7. Monitor changes to hazard conditions and vulnerabilities to ensure the accessibility or 
viability of  evacuation routes in the future. 

 Policy 7.1-8. Expand the “Know Your Way” program to identify and enhance evacuation resources that 
includes areas of  the City with limited ingress/egress, limited circulation capacity, and/or critical 
infrastructure that could impact evacuation efforts. 
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 Policy 7.1-9. Enhance the City’s existing education and outreach program, “Know Your Way,” with 
potential evacuation scenarios and the activities that residents and businesses can do to protect their 
properties and prepare for potential events. 

City of Anaheim Municipal Code 

The Anaheim Municipal Code includes various directives to minimize adverse impacts associated with 
wildfires and evacuation in Anaheim. Most provisions related to wildfire and evacuation are in the following 
chapters: 

 Chapter 06.04, Emergency Plan and Services. This chapter provides for the preparation and carrying 
out of  plans for the protection of  persons and property within the City in the event of  an emergency; 
the establishment of  an emergency organization; and the coordination of  the emergency functions of  the 
City with all other public agencies and affected private persons, corporations, and organizations.  

 Chapter 16.08, Fire Code. The City Council of  the City of  Anaheim adopts and incorporates by 
reference into the AMC the 2019 CFC, with amendments. The CFC sets forth requirements including 
emergency access, emergency egress routes, interior and exterior design and materials, fire safety features 
including sprinklers, and hazardous materials. Locally adopted amendments to the 2019 CMC include 
designation of  a Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area east of  the Costa Mesa Freeway (SR-55) and south 
of  the Riverside Freeway (SR-91), fuel modification requirements for new construction, and hazardous 
vegetation and fuel management.  

 Chapter 16.40, Designation of  VHFHSZ. This chapter adopts the VHFHSZ map published by CAL 
FIRE as VHFHSZs within the City. These areas are subject to the VHFHSZ Fire Safe Regulations.  

 Chapter 17.06, Grading, Excavations and Fills in Hillside Areas. This chapter provides requirements 
for development in the hillside areas of  the City. Requirements include excavations and fills being 
performed in accordance with good engineering practice, including transitional areas being between 
existing developed areas and areas that require grading, and encouraging contour grading. This chapter 
requires an approved grading plan with an engineering geological investigation report, and grading permit 
prior to conducting grading activities.  

 Chapter 17.24, Underground Utilities. This chapter allows the Anaheim City Council to create 
underground utility districts to incentivize the removal of  overhead utility structures and underground 
installation of  these structures. Once an underground utility district is established, it is unlawful to 
construct poles, overhead wires, and associated overhead structures in the district.  

 Chapter 17.28, Flood Hazard Reduction. This chapter provides methods for reducing flood losses 
through restricting or prohibiting uses that could endanger the health, safety, and property in the City; 
requires that uses vulnerable to flooding be protected against flood damage; provides for the control of  
the alteration of  natural floodplains, stream channels, and natural protective barriers; provides for flood 
control infrastructure and prevents grading or dredging that may increase flood damage; and regulates the 
construction of  flood barriers that divert floodwaters or increase flood hazards.  
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Standard Conditions of Approval 

The City will be adopting Master Conditions of  Approval that are applied to all development projects 
through the plan-check review process. As a matter of  practice, the City has been implementing the following 
conditions that relate to fire protection and emergency services, compliance with which would reduce 
negative fire protection and emergency services impacts. Compliance with standard conditions would be 
required for all new development and redevelopment in the City. 

 SC PS-1: Projects will be reviewed by the City of  Anaheim on an individual basis and will be required to 
comply with requirements in effect at the time building permits are issued (i.e., impact fees, etc.) or if  an 
initial study is prepared and the City determines the impacts to be significant, then the project will be 
required to comply with appropriate mitigation measures (i.e., fire station sites, etc.). 

 SC WF-1: All CBC and CFC requirements shall be followed for permit issuance. Any fire permits shall 
be submitted directly to Anaheim Fire Prevention Bureau.  

 SC WF-2: 2019 California Fire Code Section 503.1.1 – approved fire apparatus access roads shall be 
provided for every facility, building, or portion of  a building hereafter constructed or moved into or 
within the jurisdiction. The fire apparatus access road shall comply with the requirements of  this section 
and shall extend to within 150 feet of  all portions of  the facility and all portions of  the buildings as 
measured by an approved route around the exterior of  the building or facility.  

 SC WF-3: An adequate water supply capable of  providing minimum fire flow requirements for fire 
hydrants and a fire sprinkler system shall be available for the future, proposed condominiums. 

 SC WF-4: The owner/developer shall provide a Fire Master Plan showing rescue ladder access, Knox 
box locations, fire hydrant location and fire flow requirements, as well as indicate fire sprinklers shall be 
provided in accordance with NFPA 13 and fire alarms shall be provided in accordance with NFPA 72. 
The fire master plan shall be submitted directly at AFD at the time that grading plans are submitted to 
the city. 

 SC WF-5: A Fire Master Plan shall be submitted at the time that grading plans are submitted to Public 
Works for review and approval prior to building permit issuance. Plan shall include (but not be limited to) 
emergency vehicle site access, water availability and fire flow requirements, any interior laddering 
requirements, and fire protection features like fire sprinklers and alarms.  

 SC WF-6: Permanent, temporary, and phased emergency access roads shall be designed and maintained 
to support an imposed load of  78,000 lbs. and surfaced to provide all-weather driving capabilities.  

 SC WF-7: Fire hydrants shall meet minimum Fire Department Specifications and Requirements for 
spacing, distance to structure, and available fire flow.  

 SC WF-8: Emergency responder radio coverage (BDA/DAS) shall be provided for the proposed new 
building(s).  
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 SC WF-9: A minimum 26' width for the fire access road is required for the proposed structure and a 
minimum vertical clearance of  13 feet, 6 inches.  

 SC WF-10: An automatic fire sprinkler system shall be designed, installed, and maintained as required by 
the Fire Department per NFPA-13, 13R, or 13D. A fire alarm system shall be designed, installed, and 
maintained as required by the Fire Department per NFPA-72. 

 SC WF-11: All CBC and CFC requirements shall be followed for permit issuance. Any fire permits which 
includes fire sprinklers, fire alarm, etc. shall be submitted directly the Anaheim Fire Prevention 
Department. 

5.18.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Wildfire Background 

The term “wildfire” refers to fires that usually result from the ignition of  dry grass, brush, or timber. 
Historically, wildfires commonly occur in steep or heavily vegetated areas, which makes suppression of  the 
fire difficult. More recently, wildfires have been encroaching into more urban areas, that is, the WUI, 
threatening homes, businesses, and essential infrastructure. Though wildfires play an important role in the 
ecology of  many natural habitats, risks to human safety and property increase as urban development moves 
into areas susceptible to wildfire hazards. 

Types of Wildfires 

There are three basic types of  wildfires:  

 Crown fires burn trees to their tops and are the most intense and dangerous wildland fires. 

 Surface fires burn surface litter and duff  and are known for being the easiest fires to extinguish and 
causing the least damage. Brush and small trees enable surface fires to reach treetops, and so are referred 
to as ladder fuels. 

 Underground fires occur underground in deep accumulations of  dead vegetation. These fires move 
very slowly and can be difficult to extinguish due to limited access (Natural Resources Canada 2024). 

Wildfires burn in many types of  vegetation—forest, woodland, scrub, chaparral, and grassland. Many species 
of  native California plants are adapted to fire, and habitats such as chaparral, shrubs, and conifer forests can 
recover from fire. For example, some species of  chaparral plants, such as ceanothus, require intense heat for 
germination and therefore have flammable resins on leaves and roots that can quickly sprout up in burned 
areas (National Park Service 2018). Between 2010 and 2017, wildfires in California burned about 265,000 
acres of  forest land, 207,000 acres of  scrub vegetation, 99,000 acres of  grassland, 18,000 acres of  desert 
vegetation, and 14,000 acres of  other vegetation types (BFFP 2018). Wildfires have been observed to be more 
frequent and growing in intensity over the past several years, with 4,304,379 acres and 2,568,948 acres 
burning in 2020 and 2021, respectively (CAL FIRE 2022). 
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Wildfire Causes 

Although the term wildfire suggests natural origins, a 2017 study that evaluated 1.5 million wildfires in the 
United States between 1992 and 2012 found that humans were responsible for igniting 84 percent of  
wildfires, accounting for 44 percent of  acreage burned (Balch et al. 2017). The three most common types of  
human-caused wildfires are debris burning (logging slash, farm fields, trash, etc.), arson, and equipment use 
(Pacific Biodiversity Institute 2007). Power lines can also ignite wildfires through downed lines, vegetation 
contact, conductors that collide, and equipment failures (Mitchell 2009). CAL FIRE determined that between 
2017 and 2021, 1,344 fires and 639,437 acres have been burned due to electrical power and distribution lines 
(CAL FIRE 2018, 2021). Lightning is the most common cause of  nature-induced wildfire (Balch et al. 2017). 

An analysis of  US Forest Service wildfire data from 1986 to 1996 determined that 95 percent of  human-
caused wildfires and 90 percent of  all wildfires were within 0.5 mile of  a road, and that about 61 percent of  
all wildfires and 55 percent of  human-caused wildfires were within approximately 650 feet (200 meters) of  a 
road. The study concluded that the increase in human-caused ignition greatly outweighs the benefits of  
increased access for firefighters (Pacific Biodiversity Institute 2007). 

There are three primary methods of  wildfire spread: 

 Embers. Embers are the most prolific cause of  home ignition, at a rate of  two out of  every three homes 
destroyed. Embers are glowing or burning pieces of  vegetation or debris that are lofted during a wildfire 
and can move up to a mile ahead of  a wildfire, especially during high winds. These small embers or 
sparks may fall on the vegetation near a home (on dry leaves, needles, or twigs on the roof) and 
subsequently ignite the home. Embers can travel several miles during high wind events, such as the Santa 
Ana winds, posing a potential risk to all structures without fire-resistant landscaping and construction 
within a mile of  the fire (CAL FIRE 2019).  

 Direct Flame Contact. Direct flame contact refers to the transfer of  heat by direct flame exposure. 
Direct contact will heat the building materials of  the home, and if  the time and intensity of  exposure is 
severe enough, windows will break and materials will ignite.  

 Radiant Heat. A house can catch fire from the heat that is transferred to it from nearby burning objects, 
even in the absence of  direct flames or embers. By creating defensible space around homes, the risk from 
radiant heat is significantly reduced.  

Secondary Effects of Wildfires 

After a high intensity wildfire is suppressed, the burn scar is typically bare of  its vegetative cover, which had 
supported the hillsides and steeper slopes. As a result, rainstorms increase the possibility of  severe landslides 
and debris flows in these areas. The intense heat from the fire can also cause a chemical reaction in the soil 
that makes it less porous, causing water to run off  during precipitation events, which can lead to flooding 
downstream. 



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

5. Environmental Analysis 
WILDFIRE 

Page 5.18-18 PlaceWorks 

In addition to damaging natural environments, wildfires can injure and cause fatalities of  residents and 
firefighters as well as damage or destroy structures and personal property. Wildfires also deplete water 
reserves, down power lines, disrupt communication services, and block evacuation routes, which can isolate 
communities. Wildfires can also indirectly cause flooding if  flood control facilities become inadequate to 
handle increases in stormwater runoff, sediment, and debris that are likely to be generated from burn scars. 
Regionally, smoke from wildfires creates poor air quality that can last for days or weeks, depending on the 
scale of  the wildfire and wind patterns. 

Wildfire in Anaheim 

The geography, weather patterns, and vegetation in eastern Anaheim and surrounding areas provide ideal 
conditions for recurring wildfires. As recent wildfire activity revealed, several areas in eastern Anaheim face 
some level of  threat from wildland fire. As shown on Figure 5.18-1, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, 
VHFHSZs are located primarily in the Anaheim Hills community of  eastern Anaheim and the City’s 
unincorporated sphere of  influence east of  SR-241.  

The WUI areas of  Anaheim include areas designated as within the VHFHSZ. WUI areas occur when urban 
development is intermixed with wildland vegetation, or when pockets of  wildland vegetation occur inside 
developed areas. The WUI is subdivided into the intermix zone (where houses and wildland vegetation 
directly mingle), the interface zone (housing adjacent to wildland vegetation, but not mingled with it), and the 
influence zone (areas of  wildfire-susceptible vegetation surrounding the other zones). The interface and 
intermix zones carry the highest risk for wildfires affecting developed areas. Unlike wildfire in wildland areas, 
fires in WUI areas are more likely to damage or destroy buildings and infrastructure that support populations, 
the economy, and key services in the city.  

Wildfire History 

CAL FIRE maintains a list of  historic fires throughout the state. According to CAL FIRE, Anaheim has 
experienced several wildfires in and near the eastern City limits, and in the wildland urban interface. Table 
5.18-1, Historic Wildfires in and Surrounding Anaheim, lists historic wildfire incidents that have occurred within 
the City from 1914 to 2021. The largest fire in recent years was the Freeway Complex Fire in 2008. 

Table 5.18-1 Historic Wildfires in and Surrounding Anaheim 
Year Fire Name Size (Acres) 

2020 Blue Ridge Fire 13,700 
2017 Canyon II Fire 9,217 
2017 Canyon I Fire 2,700 
2014 Silverado Fire 985 
2008 Freeway Complex 30,500 
2007 Windy Ridge/241 Fire 1,600 
2006 Sierra Fire 10,500 
2002 Green Fire 2,200 
1993 Stagecoach Fire 700 
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Table 5.18-1 Historic Wildfires in and Surrounding Anaheim 
Year Fire Name Size (Acres) 

1985 Green River Fire 135 
1984 Coal Canyon Fire 450 
1982 Gypsum Fire 17,000 
1967 Paseo Grande Fire 51,000 
1962 Unnamed Fire 140 
1951 Nohl Fire 175 
1948 Green River Fire 53,000 
1914 Unnamed Fire 19,000 
Source: CAL FIRE 2021. 
 

Factors Influencing Wildfire 

Several factors influence wildfire conditions and facilitate the spread of  wildfires, including topography, fuels, 
weather conditions, and climate change. Human actions are also the leading cause of  wildfires in California, 
increasing the risk of  wildfire devastating natural lands and communities. This section describes five factors in 
the context of  Anaheim. 

Weather 

The climate in Anaheim is generally referred to as “Mediterranean,” with hot, dry summers and cool, wet 
winters. Warm summers and cold winters with rainfall are common in the City. Rainfall typically occurs 
during the winter months due to storm fronts that move inland from the Pacific Ocean or south from the 
Sierra Nevada. The City receives an average of  approximately 14 inches of  precipitation annually (Anaheim 
2022). Because the summer months are generally hot and dry, the risk of  wildfires has historically been 
greatest in summer and fall. Relative humidity is also an important fire-related weather factor. As humidity 
levels drop, the dry air causes vegetation moisture levels to decrease, thereby increasing the likelihood that 
plant material will readily ignite and burn; the risk of  wildfire increases when lightning strikes occur during 
dry periods. 

Wind is a primary weather factor in wildfire behavior. Specifically in Southern California, Santa Ana winds are 
warm easterly winds that flow from the Great Basin through the high desert to the ocean and are the primary 
contributor to wildfires in Southern California (Anaheim 2022). These winds can easily exceed 40 miles per 
hour and up to between 55 and 70 miles per hour (AF&R 2022a). As wind speeds increase, the rates of  fire 
spread, intensity, and ember spread potential also increase. Gusty and erratic wind conditions, like those of  
the Santa Ana winds, can cause wildfire to spread irregularly, making it difficult to predict its path and 
effectively deploy fire suppression forces. Winds from the east in the fall compound the severity of  fire 
conditions, as does lower relative humidity, creating red-flag conditions. Santa Ana winds are especially 
dangerous because they are accompanied by low humidity, which can dry out trees and other fuel that may 
also be weakened by the winds. This can increase wildfire conditions in the area. Wind shifts can also occur 
suddenly due to temperature changes and interactions with steep slopes or hillsides, causing fires to spread 



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

5. Environmental Analysis 
WILDFIRE 

Page 5.18-20 PlaceWorks 

unpredictably. Fall has historically been one of  the most dangerous times for wildfire risk, as periods of  very 
high temperatures, low humidity, and strong wind increase extreme fire danger.  

Fuel 

As described in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of  this Draft PEIR, landcover in Anaheim consists primarily 
of  urban areas consisting of  residential and commercial uses. However, approximately 22 percent of  the 
landcover consists of  open space and recreation land uses, much of  which is in East Anaheim, including 
native and nonnative vegetation. Each type of  vegetation contributes to fire hazard severity to varying 
degrees. The qualities of  vegetation that directly influence fire risk include fuel type and size, loading, 
arrangement, chemical composition, and dead and live fuel moisture, which contributes to the flammability 
characteristics of  the vegetation. The dominant nonurban vegetation types include coastal sage shrubs, annual 
grasslands, and chaparral (Anaheim 2017). Grass and scrub fuel types react quickly to changes in weather 
such as low humidity or high wind speeds. Fires in areas covered by these vegetation types can spread quickly 
in gusty wind conditions.  

Topography 

Steep terrain or slope plays a key role in the rate and direction in which wildfires spread since fires normally 
burn much faster uphill. When the gradient of  a slope doubles, the rate of  spread of  a fire will also likely 
double. The City is relatively flat with the exception of  East Anaheim, which is bordered by the foothills of  
the Santa Ana Mountains and is moderately to steeply sloped. These areas would also be more susceptible to 
debris flow after a fire, which have occurred historically (Anaheim 2022): 

 The Santiago Landslide. In 1993, following a major El Niño weather event, a bluff  in east Anaheim 
Hills slid and prompted the evacuation of  dozens of  families, destroyed over 30 homes, and impacted 
over 200 other structures in the vicinity. 

 The Ramsgate Landslide. In 2005, a twenty-day rain event in Orange County led to flooding and 
caused a landslide along Ramsgate Dr in Anaheim, which destroyed three homes and a private street.  

Human Actions 

Most wildfires are ignited by human action, the result of  direct acts of  arson, carelessness, or accidents. Many 
fires originate in populated areas along roads and around homes and are often the result of  the careless 
disposal of  cigarettes, mowing of  dead grass, electrical equipment malfunction, use of  equipment, or burning 
of  debris. Recreation areas with increased human activity that are in high or very high fire hazard areas also 
increase the potential for wildfires. 
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FIGURE S-4 – VERY HIGH FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES

Source: City of Anaheim General Plan Safety Element, 2023.

Figure 5.18-1
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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Climate Change 

Climate change is likely to increase annual average maximum temperatures in Anaheim from a historical 
annual average of  76.1 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to an annual average of  80.5 °F by 2064 and 81.9 °F by 2099 
(Cal-Adapt 2024a). This will likely create warmer temperatures earlier and later in the year. Precipitation levels 
are projected to vary over the course of  the century, changing from a historical annual average of  13.3 inches 
per year to an annual average of  13.1 inches by 2064 and an annual average of  13.4 inches by 2099 (Cal-
Adapt 2024a). Variations in precipitation patterns will also lead to an increase in frequency and intensity of  
heavy precipitation events as well as prolonged periods of  drought. The combination of  extreme heat and 
droughts can cause soils and vegetation to dry out, creating more fuel for wildfires. These factors are 
expected to increase wildfire conditions, creating the risk of  more frequent and intense wildfires. Because 
wildfires burn the trees and other vegetation that help stabilize a hillside and absorb water, more areas burned 
by fire may also lead to an increase in landslides and floods.  

Fire Protection Resources 

Anaheim Fire & Rescue 

Fire protection services the City of  Anaheim are provided by AF&R, which provides firefighting services for 
the City. AF&R has eleven fire stations in Anaheim, as discussed in Section 5.13, Public Services, of  this Draft 
PEIR. AF&R has a goal of  8 minutes for the first unit on scene and 12 minutes for the effective fire response 
force, to be achieved 90 percent of  the time. AF&R’s overall 90 percent performance for first unit total 
response time over a three-year period from 2010 to 2012 was 9 minutes and 38 seconds (AF&R 2022a). 
Section 5.13, Public Service, of  this Draft PEIR, provides additional details about fire protection resources and 
services in Anaheim.  

Orange County Fire Authority 

OCFA is contracted by CAL FIRE for the initial response of  wildfires in Anaheim’s unincorporated sphere 
of  influence and surrounding areas, and if  a wildland fire escapes the initial attack, CAL FIRE responds to 
assist OCFA. OCFA has a goal of  7 minutes and 20 seconds of  total response time in urban and suburban 
areas, 12 minutes in rural areas, and as soon as possible in wilderness areas, to be achieved 80 percent of  the 
time (OCFA 2024). 

Evacuation and Access 

Evacuation routes are designated roadways that allow many people to quickly leave an area due to a potential 
or imminent disaster. These routes should have sufficient capacity to accommodate the needs of  the 
community, be safely and easily accessible, and allow people to travel far enough away to be safe from 
emergency conditions. However, several roadways and residential parcels in Anaheim have evacuation 
constraints, as shown on Figure S-7, Constrained Roadways and Parcels, in the Safety Element. Dozens of  
residential parcels and roadway segments overlap with VHFHSZs in East Anaheim.  

According to the 2022 LHMP, the primary evacuation route to move people west, away from wildfires, is 
SR-91. Additional evacuation routes in the Anaheim Hills include: 
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During emergencies, the Anaheim Police Department coordinates evacuations warnings and orders. 
Evacuations are also coordinated through the Anaheim emergency alert program, Anaheim Alert. AF&R has 
also adopted the Ready, Set, Go! Program as a public outreach effort on wildfires. 

5.18.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The City of  Anaheim considers a project to have a significant effect on the environment if  located in or near 
State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones the project would: 

W-1 Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

W-2 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of  a 
wildfire. 

W-3 Require the installation or maintenance of  associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. 

W-4 Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of  runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

5.18.3 Proposed General Plan Goals and Policies 
The proposed project does not include any new or updated general plan goals and policies related to wildfire. 

5.18.4 Environmental Impacts 
The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance that are identified in brackets after the 
impact statement.  

Impact 5.18-1: The proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan. [Threshold W-1] 

Adopted emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans include those discussed under Section 
5.18.1.1, such as the City of  Anaheim Emergency Operations Plan and the Anaheim Hills Evacuation Plan. 

 Imperial Highway 
 Weir Canyon Road 

 Serrano Avenue 

 Nohl Ranch Road 

 Santa Ana Canyon Road 

  Fairmont Boulevard 
 La Palma Avenue  

 Canyon Rim Road 

 Via Escola 
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The proposed project could have a significant impact if  it substantially impairs the implementation of  these 
plans.  

Land use and zoning changes associated with the proposed project are focused in the highly developed and 
urbanized parts of  the City, as opposed to the eastern parts of  the City, which are the parts of  the City in the 
WUI and/or VHFHSZ. However, any potential development under the proposed project would be required 
to integrate the Emergency Operations Plan as necessary into development to continue its facilitation in 
evacuation for the people in wildfire-prone areas. Buildout under the proposed project would not result in 
substantial changes to the circulation patterns or emergency access routes in the City that would conflict with 
or require changes to the Emergency Operations Plan or Anaheim Hills Evacuation Plan. Additionally, future 
development in the WUI or VHFHSZs would be required to comply with the SRA and VHFHSZ Fire Safe 
Regulations, the California Building Code, the California Fire Code, the Anaheim Municipal Code, and the 
Standard Conditions of  Approval, which have maximum requirements for lengths of  single-access roads, 
minimum widths of  roadways, and vegetation fuel management around roadways.  

Furthermore, the General Plan Safety Element includes several policies and actions to prepare for and 
facilitate evacuations caused by wildfires and other hazards. 

Goal 6.1: A city that prioritizes emergency preparedness and public awareness of  community 
risks. 

 Policy 6.1-3. Assess emergency and evacuation capabilities for potential disruptions from existing and 
future hazards affecting the community. 

 Policy 6.1-5. Ensure access routes to and from hazard areas relative to the degree of  development or use 
(e.g., road width, road type, length of  dead-end roads, etc.) are adequately designed and sized to 
accommodate anticipated needs. 

Goal 7.1: A city that can effectively respond and evacuate during hazard events. 

 Policy 7.1-1. Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions and Caltrans regarding transportation network 
constraints and improvements.  

 Policy 7.1-2. Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions and County agencies to prioritize roadway and 
storm drain infrastructure retrofitting and enhancement projects along primary evacuation routes. 

 Policy 7.1-3. Ensure all new development and redevelopment projects provide adequate ingress/egress 
for emergency access and evacuation.  

 Policy 7.1-4. Identify and construct additional evacuation routes in areas of  high hazard concern or 
limited circulation, where feasible. 

 Policy 7.1-5. Ensure the City’s transportation network allows for effective emergency response and 
evacuation activities. 
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 Policy 7.1-6. Develop evacuation standards and metrics for constrained neighborhoods and alternative 
evacuation plans, where necessary. 

 Policy 7.1-7. Monitor changes to hazard conditions and vulnerabilities to ensure the accessibility or 
viability of  evacuation routes in the future. 

 Policy 7.1-8. Expand the “Know Your Way” program to identify and enhance evacuation resources that 
includes areas of  the City with limited ingress/egress, limited circulation capacity, and/or critical 
infrastructure that could impact evacuation efforts. 

 Policy 7.1-9. Enhance the City’s existing education and outreach program, “Know Your Way,” with 
potential evacuation scenarios and the activities that residents and businesses can do to protect their 
properties and prepare for potential events. 

Implementation of  these policies would increase the effectiveness of  the Emergency Operations Plan and 
Anaheim Hills Evacuation Plan, and therefore would not impair or conflict with the plans.  

A temporary impact to emergency operations and evacuation under the proposed project could occur from 
construction of  potential future development projects if  they were to result in temporary lane closures that 
would potentially alter evacuation routes in evacuation constrained areas, as shown on Figure S-7 of  the 
General Plan Safety Element. Potential future development in the City would also be required to comply with 
VHFHSZ Fire Safe Regulations, the California Building Code, the California Fire Code, the Anaheim 
Municipal Code, and the Standard Conditions of  Approval (SC WF-4, SC WF-5, SC WF-6, SC WF-8, SC 
WF-9). These would be limited to the duration of  the construction period, and direct impacts of  
construction would be evaluated during the permit review process in accordance with Standard Condition of  
Approval SC PS-1, and by Anaheim Fire and Rescue and Police Department, and/or CAL FIRE. Review and 
approval of  temporary lane closures, if  needed, for future development projects in the City would ensure that 
that no inconsistencies with emergency evacuation plans would occur.  

Future development, regardless of  whether it includes new development or redevelopment, is required to 
comply with adopted local, regional, and State plans and regulations addressing emergency access, response, 
and evacuation.  

Implementation of  the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan. Thus, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.18-1 would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 5.18-2: The proposed project would not due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby would not expose project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. [Threshold W-2] 

As discussed in Section 5.18.1.2, Existing Conditions, Anaheim is prone to Santa Ana winds in early fall through 
early spring. These winds have high speeds and can shift suddenly, and they are often accompanied by low 
humidity. They create dangerous conditions for starting and spreading wildfires during the drier months of  
the year, and they also spread wildfire smoke hazards, as can prevailing winds.  

Section 5.18.1.1, Regulatory Framework, describes plans, policies, regulations, and procedures that help to reduce 
wildfire risks. The 2018 Strategic Fire Plan for California, 2021 California Wildfire and Forest Resilience 
Action Plan, Orange County Fire Authority Unit Strategic Fire Plan, Anaheim Fire & Rescue Strategic Plan, 
Anaheim Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, Anaheim Emergency Operations Plan, and Anaheim Utilities 
Department Wildfire Mitigation Plan are intended to reduce wildfire hazards and coordinate response to 
these hazards on a statewide, regional, and local scale. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and Orange County Public Health Services provide air quality alerts, advisories, and an interactive 
online map to view current air quality conditions in the region.  

As discussed in Section 5.18.1.2, Existing Conditions, the topography in wildfire-prone areas (the eastern 
portion), of  Anaheim are hilly to steeply sloped. The proposed project’s candidate housing sites are primarily 
in the central and western portions of  the City, as shown in Figure 3-4, Candidate Sites, of  this Draft EIR. The 
central and western portions of  the city are urbanized and not within a VHFHSZ.  

All potential future development in Anaheim would be required to comply with the California Building 
Standards Code, VHFHSZ Fire Safe Regulations, Anaheim Municipal Code Grading, Excavations and Fills in 
Hillside Areas requirements, which include standards to minimize the ignition and spread of  wildfire due to 
slopes. Additionally, the General Plan Safety Element includes Fire Hazard Goal 2.1, Policy 2, which requires 
the City to effectively enforce City and State regulations, including the California Building Standards Code, 
California Fire Code, and VHFHSZ Fire Safe Regulations to existing and new development. Additionally, all 
potential future development would be required to comply with Standard Conditions of  Approval SC WF-1 
and SC WF-11. 

Compatibility with Policy 1.1-9 requires new construction, redevelopment, and major remodels within 
landslide-prone areas to be evaluated for site stability and downslope impacts during project design and 
review. Wildfire smoke could potentially travel up a slope during a wildfire. However, future potential 
development under the proposed project would not exacerbate these risks because they would not be within 
wildfire-prone areas.  

Other factors, such as vegetation, have the potential to exacerbate wildfire risks. The grassland, brush, and 
woodland areas of  eastern Anaheim are easily ignited, especially during late summer and fall when 
temperatures and winds are high and relative humidity is low. During these conditions, woodland and brush 
vegetation can dry out, particularly in areas with unirrigated vegetation, becoming extremely flammable and 
increasing wildfire risks.  
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As described in Section 5.18.1.1, Regulatory Framework, the Anaheim LHMP and Anaheim Utilities 
Department Wildfire Mitigation Plan contain several vegetation management, fuel reduction, and fuel break 
projects to reduce the uncontrolled spread of  wildfire due to vegetation. Additionally, all potential future 
development in wildfire-prone areas in Anaheim would be required to comply with VHFHSZ Fire Safe 
Regulations, Public Resources Code Section 4291, the California Fire Code, the Anaheim Municipal Code, 
and Standard Conditions of  Approval. These regulations have specific requirements for new and existing 
development to create defensible space and extensive fuel reduction within 100 feet of  a structure, an ember-
resistant zone within 5 feet of  a structure, and the overall maintenance of  properties to reduce the risk of  
uncontrolled fires or the spread of  fires to other properties.  

Furthermore, the General Plan Safety Element contains policies and actions for existing and new projects 
that integrate with the LHMP and State and regional regulations to reduce wildfire risks associated with 
vegetation. 

Goal 2.1: A community protected and prepared for urban and wildland fires.  

 Policy 2.1-5. Continually assess the need for additional greenbelts, fuel breaks, fuel reduction and buffer 
zones around existing communities and roadways. This assessment should include long-term 
maintenance of  existing efforts and funding sources to sustain these projects. 

 Policy 2.1-6. Maintain a weed abatement program to ensure clearing of  dry brush areas. 

 Policy 2.1-7. Expand vegetation management activities in areas adjacent to wildland fire prone areas. 

 Policy 2.1-8. Refine procedures and processes to minimize the risk of  fire hazards in the Special 
Protection Area including requiring new development to: 
 Utilize fire-resistant building materials; 

 Incorporate fire sprinklers as appropriate; 

 Incorporate defensible space requirements; 

 Comply with Anaheim Fire Department Fuel Modification Guidelines; 

 Provide Fire Protection Plans; and, 

 Implement a Vegetation Management Plan, which results in proper vegetation modification on an 
ongoing basis within the Special Protection Area. 

 Develop fuel modification in naturalized canyons and hills to protect life and property from wildland 
fires, yet leave as much of  the surrounding natural vegetation as appropriate. 

 Require development to use plant materials that are compatible in color and character with 
surrounding natural vegetation. 

 Provide wet or irrigated zones when required.  
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 Policy 2.1-13. All development projects within the VHFHSZ must prepare a Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 
to reduce or eliminate fire threats. FPPs shall be consistent with the following guidance: 

A Fire Protection Plan (FPP) may be required by the fire code official for new development within the 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ). FPPs are required to include mitigation strategies that 
consider location, topography, geology, flammable vegetation, sensitive habitats/species, and climate of  
the proposed site. FPPs must address water supply, access, building ignition, and fire resistance, fire 
protection systems and equipment, proper street signage, visible home addressing, defensible space, 
vegetation management, and long-term maintenance. All required FPPs must be consistent with the 
requirements of  the California Building and Residential Codes, the California Fire Code as adopted by 
the City of  Anaheim, and the City of  Anaheim Municipal Code. 

These policies would ensure that fire hazard reduction measures occur and are maintained, and that existing 
and new development in grassland and woodland areas would incorporate vegetation management measures.  

Adherence to the above building practices, fire safety regulations, and vegetation fuel management 
requirements would reduce the potential for exacerbating wildfire risks. Additionally, potential future 
development under the proposed project would be outside of  wildfire-prone areas of  the city.  

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.18-2 would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.18-2 would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.18-3: The proposed project could require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other 
utilities) that would not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment. [Threshold W-3] 

Buildout under the proposed project may require the installation of  new roadways, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, transmission lines, and other utilities to serve potential future development in Anaheim.  

 Roadways. Circulation Element Policy 6-2 requires the continued planning and implementation of  
emergency vehicle and fire truck access and pre-emption requirements. 

 Fuel Breaks. Safety Element Policies 2.1-5, 2.1-6, 2.1-7, and 2.1-8 require the assessment and 
implementation of  vegetation management activities to clear dry brush and create fuel breaks and buffer 
zones. These activities would likely occur in VHFHSZs and the WUI.  

 Emergency Water Sources. Safety Element Policy 2.1-13 requires new development in VHFHSZs to 
prepare a Fire Protection Plan, which must address adequate water supply for buildings, landscaping, and 
fire-fighting purposes. This may require the installation of  new water conveyance infrastructure in new 
development or areas not served by adequate water supplies.  
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 Power Lines. Potential future development under the proposed project could require the installation of  
electrical power lines and connections to provide power to buildings and infrastructure. Municipal Code 
Section 17.24, Underground Utilities, allows for the creation of  underground utility districts, which 
prohibit the construction of  poles, overhead wires, and associated overhead structures in the district. 
Areas in VHFHSZs in the Anaheim Hills are within underground utility districts.  

 Other Utilities. Potential future development under the proposed project could also require the 
installation and maintenance of  water systems, sewer systems, internet infrastructure, and stormwater 
systems in wildfire-prone areas. 

These types of  improvements would involve temporary construction and result in changes to the existing 
built environment. The installation and operation of  new above-ground power transmission lines would 
create a higher risk of  wildfire compared to other infrastructure. However, as stated above, Anaheim 
Municipal Code Section 17.24, Underground Utilities, enables the creation of  underground utility districts to 
prevent the installation of  overhead power lines, and LHMP Mitigation Action MH-23 provides an 
implementation mechanism for this through conducting system undergrounding that converts overhead 
power and communication lines to new underground lines along major thoroughfares, evacuation routes, and 
areas that are prone to wildfires. The General Plan Safety Element incorporates the LHMP in its entirety by 
reference, therefore maintaining consistency with these actions. Additionally, for areas with aboveground 
power lines, the California Public Utilities Commission requires maintenance of  vegetation around power 
lines, strict wire-to-wire clearances, annual inspections of  above-ground power lines, and preparation of  fire 
prevention plans for above-ground power lines in high-fire-threat districts. These measures would reduce the 
wildfire risks associated with the installation and maintenance of  power lines.  

Any future development in the eastern portion of  Anaheim would also be required to comply with building 
and design standards in the California Building Code and California Fire Code, which include provisions for 
fire-resistant building materials, the clearance of  debris, and fire safety requirements during demolition and 
construction activities. Additionally, Public Resources Code Section 4291 requires a defensible space within 
100 feet of  a structure and an ember-resistant zone within 5 feet of  a structure. These measures, along with 
policies in the General Plan Safety Element for creation and maintenance of  vegetation and fuel breaks, and 
maintaining the weed abatement program would minimize wildfire risks associated with the installation and 
maintenance of  infrastructure.  

Such infrastructure and maintenance activities would also be required to comply with the adopted State 
regulations, Anaheim Municipal Code standards, Standard Conditions of  Approval (SC WF-6, SC WF-7, SC 
WF-9) and the General Plan policies to mitigate the impact of  infrastructure on the environment. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.18-3 would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.18-3 would be less than significant. 
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Impact 5.18-4: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes. [Threshold W-4] 

Wildfires, such as the 2020 Blue Ridge Fire or the 2017 Canyon Fires, can create favorable conditions for 
other hazards, such as flooding and landslides during the rainy season. Wildfires on hillsides can burn the 
vegetation that stabilizes the slope and create hydrophobic conditions that prevent the ground from 
absorbing water. This can lead to landslides, debris flows, and flooding. A project would result in a significant 
impact if—due to slopes, drainage patterns, or postfire slope instability—it would expose people or structures 
to significant risks from landsides, debris flows, or flooding. 

As discussed in Chapter 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  this Draft PEIR, parts of  Anaheim are in the 100-
year and 500-year floodplains. As shown on Figure 5.9-5, Flood Zones, floodplains are primarily along the Santa 
Ana River and Carbon Creek in western Anaheim and along SR-91 in eastern Anaheim.  

As discussed in Chapter 5.6, Geology and Soils, of  this Draft PEIR, slopes in the eastern part of  the City are in 
areas with high landslide susceptibility and coincide with VHFHSZs. These areas are also considered prone to 
earthquake-caused landslides and susceptible to landslides from precipitation and other causes. This overlap 
may cause areas outside of  a flood hazard or landslide-susceptible zone to be affected by runoff, postfire 
slope instability, or drainages changes following a wildfire.  

Potential future development under the proposed project could contribute to post-fire slope instability or 
drainage changes upstream. However, General Plan Safety Element Policy 1.1-3 requires the preparation of  
geologic studies as part of  the development review process; Policy 1.1-4 requires structural setbacks from 
geologic hazards identified during the development review process; and Policy 1.1-9 requires new 
construction, redevelopment, or significant remodels in landslide areas to be evaluated for site stability, 
including the impact to other properties during project review, consistent with Anaheim Municipal Code 
Chapter 17.06. Additionally, Policy 2.1-3 requires the development of  post-wildfire recovery framework to 
assist City staff, residents, and business owners in planning and recovery efforts.  

General Plan Safety Element Policy 3.1-1 requires development projects in areas subject to flooding to be 
evaluated to minimize the exposure of  life and property to potential flood risks, Policy 3.1-4 encourages 
properties prone to flooding to incorporate flood safe design elements and appropriate setbacks to reduce 
potential flood damage, and Policy 3.1-5 encourages new development to maintain and enhance existing 
natural streams. Additionally, potential new development under the proposed project would be required to 
comply with Anaheim Municipal Code Chapter 17.28, Flood Hazard Reduction, which reduce losses from 
flooding and require new development to minimize stormwater and urban runoff  into drainage facilities 
through implementing detention basins, on-site water features, or other strategies. Furthermore, all new 
development in the City is required to comply with State and local regulations, such as the California Building 
Code (Standard Condition of  Approval SC WF-1 and SCWF-11) and Anaheim Municipal Code, both of  
which have provisions to reduce flooding and landslides in existing and new development. For example, 
Section 1803 of  the 2022 California Building Code requires a geotechnical investigation that must assess 
existing landslide susceptibility on a project site.  
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New development complying with these policies of  the General Plan would not expose people or structures 
to downslope landslides or downstream flooding due to post-fire hazards. Furthermore, as identified in 
Impact 5.18-1 and Impact 5.18-2, development under the proposed project must also comply with best 
management practices regarding wildfire prevention, action, and recovery as outlined in the Anaheim 
Emergency Operations Plan, Anaheim Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, City of  Anaheim Municipal Code, and 
Standard Conditions of  Approval. All future development, regardless of  the location, is required to comply 
with adopted local, regional, and State plans and regulations addressing wildfire prevention, which would 
minimize risks of  post-fire hazards. Compliance with these policies and regulatory requirements would ensure 
that impacts from post-fire instability would be less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Impact 5.18-4 would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Impact 5.18-4 would be less than significant. 

5.18.5 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impacts 
would be less than significant: Impact 5.18-1 through 5.18-4. 

5.18.6 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative setting includes potential future development in Anaheim and the surrounding Orange 
County region. Future development under the proposed project would not impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan; would not exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from uncontrolled spread of  a wildfire; would not exacerbate wildfire 
risks due to the installation or maintenance of  infrastructure; and would not cause downslope or downstream 
post-fire flooding or landslide hazards. Cumulative development in the surrounding unincorporated County, 
local jurisdictions, and State lands would be subject to the same State regulations.  

Future potential development in the City and the surrounding Orange County region would be required to 
comply with the same State and regional regulations, such as SRA and VHFHSZ Fire Safe Regulations, PRC 
Section 4291, California Building Standards Code, California Fire Code, and Orange County Fire Authority 
Unit Strategic Fire Plan. Lands throughout Orange County would also implement wildfire reduction strategies 
through implementation of  the Orange County CWPP and the Orange County LHMP. Therefore, cumulative 
conditions would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; would not 
exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire of  
uncontrolled spread of  wildfire; would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to the installation or maintenance of  
infrastructure; and would not cause downslope or downstream postfire flooding or landslide hazards. These 
would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts when taken into consideration with the proposed 
project. Therefore, cumulative wildfire impacts would be less than significant.  

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

Level of  Significance After Mitigation: Cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
At the end of  Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is a table that summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and 
levels of  significance before and after mitigation. Unavoidable adverse impacts may be considered significant 
on a project-specific basis, cumulatively significant, and/or potentially significant. If  the City, as the lead 
agency, determines that unavoidable significant adverse impacts will result from the proposed project, the City 
must prepare a “Statement of  Overriding Considerations” before it can approve the proposed project. A 
Statement of  Overriding Considerations states that the decision-making body has balanced the benefits of  
the proposed project against its unavoidable significant environmental impacts and has determined that the 
benefits of  the proposed project outweigh the adverse effects. Therefore, the adverse effects are considered 
to be acceptable. Mitigation measures would reduce the level of  impact, but the following impacts would 
remain significant, unavoidable, and adverse after relevant policies, standard conditions of  approval, and 
mitigation measures are applied: 

Air Quality 

 The project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of  any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(construction and operation). 

 The project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (construction and 
operation). 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 The project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment. 

Noise 

 The project would result in the generation of  a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of  the project in excess of  standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of  other agencies (construction). 

 The project would result in generation of  excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels 
(construction and operation) 
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
7.1.1 Purpose and Scope 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an environmental impact report (EIR) 
include a discussion of  reasonable project alternatives that would “feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives 
of  the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of  the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of  the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[a]). As required by CEQA, this chapter 
identifies and evaluates potential alternatives to the proposed project.  

Section 15126.6 of  the CEQA Guidelines explains the foundation and legal requirements for the alternatives 
analysis in an EIR. Key provisions are:  

 “[T]he discussion of  alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of  avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of  the project, even if  these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of  the project objectives, or would be more 
costly.” (15126.6[b]) 

 “The specific alternative of  ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” (15126.6[e][1])  

 “The no project analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of  preparation is 
published, or if  no notice of  preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, 
as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if  the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. If  
the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” (15126.6[e][2]) 

 “The range of  alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of  reason’ that requires the EIR to 
set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to 
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the project.” (15126.6[f]) 

 “Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of  alternatives are site 
suitability, economic viability, availability of  infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries…, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent)” 
(15126.6[f][1]). 
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 “Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the project need 
be considered for inclusion in the EIR.” (15126.6[f][2][A]) 

 “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 
implementation is remote and speculative.” (15126.6[f][3]) 

For each development alternative, this analysis: 

 Describes the alterative. 

 Analyzes the impact of  the alternative compared to the proposed project. 

 Identifies the impacts of  the project that would be avoided or lessened by the alternative. 

 Assesses whether the alternative would meet most of  the basic project objectives. 
 Evaluates the comparative merits of  the alternative and the project. 

According to Section 15126.6(d) of  the CEQA Guidelines, “[i]f  an alternative would cause…significant 
effects in addition those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of  the 
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of  the project as proposed.”  

7.1.2 Project Objectives 
As described in Section 3.3 of  Chapter 3, Project Description, of  this Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft PEIR), the following objectives have been established for the proposed project and will aid 
decision makers in their review of  the project, the project alternatives, and associated environmental impacts. 

1. Provide for a wide range of  housing opportunities in close proximity to existing and future employment 
centers and transportation facilities, consistent with the need identified in the City's 2021-2029 Housing 
Element and local and regional jobs/housing balance policies. Provide the recommended surplus 
between 15 and 30 percent above the Regional Housing Needs Assessment housing unit allocation. 

2. Support intensification around the historic downtown Anaheim (Center City Corridors or C3) through 
the C3 Implementation Plan (C3 Plan), which identifies new and amended land use designations and 
zoning classifications along corridors. 

3. Provide a focused update to the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code to deal more effectively with State 
law housing and other requirements facing the City of  Anaheim. 

4. Establish clear design standards to be employed in future development of  multifamily and mixed-use 
projects citywide. 

5. Facilitate future use streamlining provisions allowed under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) by providing updated community-level environmental review. 
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7.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
As evaluated throughout Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, of  this Draft PEIR, the following impacts related 
to the proposed project were determined to be significant and unavoidable after implementation of  all 
feasible mitigation measures. 

 Air Quality (Construction and Operation) (refer to Section 5.2, Air Quality, for a detailed discussion). 
Significant and unavoidable impacts would occur with implementation of  the proposed project, where 
development would be facilitated under the 2021-2029 Housing Element and Center City Corridor 
Implementation Plan (C3 Plan) would result in a cumulative considerable net increase in any criteria 
pollutant for which the region is nonattainment under applicable federal or State ambient air quality 
standards and a cumulatively considerable impact resulting from construction or operational emissions 
that exceed an applicable South Coast Air Quality Management District recommended significance 
threshold. 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Constriction and Operation) (refer to Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, for a detailed discussion). Implementation of  the proposed project would contribute to global 
climate change through direct emissions from greenhouse gas emissions from on-site area sources and 
vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.  

 Noise (Construction and Operation) (refer to Section 5.11, Noise, for a detailed discussion). Significant 
and unavoidable impacts would occur with implementation of  the proposed project where development 
facilitated under the proposed project would result in direct and cumulative impacts related to generating 
a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise and vibration levels in the vicinity of  the 
City in excess of  standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance from construction and 
operational activities. 

7.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE 
SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS 

The following is a discussion of  the land use alternatives considered during the scoping and planning process 
and the reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in this EIR.  

7.3.1 Alternative Development Areas 
CEQA requires that the discussion of  alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are 
capable of  avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of  the project. The key question and first 
step in the analysis is whether any of  the significant effects of  the project would be avoided or substantially 
lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any 
of  the significant effects of  the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126[5][B][1]). In general, any development of  the size and type proposed by the project would have 
substantially the same impacts on air quality, land use/planning, noise, population/ housing, public services, 
recreation, transportation/traffic and utilities/service systems. Without a site-specific analysis, impacts on 
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aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology/water quality and mineral resources cannot be evaluated.  

The proposed candidate sites have been identified in the 2021-2029 Housing Element based on the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment Allocation (RHNA), and through the C3 Plan process. Further, the proposed 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts would not be reduced or eliminated by moving the proposed 
project to alternatives sites. Overall, due to the lack of  viable and comparable sites in the City that would 
allow development of  the proposed project in a manner that would avoid or substantially lessen the proposed 
project’s potentially significant impacts while achieving the majority of  the proposed project’s objectives, 
development of  the proposed project on alternative sites has been eliminated from consideration. 

7.3.2 Minimum Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation Alternative 
The City considered an alternative that would reduce the amount of  residential dwelling units from 30,284 
units to the identified minimum RHNA allocation of  17,453 units (a 12,831-unit or 42 percent reduction). A 
reduction in dwelling units that would be facilitated by the proposed project would be an appropriate means 
of  reducing significant impacts. This alternative would result in a reduction in impacts proportional to the 
reduction in housing units. 

However, this alternative would eliminate the buffer in RHNA allocation units. Buffers in RHNA allocations 
are encouraged to ensure that cities and counties meet their State-mandated housing targets effectively. The 
buffer helps to account for project failures because not all housing projects in the pipeline will be built; helps 
to comply with California Government Code Section 65863 (No Net Loss Law), which requires jurisdictions 
to maintain adequate zoning to meet their RHNA allocations throughout the planning period; allows 
flexibility in site selection because some housing sites may face legal challenges, environmental constraints, or 
community opposition; and provides a proactive approach to realistically meet RHNA targets. 

Removing the buffer units has the potential to diminish the City’s capacity to meet the State-mandated 
housing allocation. Therefore, this alternative was determined to be infeasible because implementation of  the 
Housing Element and RHNA requirements must be implemented in accordance with State law. The 
California Department of  Housing and Community Development (HCD) is responsible for determining the 
regional housing needs assessment (segmented by income levels) for each region’s council of  governments 
(COG), which is the Southern California Association of  Governments (SCAG) for the City of  Anaheim. 
HCD starts with demographic population information from the California Department of  Finance and uses 
a formula to calculate a figure for each region of  the State. Once HCD and the COG have agreed to a 
region’s assessment figure (the amount of  housing that must be planned for), the COG is responsible for 
allocating the housing needs amongst all the jurisdictions (cities/counties) within that region. All jurisdictions 
are required to plan for their RHNA allocation, and there are penalties from the State for not accommodating 
the required allocation of  housing. SCAG provides one RHNA for all unincorporated areas. Therefore, the 
amount of  housing anticipated through the implementation of  the proposed project would satisfy the 
requirement of  the Housing Element/RHNA and cannot be feasibly reduced, even if  such reductions would 
reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts. 
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For the reasons listed above, the Minimum Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation Alternative was 
considered but rejected from further evaluation within this Draft PEIR. 

7.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 
Based on the criteria listed above, the following two alternatives have been determined to represent a 
reasonable range of  alternatives which have the potential to feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives of  the 
project but which may avoid or substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the project. These 
alternatives are analyzed in detail in the following sections. 

 No Project/Buildout to Existing General Plan Alternative (Alternative 1) 
 Housing Element Implementation Only Alternative (Alternative 2) 

An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative, and where the No Project Alternative is 
identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is required to identify as environmentally superior an 
alternative from among the others evaluated. Each alternative's environmental impacts are compared to the 
proposed project and determined to be environmentally superior, neutral, or inferior. Section 7.7 identifies 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The preferred land use alternative (proposed project) is analyzed in 
detail in Chapter 5 of  this Draft PEIR. 

7.4.1 Alternatives Comparison 
The following statistical analysis provides a summary of  general socioeconomic buildout projections 
determined by the three land use alternatives, as compared to the proposed project. It is important to note 
that these are not growth projections. That is, they do not anticipate what is likely to occur by a certain time 
horizon, but provide a buildout scenario that would only occur if  all the areas of  the City were to develop to 
the probable capacities yielded by the land use alternatives. The following statistics were developed as a tool 
to understand better the difference between the alternatives analyzed in the Draft PEIR. Table 7-1 identifies 
City-wide information regarding dwelling unit, population, and employment projections and also provides the 
jobs-to-housing ratio for each of  the alternatives.  

Table 7-1 Buildout Statistical Summary 
 Proposed Project Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Housing Units 154,801 134,118 135,328 
Population 431,350 396,110 391,070 
Employment 274,213 266,313 231,943 
Jobs-to-Housing Ratio 1.77 2.0 1.71 
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7.5 NO PROJECT/BUILDOUT TO EXISTING GENERAL PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e) of  the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the specific alternative of  
“no project” along with its impact. As stated in this section of  the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of  
describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of  
approving a proposed project with the impacts of  not approving a proposed project. As specified in Section 
15126.6(e)(3)(A), when a project is the revision of  an existing land use or regulatory plan or policy or an 
ongoing operation, the No Project/Buildout to Existing General Plan Alternative (Alternative 1) will be the 
continuation of  the plan, policy, or operation into the future. Therefore, Alternative 1, as required by the 
State CEQA Guidelines, would analyze the effects of  not adopting and implementing the proposed project.  

Under Alternative 1, the proposed project would not be adopted, and the candidate sites identified in the 
proposed 2021-2029 Housing Element would not be rezoned to support future development with mixed-uses 
with higher density residential uses. Instead, this alternative assumes the buildout of  the existing General Plan 
in accordance with existing land use designations and zoning and 2014-2021 Housing Element. As shown in 
Table 7-2, Existing Conditions and Alterative 1 Buildout Projections (2045), this alternative would result in 134,139 
housing units (net increase of  28,450 housing units), 396,110 residents (net increase of  50,111 residents), and 
266,313 employees (net increase of  53,120 employees) compared to existing conditions. 

Table 7-2 Existing Conditions and Alternative 1 Buildout Projections (2045) 

 Existing Conditions Alternative 1 
Change 

(percent) 
Housing Units 105,689 134,139 28,450 (27%) 
Population 345,999 396,110 50,111 (14%) 
Jobs 213,193 266,313 53,120 (25%) 

 

As shown in Table 7-3, Alternative 1 Buildout and Proposed Project Buildout Conditions Comparison (2045), 
Alternative 1 would result in 20,638 fewer housing units (13 percent), 35,240 fewer residents (8 percent), and 
7,900 fewer employees (3 percent) when compared to the proposed project.  

Table 7-3 Proposed Project and Alternative 1 Buildout Projections (2045) 

 Proposed Project Alternative 1 
Change 

(percent) 
Housing Units 154,801 134,118 -20,683 (-13%) 
Population 431,350 396,110 -35,240 (-8%) 
Jobs 274,213 266,313 -7,900 (-3%) 

 

Table 7-4, Alternative 1 Consistency with the Proposed Project’s Objectives, identifies Alternative 1’s ability to meet the 
proposed project’s objectives. 
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Table 7-4 Alternative 1 Consistency with the Proposed Project’s Objectives 
Proposed Project Objectives Alternative 1 Consistency 

Objective 1: Provide for a wide range of housing opportunities in 
close proximity to existing and future employment centers and 
transportation facilities, consistent with the need identified in the City's 
2021-2029 Housing Element and local and regional jobs/housing 
balance policies. Provide the recommended surplus between 15 and 
30 percent above the Regional Housing Needs Assessment housing 
unit allocation. 

Not Met. Alternative 1 would not rezone the housing opportunity sites 
identified in the 2021-2029 Housing Element, which would provide for 
a wide range of housing opportunities in proximity to existing and 
future employment centers. Alternative 1 would not help the City 
improve the local or regional jobs/housing balance. 

Objective 2: Support intensification around the historic downtown 
Anaheim (Center City Corridors or C3) through the C3 
Implementation Plan (C3 Plan), which identifies new and amended 
land use designations and zoning classifications along corridors. 

Not Met. Alternative 1 would not include a General Plan or Zone 
Code Update to ensure consistency with the 2021-2029 Housing 
Element; therefore, Alternative 1 would not implement the C3 Plan 

Objective 3: Provide a focused update to the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning Code to deal more effectively with State law housing and 
other requirements facing the City of Anaheim. 

Not Met. Alternative 1 would not include any updates to the General 
Plan or Zoning Code to ensure compliance with State law housing 
and other housing requirements facing the City of Anaheim. 
Alternative 1 would not ensure consistency between the 2021-2029 
Housing Element, General Plan, or Zoning Code.  

Objective 4: Establish clear design standards to be employed in 
future development of multifamily and mixed-use projects citywide. 

Not Met. Alternative 1 would not include a Zone Code update to 
establish clear design standards to be employed in the future 
development of multifamily and mixed-use projects in accordance 
with the 2021-2029 Housing Element. 

Objective 5: Facilitate future use streamlining provisions allowed 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by providing 
updated community-level environmental review. 

Not Met. Alternative 1 would not include a Zone Code update to 
facilitate future use of statutory infill housing exemptions and other 
streamlining provisions under CEQA. 

 

7.5.1 Aesthetics 
As discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, implementation of  the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to aesthetics. 

Future development under Alternative 1 would continue to be guided by the current General Plan Land Use 
Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element, where any future development would be 
consistent with current City plans, policies, and regulations regarding aesthetics. The proposed objective 
design standards that are intended to guide consistency in future development would not be implemented 
under Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would result in less development than the proposed project; therefore, 
Alternative 1 would have a reduced potential to impact aesthetics and aesthetic resources. However, if  future 
development under this alternative proposes increased building heights or a variance in building form or 
visual character, the City would require such projects to demonstrate their consistency with existing plans, 
policies, and regulations related to aesthetics on a project-by-project basis and would require each project to 
obtain all applicable permits to ensure visual and aesthetic impacts are reduced to a less than significant level 
during the project entitlement process. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in significant impacts related 
to aesthetics because there would be no change to scenic resources or the visual landscape in the project site 
other than what is currently allowed under existing land use and zoning designations. For these reasons, 
Alternative 1 would result in less than significant impacts related to aesthetics, similar to the proposed project. 
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While Alternative 1 would result in reduced aesthetic impacts compared to the proposed project, this 
alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.2 Air Quality 
As discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to air quality. No additional mitigation is feasible.  

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City in accordance with the current General 
Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future development would be 
largely consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future development would be evaluated 
for environmental impacts on a project-by-project basis during the project entitlement process. During this 
individual approval/environmental review process, potential air quality impacts would be identified and 
compared against relevant thresholds to determine significance. It is reasonable to assume that since future 
development under Alternative 1 would be consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designations and 
zoning, future projects would also be required to demonstrate consistency with applicable air quality plans, 
policies, and regulations because those projects would result in growth already counted in Southern California 
Association of  Government’s (SCAG) regional growth projections for the City. However, like the proposed 
project, operational emissions under Alternative 1 would result in emissions in the City that have the potential 
to exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s significance thresholds. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to assume that impacts would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.  

While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related to air quality compared to the proposed project 
due to less development, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified 
in Table 7-4. 

7.5.3 Biological Resources 
As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts to biological resources with the implementation of  mitigation measures MM BIO-1 through MM 
BIO-6. 

Under Alternative 1, development throughout the City would occur under the existing General Plan Land 
Use Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element, which would result in less development 
compared to the proposed project. Although future development would be consistent with the existing land 
use and zoning designations, future projects’ potential to impact biological resources would be determined on 
a site-by-site basis and would be evaluated during their individual approval and/or environmental review 
process in accordance with CEQA. Future development would be subject to applicable discretionary permits 
as appropriate and would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local requirements for 
protecting biological resources. Because development under Alternative 1 would be governed by the current 
General Plan, future projects would be subject to all applicable General Plan EIR mitigation measures and 
City ordinance requirement for biological resources as well as project-specific mitigation measures, as 
applicable, to reduce potential impacts. Therefore, with the implementation of  mitigation measures, impacts 
to biological resources under Alternative 1 would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  
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While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts on biological resources compared to the proposed 
project due to less development, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as 
identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.4 Cultural Resources 
As discussed in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts on cultural resources with the implementation of  mitigation measures MM CUL-1 through MM 
CUL-7. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future 
development would be consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future projects’ 
potential to impact cultural resources would be determined on a site-by-site basis and would be evaluated 
during their individual approval and environmental review process in accordance with CEQA, as appropriate. 
Because a project’s potential to impact cultural resources is site dependent, and because this alternative would 
result in overall reduced development, this alternative would have a reduced potential to impact cultural 
resources as the proposed project. As with the proposed project, future development under this alternative 
would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local requirements for protecting cultural 
resources. Additionally, individual projects under this alternative would be required to incorporate and 
implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to cultural resources, which could include but 
would not be limited to the same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. Therefore, with the 
implementation of  mitigation measures, impacts to cultural resources under Alternative 1 would be less than 
significant, similar to those identified for the proposed project. 

While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts on cultural resources compared to the proposed project 
due to less development, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified 
in Table 7-4.  

7.5.5 Energy 
As discussed in Section 5.5. Energy, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related 
to energy. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. While future development 
projects would be constructed and operated in accordance with existing land use and zoning designations, 
these activities would still be regulated by the same laws, regulations, plans, and policies related to energy use 
and savings as the proposed project. Compliance with the existing energy laws, regulations, plans, and policies 
would mandate that future projects incorporate similar energy efficiency and saving designs and strategies for 
both the construction and operation phases. Therefore, future projects developed under Alternative 1 would 
result in less than significant impacts related to energy, and less impact than the proposed project given 
reduced potential for redevelopment. Impacts under this alternative would be similar to those identified for 
the proposed project. 
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Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related to energy compared to the proposed project, though it 
would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project as identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.6 Geology and Soils 
As discussed in Section 5.6, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
related to geology and soils with the implementation of  mitigation measure MM GEO-1 (related to 
paleontological resources). 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designation and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future development 
would be consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future projects’ potential to result in 
impacts related to geology and soils would be determined on a site-by-site basis and would be evaluated 
during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in accordance with CEQA, as 
applicable. Since a project’s potential to impact geology and soils is site dependent, future development under 
this alternative would have the same potential to impact geology and soils as the proposed project. However, 
given the reduced development potential for Alternative 1, there would be less ground-disturbing activities 
from less construction, and therefore a reduced potential to encounter or impact paleontological resources. 
As with the proposed project, future development under this alternative would be required to comply with all 
applicable federal, State, and local requirements related to building safety. Additionally, individual projects 
under this alternative would be required to incorporate and implement all feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts to paleontological resources, which could include but would not be limited to the same 
mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. Therefore, with the implementation of  mitigation 
measures, impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related to geology and soils compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
As discussed in Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, even with compliance with regulatory requirements and 
standard conditions of  approval, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future 
development would be consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future projects’ 
potential to generate GHG emissions would be dependent on the construction and operation characteristics 
of  individual projects. Impacts would be determined on a project-by-project basis and would be evaluated 
during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in accordance with CEQA, as 
applicable. Implementation of  projects under Alternative 1 would contribute to global climate change 
through direct emissions of  GHG from on-site area sources and vehicle trips, though to a lesser degree given 
reduced potential for future development. Impacts under this Alternative would be significant and 
unavoidable, similar to those identified for the proposed project. 
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While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related GHG emissions as compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
As discussed in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designation and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future development 
would be consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future projects’ potential to create 
hazards or use hazardous materials would be dependent on the construction and operation characteristics of  
individual projects, where impacts would be determined on a project-by-project basis and would be evaluated 
during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in accordance with CEQA, as 
applicable. Future projects implemented under Alternative 1 would be required to be evaluated on a site-by-
site basis for their impacts related to this criteria. 

Compliance with existing regulations, plans, and policies would ensure that future projects’ impacts related to 
creating a hazard or using hazardous materials are minimized to the greatest extent feasible. Furthermore, 
during the future approval/environmental review processes, future projects would be required to demonstrate 
consistency with the City’s emergency and/or evacuation plans and incorporate mitigation if  it was 
determined that the project was inconsistent. With the incorporation of  all applicable mitigation measures, 
obtaining all discretionary permits, and compliance with federal, State and local requirements, impacts related 
to hazards and hazardous materials under Alternative 1 would be less than significant. Impacts under this 
Alternative would be reduced compared to those identified for the proposed project due to reduced 
development. 

While Alternative 1 would result in similar impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials compared to 
the proposed project, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in 
Table 7-4.  

7.5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
As discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future 
development would be consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future projects’ 
potential to impact water quality and groundwater supplies or recharge, and potential to conflict with 
applicable surface- and groundwater plans would depend on the construction and operation characteristics of  
individual projects and individual project sites. Future projects’ impacts would be determined on a project-by-
project basis and would be evaluated during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in 
accordance with CEQA, as appropriate. 
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While future development under this alternative could occur anywhere within the General Plan jurisdiction, 
including undeveloped or nonurban areas, compliance with all applicable regulations, plans, and policies, 
including the California Building Code (CBC) and City Municipal Code, would reduce impacts to hydrology 
and water quality to the greatest extent feasible. In addition to regulatory compliance, standard mitigation 
measures in combination with best management practices would be adequate to further reduce future 
projects’ impacts to a less than significant level, similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, 
future projects facilitated under Alternative 1 would be required to comply with applicable CBC requirements 
to account for potential groundwater use and implement appropriate water conservation measures. Therefore, 
impacts to water quality and groundwater supplies or recharge, and conflict with applicable surface- and 
groundwater plans would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related to hydrology and water quality compared to the 
proposed project due to a reduction in development, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the 
proposed, as identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.10 Land Use and Planning 
As discussed in Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts related to land use and planning.  

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designation and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Because development would 
occur in accordance with the existing land use and zoning designations, future development projects under 
Alternative 1 would not conflict with the General Plan or other regional land use plans adopted to avoid or 
mitigate impacts on the natural or built environment. Alternative 1 would be consistent with the 2014-2021 
Housing Element; however, the 2014-2021 Housing Element would not include updated RHNA allocation 
goals established by the 6th RHNA cycle. Additionally, because Alternative 1 would not result in updates to 
the General Plan Elements, the new Environmental Justice Element under the proposed project would not be 
adopted. The new Environmental Justice Element identifies goals and policies that are aimed at avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects. Therefore, impacts related to conflict with the intent of  regional plans or 
precluding the attainment of  regional plans’ primary goals would be increased compared to the proposed 
project. 

Alternative 1 would result in an increased impact related to land use and planning compared to the proposed 
project. This alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4. 

7.5.11 Noise 
As discussed in Section 5.11, Noise, even with the implementation of  mitigation measures MM NOI-1 
through MM NOI-8, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
noise. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Although future 
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development would be consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations, future projects’ 
potential to generate excessive noise and vibration levels during construction and operation would be 
dependent on the construction and operation characteristics of  individual projects and individual project 
sites. Noise and vibration impacts would be determined on a project-by-project basis and would be evaluated 
during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in accordance with CEQA, as 
applicable. If  development projects can demonstrate compliance with the City’s established noise and 
vibration thresholds, with or without mitigation measures incorporated, then impacts related to noise and 
vibration would be considered less than significant. However, since the timing, intensity, surrounding uses, 
and design of  future development permitted under Alternative 1 is unknown at this time, it would be 
speculative to assume that all future projects under Alternative 1 would be able to reduce their noise and 
vibration levels below established thresholds during construction and operation, even with mitigation 
measures incorporated. Therefore, noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable under 
Alternative 1, similar to the proposed project. 

While Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related to noise compared to the proposed project due to 
a reduction in development, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as 
identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.12 Population and Housing 
As discussed in Section 5.12, Population and Housing, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts related to population and housing. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and in accordance with the current 
General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Because development would occur 
in accordance with the existing land use and zoning designations, development under Alternative 1 would not 
generate new unplanned population growth or increased non-residential development outside of  what was 
projected in the City’s General Plan. Higher residential densities would not occur under this alternative. 
Although this alternative would help the City meet its RHNA allocation of  17,453 units, this alternative 
would not accurately reflect the growth projections for the City identified in the 2021-2029 Housing Element 
and would not introduce the new land use designations (Mixed-Use Corridor, Mixed-Use Industrial, and 
Institutional Low/High) under the proposed project, which would result in increased residential density. 
Moreover, this alternative would not provide a 12,831-unit buffer to ensure the City meets its RHNA 
allocation. Additionally, under this alternative, the candidate sites identified in the 2021-2029 Housing 
Element would not be developed; therefore, residential units would not be placed in proximity to high-key 
resources. If  residential development is not provided in step with population growth under this alternative, 
housing shortages could occur, which in turn could dissuade new residents from moving to the City or could 
cause some existing residents to move away. Therefore, while this alternative would not result in the same rate 
of  growth as the proposed project, it also would not develop new residential units at the same rate as the 
proposed project. Impacts associated with population and housing would be less than significant, similar to 
the proposed project. 
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Alternative 1 would result in similar impacts related to population and housing compared to the proposed 
project. However, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project identified in 
Table 7-4. 

7.5.13 Public Services 
As discussed in Section 5.13, Public Services, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
related to public services. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Higher residential densities would not 
occur under this alternative, all residential development would continue as planned, and population growth in 
the City would continue as projected by the General Plan. Similar to the proposed project, all future 
development under Alternative 1 would be required to pay all applicable development fees and taxes to 
support funding of  public services in time as development occurs. Additionally, all future development would 
be required to demonstrate consistency with the policies and processes related to public services contained in 
the City’s General Plan and other applicable regional planning documents. Therefore, impacts to public 
services would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  

Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts related to public services compared to the proposed project due 
to a reduction in development. However, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed 
project, as identified in Table 7-4. 

7.5.14 Recreation 
As discussed in Section 5.14, Recreation, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts on 
recreational facilities. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Higher residential densities 
would not occur, and all residential development would continue to occur as planned, where population 
growth in the City would continue as planned by the General Plan. Under this alternative, future development 
projects would be required to undergo project-specific analysis under CEQA and would be required to either 
provide a dedication of  adequate parkland or pay in-lieu park and recreation facilities fees in accordance with 
the City’s Municipal Code and the Quimby Act. At the project-level, dedication of  adequate parkland or 
payment of  in-lieu fees would be sufficient in reducing project impacts to recreational facilities to a less than 
significant level. Therefore impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  

Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts on recreational facilities compared to the proposed project due 
to a reduction in development. However, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed 
project identified in Table 7-4. 
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7.5.15 Transportation 
As discussed in Section 5.15, Transportation, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
related to transportation. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and in accordance with the current 
General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Higher residential densities would 
not occur under Alternative 1, all the residential and commercial development would continue as currently 
planned, and population growth would continue as projected by the General Plan. Although future 
development facilitated under this alternative would be consistent with the existing land use designations and 
zoning, future projects’ potential to impact transportation would depend on the construction and operation 
characteristics of  individual projects. Transportation impacts, specifically VMT, would be determined on a 
project-by-project basis and would be evaluated during their individual approval and/or environmental review 
process in accordance with CEQA, as applicable. Future development would be required to comply with all 
federal, State, and local requirements related to transportation. 

Since development under Alternative 1 would be governed by the existing General Plan, future projects 
would be subject to all applicable City requirements and General Plan EIR mitigation measures identified for 
transportation, as well as project-specific mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts, as appropriate. 
Even with incorporation of  all applicable mitigation measures and compliance with federal, State, and local 
requirements, it is speculative at this time to assume that all future projects would be able to reduce their 
impacts to transportation to a less than significant level under Alternative 1. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
assume that impacts related to transportation under Alternative 1 would be significant and unavoidable, 
greater than the proposed project. Furthermore, Alternative 1 would not provide additional policies and 
standards to help develop the project site as a whole as a way to reduce conflicting transportation decisions 
and VMT while also increasing walkability and usage of  alternative transportation. 

Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts related to transportation compared to the proposed project. 
Additionally, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4.  

7.5.16 Tribal Cultural Resources 
As discussed in Section 5.16, Tribal Cultural Resources, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts on tribal cultural resources with the implementation of  mitigation measures MM CUL-5 through 
MM CUL-7. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Even though future 
development would be consistent with the existing land use designations and zoning designations, future 
projects’ potential to impact tribal cultural resources would be determined on a site-by-site basis and would be 
evaluated during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in accordance with CEQA, as 
applicable. Since a project’s potential to impact tribal cultural resources is site dependent, future development 
under this alternative would have the same potential to impact tribal cultural resources as the proposed 
project. Future development under this alternative would also be required to comply with all federal, State, 
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and local requirements for protecting tribal cultural resources, including conducting tribal consultation in 
accordance with AB 52, as necessary, prior to approving a project. Similar to the proposed project, individual 
projects under Alternative 1 would also be required to incorporate and implement all feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources, which could include but would not be limited to the 
same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. Therefore, with mitigation measures 
incorporated, Alternative 1 would result in less than significant impacts to tribal cultural resources. Impacts 
under this Alternative would be similar to those identified for the proposed project.  

Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts on tribal cultural resources compared to the proposed project 
due to a reduction in development. However, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed 
project, as identified in Table 7-4. 

7.5.17 Utilities and Service Systems 
As discussed in Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to utilities and service systems. 

Under Alternative 1, development would be in accordance with the existing zoning and land use designations 
and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Development under Alternative 1 would not induce population growth 
beyond SCAG’s projections as development would be guided by the existing General Plan. Therefore, 
development would continue as planned under the existing General Plan and demand on utilities would 
incrementally increase in proportion to SCAG’s population growth projections, which would ensure that 
utility providers would be able to continue to serve the City. Therefore, impacts on utilities and service 
systems would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 

Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts on utilities and service systems compared to the proposed 
project due to a reduction in development. However, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the 
proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4. 

7.5.18 Wildfire 
As discussed in Section 5.18, Wildfire, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
related to wildfire. 

Under Alternative 1, development would occur throughout the City and would be in accordance with the 
current General Plan and zoning designations and 2014-2021 Housing Element. Development under this 
alternative would continue as in existing conditions and could be implemented in an urban setting, as allowed 
under the existing General Plan. Although future development would be consistent with the existing land use 
and zoning designations, future projects’ potential for wildfire would be determined on a site-by-site basis and 
would be evaluated during their individual approval and or/environmental review process in accordance with 
CEQA, as applicable. Future development under this alternative would also be required to comply with all 
applicable federal, State, and local requirements relevant to wildfires, which would help to reduce impacts. As 
with the proposed project, development under this alternative would not result in development in wildland-
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urban interfaces or within Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant, similar to the proposed project.  

Alternative 1 would result in similar impacts related to public services compared to the proposed project. 
However, this alternative would not meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in Table 7-4. 

7.5.19 Conclusion 
Implementation of  Alternative 1 would result in less than or similar impacts for the majority of  the issue 
areas, as identified for the proposed project, with the exception of  Land Use and Planning. Alternative 1 
would result in increased impacts related to land use and planning because the General Plan Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would not be updated to ensure consistency with the 2021-2029 Housing Element. 
Also, the new Environmental Justice Element would not be adopted, which includes goal and polices aimed 
at avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. Since the timing, intensity, and location of  future 
development permitted under Alternative 1 is unknown at this time, it is speculative to assume that all future 
projects would be able to reduce the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to a less than 
significant level under Alternative 1; thus, the potential impacts remain significant and unavoidable. 

7.6 HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION ONLY ALTERNATIVE 
The Housing Element Implementation Only Alternative (Alternative 2) would modify the proposed project 
to implement the 2021-2029 Housing Element only, which includes land use and zoning changes to the 
candidate sites and adjacent sites identified in the 2021-2029 Housing Element and eliminates the 
implementation of  the C3 Plan component of  the proposed project. However, it should be noted that the 
Housing Element identifies candidate sites in the C3 Plan area; these sites would continue to be rezoned as 
part of  the 2021-2029 Housing Element under this alternative. The remaining C3 Plan sites not identified as 
candidate sites would not be rezoned under this alternative. Refer to Table 3-4, Proposed Project Development, of  
Chapter 3 of  this Draft PEIR for a data related to net development increase due to the proposed project. 

As shown in Table 7-5, Existing Conditions and Alternative 2 Buildout Projections (2045), this alternative would 
result in 135,328 housing units (net increase of  29,639 units), 391,070 residents (net increase of  45,071 
residents), and 231,943 employees (net increase of  18,750 employees), compared to existing conditions, all 
within the highly developed downtown area. 

Table 7-5 Existing Conditions and Alternative 2 Buildout Projections (2045) 

 Existing Conditions Alternative 2 
Change 

(percent) 
Housing Units 105,689 135,328 29,639 (28%) 
Population 345,999 391,070 45,071 (13%) 
Jobs 213,193 231,943 18,750 (9%) 
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As shown in Table 7-6, Alternative 2 Buildout and Proposed Project Buildout Conditions Comparison (2045), 
Alternative 2 would result in 19,473 fewer housing units (13 percent), 40,280 fewer residents (9 percent), and 
42,270 fewer employees (15 percent) when compared to the proposed project. 

Table 7-6 Proposed Project and Alternative 2 Buildout Projections (2045) 

 Proposed Project Alternative 2 
Change 

(percent) 
Housing Units 154,801 135,328 -19,473 (-13%) 
Population 431,350 391,070 -40,280 (-9%) 
Jobs 274,213 231,943 -42,270 (-15%) 

 

Table 7-7, Alternative 2 Consistency with the Proposed Project’s Objectives, identifies the ability of  Alternative 2 to 
meet the proposed project’s objectives. 

Table 7-7 Alternative 2 Consistency with the Proposed Project’s Objectives 
Proposed Project Objectives Alternative 1 Consistency 

Objective 1: Provide for a wide range of housing opportunities in 
close proximity to existing and future employment centers and 
transportation facilities, consistent with the need identified in the City's 
2021-2029 Housing Element and local and regional jobs/housing 
balance policies. Provide the recommended surplus between 15 and 
30 percent above the Regional Housing Needs Assessment housing 
unit allocation. 

Met. Alternative 2 would implement the 2021-2029 Housing Element; 
therefore, Alternative 2 would provide a wide range of housing 
opportunities and provide the recommended RHNA allocation surplus 
between 15 and 30 percent. 

Objective 2: Supporting intensification of the historic downtown 
Anaheim (Center City Corridors or C3) through the C3 
Implementation Plan (C3 Plan), which identifies new and amended 
land use designations and zoning classifications. 

Not Met. Alternative 2 would not rezone properties within the C3 Plan 
area not identified as candidate site under the 2021-2029 Housing 
Element. Alternative 2 would not support the intensification of the 
historic downtown Anaheim through the implementation of the C3 
Plan. 

Objective 3: Provide a focused update to the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning Code to deal more effectively with State law housing and 
other requirements facing the City of Anaheim. 

Partially Met. Alternative 2 would implement the focused update to 
the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code; however, Alternative 2 
would not implement the C3 Plan. However, there are candidate sites 
in the C3 Plan area that are identified as candidate sites under the 
2021-2029 Housing Element; these sites would be rezoned under this 
alternative. The remaining C3 Plan site would not be rezoned 
resulting in reduced residential development. Alternative 2 would not 
help to deal more effectively with State law housing and other 
requirements facing the City of Anaheim because Alternative 2 would 
not result in the creation of the new Mixed-Use land use designations 
and associated development standards. 

Objective 4: Establish clear design standards to be employed in 
future development of multifamily and mixed-use projects citywide. 

Partially Met. Alternative 2 would establish clear design standards to 
be employed in future development of multifamily and mixed use 
projects citywide. However, Alternative 2 would result in reduced 
Mixed-Use development in the City. 

Objective 5: Facilitate future use of the statutory infill housing 
exemption and other streamlining provisions allowed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by providing updated 
community-level environmental review. 

Met. Alternative 2 would facilitate the use of the statutory infill housing 
exemption and other streamlining provisions throughout the City. 

 

I 
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7.6.1 Aesthetics 
As discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, implementation of  the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to aesthetics. 

Future development under Alternative 2 would be guided by a modified version of  the proposed project, 
which would result in an overall reduction in potential future redevelopment. Implementation of  
Alternative 2 would include land use and zoning changes to facilitate future development of  only the RHNA-
allocated units identified in the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element, excluding parcels within the highly 
developed C3 Plan area that were not identified as candidate sites. Future development of  the RHNA-
allocated units and mixed-use development would be implemented in accordance with modified project goals, 
policies, and implementation strategies; the 2021-2029 Housing Element; the proposed design guidelines; and 
other land use designation regulations governing visual character and scenic quality, similar to the proposed 
project. Additionally, similar to the proposed project, future development impacts related to scenic vistas and 
views from regional riding, hiking, or multiuse trails would be less than significant, and there would be no 
impacts to scenic resources along a State scenic highway. Alternative 2 would result in the introduction of  
new sources of  light, glare, and shade/shadow that would be incrementally reduced due to the elimination of  
dwelling units. The reduction in units and mixed use development would result in a decrease in potential 
impacts compared to the proposed project. However, any future development under this alternative would be 
developed in accordance with the goals and policies of  the alternative version of  the proposed project. 
Because Alternative 2 would have a reduced potential for future development compared to the proposed 
project, particularly in the downtown area, impacts related to aesthetics under Alternative 2 would be less 
than significant like the proposed project. 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts related to aesthetics compared to the proposed project. 
However, this alternative would not fully meet the objectives of  the proposed project, as identified in 
Table 7-7. 

7.6.2 Air Quality 
As discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to air quality. 

Future development under Alternative 2 would be guided by a modified version of  the proposed project, 
which would result in an overall reduction in potential future redevelopment. Implementation of  
Alternative 2 would include land use and zoning changes to facilitate future development of  only the RHNA-
allocated units identified in the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element, excluding parcels in the highly developed 
C3 Plan area that were not identified as candidate sites. Future development at a reduced amount compared 
to the proposed project would be proposed and evaluated for environmental impacts on a project-by-project 
basis during the project entitlement process. During individual environmental review process in accordance 
with CEQA, as appropriate, potential air quality impacts would be identified and compared against relevant 
thresholds to determine significance. As with the proposed project, future projects would also demonstrate 
consistency with the applicable air quality plans, policies, and regulations because those projects would result 
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in growth already accounted for in SCAG’s regional growth projections for the City. Therefore, impacts 
related to conflicts with applicable air quality plans, policies, and regulations would be similar to the proposed 
project. 

Regarding the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, development facilitated under 
Alternative 2 would also have the potential to result in similar impacts; however these impacts would be 
reduced due to reduced development. As with the proposed project, beyond compliance with regulatory 
requirements and standard conditions of  approval, there are no feasible mitigation measures available to 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Alternative 2 would result in a 13 percent reduction in residential 
units and 15 percent reduction in employees; therefore, the corresponding construction and operational 
emissions would also be reduced. As with the proposed project, future development would be subject to any 
applicable discretionary permits on a case-by-case basis, and all would be required to comply with all federal, 
State, and local requirements relevant to air quality. Because Alternative 2 would result in a 13 percent 
reduction in residential units and 15 percent reduction in employees, it is anticipated that a result in a 
proportionate reduction in emissions would occur. Therefore, impacts to air quality would be less than the 
proposed project; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced impacts related to air quality compared to the proposed project due to a 
reduction in development. However, this alternative would not fully meet the objectives of  the proposed 
project, as identified in Table 7-7. 

7.6.3 Biological Resources 
As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts to biological resources with the implementation of  mitigation measures MM BIO-1 through MM 
BIO-6. 

Future development under Alternative 2 would be guided by a modified version of  the proposed project, 
which would result in an overall reduction in potential future redevelopment. Implementation of  
Alternative 2 would include land use and zoning changes to facilitate future development of  only the RHNA-
allocated units identified in the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element, excluding parcels in the highly developed 
C3 Plan area that were not identified as candidate sites. Alternative 2 would result in less development 
compared to the proposed project; however, the reduction would be in the downtown area, which has limited 
to no biological resources. As with the proposed project, the potential impacts of  future projects on 
biological resources under Alternative 2 would be determined on a site-by-site basis and would be evaluated 
during their individual approval and/or environmental review process in accordance with CEQA. Future 
development would be subject to applicable discretionary permits as appropriate and required to comply with 
all applicable federal, State, and local requirements for protecting biological resources. As with the proposed 
project, all applicable Draft PEIR mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts on biological 
resources. Therefore, impacts related to biological resources would be similar to the proposed project. 
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