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TABLE	4.3‐1	
JURISDICTIONAL	RESOURCES	IN	THE	PROJECT	SITE	

Feature	

USACE	WOTUS	
(approximate	

acres)	

RWQCB	
Waters	of	the	

State	
(approximate	

acres)	

CDFW	
Jurisdictional	

Resources	
(approximate	

acres)	

Drainage 1 0.000 0.645 3.487 

Drainage 2 0.000 0.015 0.017 

Drainage 3 0.000 0.111 0.301 

Drainage 4 0.000 0.008 0.037 

Drainage 5 0.000 0.174 0.360 

Drainage 6 0.000 0.057 0.238 

Drainage 7 0.000 0.152 0.197 

Drainage 8 0.000 0.019 0.051 

Drainage 9 0.000 0.060 0.164 

Total 0.000 1.241 4.852 
USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; WOTUS: waters of the United States; 
RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board; CDFW: California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. 

 
Special	Status	Biological	Resources	

Special status biological resources include plant and wildlife species that have been afforded 
special status and/or recognition by federal and State resource agencies, as well as private 
conservation organizations.  

Special	Status	Plants	

As discussed in more detail in the Biological Technical Report, focused surveys were 
conducted in spring/summer 2023 for all special status plant species with potential to occur 
in the Project Site based on the presence of suitable habitat. See Table 6 of the Biological 
Technical Report for more information related to this. Two special status plant species, 
intermediate mariposa-lily (Calochortus	weedii	var.	 intermedius), and Southern California 
black walnut (Juglans	californica) were observed during the 2023 focused surveys. 

Intermediate Mariposa-lily 

Intermediate mariposa-lily has a CRPR of	1B.2. It is a Conditionally Covered species6 in the 
Central–Coastal NCCP/HCP (i.e., impacts to populations less than 20 individuals are fully 
authorized). It typically blooms between May and July. This perennial bulbiferous herb 
occurs on dry, rocky, open slopes in chaparral and coastal sage scrub at elevations between 
sea level and approximately 2,231 feet above mean sea level. It is sometimes locally common 
following fire. This species is known from the South Coast and northern Peninsular Ranges. 

 
6  The NCCP/HCP refers to this species by its former common name – foothill mariposa lily. 
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Seven individual intermediate mariposa-lilies were observed in a single population in the 
2023 focused survey area. The population occurs on an east – west running ridgeline in 
ruderal vegetation at the edge of sagebrush – black sage scrub. The species associated with 
the intermediate mariposa-lilies observed in the Project Site include grayish shortpod 
mustard (Hirschfeldia	 incana), oat, deerweed (Acmispon	 glaber), fascicled tarplant 
(Deinandra	fasciculata), Lindley’s silverpuffs (Uropappus	lindleyi), and California sagebrush.  

Southern California Black Walnut 

Southern California black walnut has a CRPR of 4.2. It is not a Covered species in the Central 
Coastal NCCP/HCP. It is a tree that is observable year-round. This species is the dominant 
species in walnut woodlands, which are naturally limited in distribution. It can also occur in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and riparian woodland from 165 to 2,955 
feet above mean sea level. Walnut woodlands are threatened by urbanization, grazing, non-
native plants, and possibly by lack of natural reproduction. Southern California black walnut 
is also threatened by hybridization with horticultural varieties of walnut. One individual tree 
was observed in the 2023 focused survey area. The tree occurs in the drainage on the 
western edge of the Project Site. 

Special	Status	Wildlife	

As shown in Table 4.3-2, 41 wildlife species have potential to occur in the Project Site based 
on the presence of suitable habitat and the results of focused surveys. See Section 3.4.5 of the 
Biological Technical Report for more information related to this topic.  
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TABLE	4.3‐2	
SPECIAL	STATUS	WILDLIFE	SPECIES	REPORTED	FROM	THE	PROJECT	VICINITY	

Species	 Common	Name	
Federal	
Status	 State	Status	

NCCP/HCP	
Covered	
Species	 Habitat*	 Potential	to	Occur	

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta sandiegonensis San Diego fairy shrimp FE — Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits vernal pools and ephemeral depressions. Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Streptocephalus woottoni Riverside fairy shrimp FE — 
Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits vernal pools and ephemeral depressions. Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Danaus plexippus monarch butterfly 
Candidate 
(overwinteri
ng) 

— No 

Overwintering sites consist of forested areas that 
provide protection from the elements and moderate 
temperatures, as well as nectar and clean water 
sources located nearby. Overwintering sites are 
within 1.5 miles of the Pacific Ocean at elevations of 
200–300 feet above msl. Reproduction is dependent 
on the presence of milkweed (Asclepias sp.). 

Not expected for overwintering because the Project 
Site is too far inland and is outside the known 
elevational range for overwintering. 

Euphydryas editha quino quino checkerspot butterfly FE — Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits openings in chaparral and sage scrub and 
grasslands; erect plantain is one of the specific host 
plants where females lay eggs. 

Not expected to occur; outside of known range for this 
species.  

Bombus crotchii Crotch’s bumble bee — CE No 
Inhabits areas with appropriate food sources (e.g., 
Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, Dendromecon, 
Eschscholzia, and Eriogonum [CDFW 2023a]). 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Fish 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 10 steelhead – southern California Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) 

FE SE No Inhabits streams; can tolerate warmer water and 
more variable conditions. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 8 Santa Ana speckled dace — SSC No 
Inhabits permanently flowing streams, usually in 
shallow cobble and gravel riffles. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Catostomus santaanae Santa Ana sucker FT — No Inhabits coastal streams; prefer sand-rubble-boulder 
bottoms; cool, clear water; and algae. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Amphibians 

Taricha torosa Coast Range newt — SSC No 
Breeds in ponds, reservoirs, and slow-moving 
streams and lives in terrestrial habitats. 

May occur for foraging; suitable terrestrial habitat but 
no suitable breeding habitat. 

Spea hammondii western spadefoot — SSC Covered Breeds in vernal pools in grassland habitats, but also 
hardwood woodlands. 

May occur for foraging; suitable terrestrial habitat but 
no suitable breeding habitat. 

Anaxyrus californicus arroyo toad FE SSC 
Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits rivers with sandy banks, washes, and 
intermittent streams. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat 

Reptiles 

Emys marmorata western pond turtle FPT SSC No 
Inhabits marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation 
ditches, usually with aquatic vegetation and basking 
sites and suitable upland habitat. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Phrynosoma blainvillii coast horned lizard — SSC Covered 
Inhabits a wide variety of habitats with open areas for 
sunning, bushes for cover, and patches of loose soil for 
burial. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Aspidoscelis hyperythra orange-throated whiptail — WL Covered 
Inhabits coastal scrub, chaparral, and hardwood 
woodlands; prefers washes and other sandy areas 
with patches of brush and rocks. 

Expected to occur; observed during previous surveys 
(BonTerra Consulting 2005); suitable habitat. 
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TABLE	4.3‐2	
SPECIAL	STATUS	WILDLIFE	SPECIES	REPORTED	FROM	THE	PROJECT	VICINITY	

Species	 Common	Name	
Federal	
Status	 State	Status	

NCCP/HCP	
Covered	
Species	 Habitat*	 Potential	to	Occur	

Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri coastal whiptail — SSC Covered 
Inhabits deserts and semi-arid areas with sparse 
vegetation and open areas, woodland, and riparian 
areas. 

Expected to occur; suitable habitat. 

Anniella stebbinsi southern California legless lizard — SSC No Inhabits a variety of habitats, generally in moist, loose 
soil. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Arizona elegans occidentalis California glossy snake — SSC No 
Inhabits a range of scrub and grassland habitats, often 
with loose or sandy soils. May occur; suitable habitat. 

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea coast patch-nosed snake — SSC No 
Inhabits brushy or shrubby vegetation with small 
mammal burrows for refuge and overwintering sites. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Thamnophis hammondii two-striped gartersnake — SSC No 
Found in or near permanent fresh water, often along 
streams with rocky beds and riparian growth. Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Crotalus ruber red-diamond rattlesnake — SSC Covered 
Inhabits rocky areas with dense vegetation in 
chaparral, woodland, grassland, and deserts. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Birds 

Accipiter cooperii Cooper’s hawk — WL (nesting) No 
Forages in woodland. Nests in riparian growths of 
deciduous trees, such as canyon bottoms on river 
floodplains and in live oaks (Quercus	spp.). 

Observed during 2023 surveys; observed during 
previous surveys (BonTerra Consulting 2005); suitable 
foraging and nesting habitat. 

Accipiter striatus sharp-shinned hawk — WL (nesting) Covered 
Winters in woodlands, forests, forest edges, and 
suburban areas. Breeds in dense forests with closed 
canopy cover; does not breed in southern California. . 

May occur for foraging in winter; not expected to occur 
for nesting; observed during previous surveys 
(BonTerra Consulting 2005); suitable foraging habitat; 
nests outside the Project region. 

Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle — 
WL, FP 
(nesting & 
wintering) 

Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits a variety of open habitats (e.g., desert, 
grassland, shrubland, chaparral, forests); avoids 
developed areas; nests on cliffs and steep 
escarpments. 

May occur for foraging; not expected to occur for 
nesting; suitable foraging habitat; no suitable nesting 
habitat. 

Buteo regalis ferruginous hawk — WL 
(wintering) 

No 

Inhabits open grasslands, sagebrush flats, desert 
scrub, low foothills, and fringes of pinyon-juniper 
woodland; nests on cliffs, rocky outcrops, and tree 
groves 

Limited potential to occur for foraging in winter; 
marginally suitable foraging habitat (winter); does not 
nest in the Project region. 

Circus hudsonius northern harrier — SSC (nesting) Covered 

Wetlands and grasslands with low, thick vegetation. 
Nests in freshwater and brackish marshes, meadows, 
tundra, prairies, and marshlands. Winters in 
grasslands, pasturelands, croplands, estuaries, 
floodplains, and marshes,  

May occur for foraging; not expected to occur for 
nesting; observed during previous surveys (BonTerra 
Consulting 2005); suitable foraging habitat; limited 
marginally suitable nesting habitat. 

Elanus leucurus white-tailed kite — FP (nesting) No 
Inhabits open grasslands, meadows, or marshes close 
to isolated, dense-topped trees for nesting and 
perching. 

May occur; observed during previous surveys 
(BonTerra Consulting 2005); suitable foraging and 
nesting habitat. 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle Delisted 
SE, FP 
(nesting & 
wintering) 

No 
Nests in large, old-growth trees with open branches 
near water. Forages along ocean shore, lake margins, 
and rivers. 

May occur as a flyover; limited potential to occur for 
foraging; not expected to occur for nesting; marginal 
suitable foraging habitat; no suitable nesting habitat. 

Falco columbarius merlin — 
WL 
(wintering) 

No 

Open and semi-open areas such as grasslands, open 
forests, and coastal areas. Nests in conifers or 
deciduous trees in semi-open areas. Does not nest in 
southern California. 

May occur for foraging in winter; not expected to occur 
for nesting; observed during previous surveys 
(BonTerra Consulting 2005); suitable foraging habitat; 
nests outside the Project region. 
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TABLE	4.3‐2	
SPECIAL	STATUS	WILDLIFE	SPECIES	REPORTED	FROM	THE	PROJECT	VICINITY	

Species	 Common	Name	
Federal	
Status	 State	Status	

NCCP/HCP	
Covered	
Species	 Habitat*	 Potential	to	Occur	

Falco mexicanus prairie falcon — WL (nesting) 
Conditionally 
Covered 

Variety of open habitats (desert, grassland, 
shrubland, agriculture, streams) especially near bluffs 
and cliffs that are used for nesting. 

May occur; limited potential to occur for nesting; 
suitable foraging habitat; limited suitable nesting 
habitat. 

Falco peregrinus anatum American peregrine falcon Delisted 
Delisted, FP 
(nesting) 

Covered 
Nests in a scrape, depression, or ledge in an open site 
on cliffs, banks, dunes, and mounds near wetlands, 
lakes, rivers, or other water. 

Limited potential to occur for foraging and nesting; 
marginal suitable foraging and nesting habitat. 

Coturnicops noveboracensis yellow rail — SSC No Inhabits freshwater marshlands. Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus California black rail — ST, FP No 
Inhabits freshwater marshes, wet meadows, and 
shallow margins of saltwater marshes bordering 
larger bays. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Sternula antillarum browni California least tern 
FE (nesting 
colony) 

SE, FP 
(nesting 
colony) 

No 
Colonial breeder on bare or sparsely vegetated, flat 
substrates such as sand beaches, alkali flats, landfills, 
or paved areas along the coast. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis western yellow-billed cuckoo FT (nesting) SE (nesting) No 

Nests in extensive riparian forests along broad, lower 
flood-bottoms of larger river systems with willows 
(Salix	spp.), often mixed with cottonwoods (Populus	
spp.), with understory of blackberry (Rubus	 sp.), 
nettles (Urtica	sp.), or wild grape. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Asio otus long-eared owl — SSC (nesting) No 
Inhabits riparian bottomlands with tall willows and 
cottonwoods, also belts of live oak along stream 
courses. 

Limited potential to occur for foraging and nesting; 
marginal suitable foraging and nesting habitat. 

Athene cunicularia burrowing owl — 
SSC (burrow 
sites) No 

Inhabits open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, 
deserts, and scrublands with low-growing vegetation; 
uses California ground squirrel burrows and similar 
openings for breeding. 

Limited potential to occur; marginally suitable foraging 
and nesting habitat. 

Empidonax traillii extimus southwestern willow flycatcher FE (nesting) SE (nesting) 
Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits riparian habitat along rivers, stream, and 
other wetlands with dense growths of willows, mule 
fat, etc., often with a scattered overstory of 
cottonwood. 

Not expected to occur; not observed during 2023 
focused surveys; not observed during previous focused 
surveys (BonTerra Consulting 2005); limited amount 
of suitable habitat. 

Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike — SSC No Inhabits grasslands and other dry, open habitats. May occur; suitable habitat. 

Vireo bellii pusillus least Bell’s vireo FE (nesting) SE (nesting) Conditionally 
Covered 

Inhabits riparian forest, riparian scrub, and riparian 
woodland, usually nesting in willows, mule fat, or 
mesquite. 

Not expected to occur; not observed during 2023 
focused surveys; not observed during previous focused 
surveys (BonTerra Consulting 2005); limited amount 
of suitable habitat. 

Eremophila alpestris actia California horned lark — WL No 
Inhabits short-grass prairie, “bald” hills, mountain 
meadows, open coastal plains, fallow agricultural 
fields, and alkali flats. 

Limited potential to occur; marginally suitable habitat. 

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus 
sandiegensis 

coastal cactus wren — SSC Covered Inhabits coastal sage scrub with tall prickly-pear 
cactus for nesting and roosting. 

Not expected to occur; not observed during 2023 
focused surveys; incidentally observed during 
previous surveys (BonTerra Consulting 2005); limited 
marginally suitable habitat. 

Polioptila californica californica coastal California gnatcatcher FT SSC Covered 
Inhabits coastal sage scrub in arid washes, on mesas, 
and slopes. 

Observed during 2023 focused surveys;	 observed 
during previous surveys (BonTerra Consulting 2005); 
suitable habitat. 
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TABLE	4.3‐2	
SPECIAL	STATUS	WILDLIFE	SPECIES	REPORTED	FROM	THE	PROJECT	VICINITY	

Species	 Common	Name	
Federal	
Status	 State	Status	

NCCP/HCP	
Covered	
Species	 Habitat*	 Potential	to	Occur	

Aimophila ruficeps canescens 
southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow 

— WL Covered 
Inhabits coastal sage scrub and sparse mixed 
chaparral, frequently on relative steep, rocky hillsides 
with grass and forb patches. 

May occur; observed during previous surveys 
(BonTerra Consulting 2005); suitable habitat. 

Ammodramus savannarum grasshopper sparrow — SSC (nesting) No 
Inhabits dense grasslands on rolling hills, lowland 
plains, and valleys and on hillsides on lower mountain 
slopes. 

Limited potential to occur; marginally suitable habitat. 

Artemisiospiza belli belli Bell’s sparrow — WL No 
Sage scrub, chaparral (open cover), and other open 
scrubby habitats; also occurs in desert scrub. 

May occur; potentially suitable habitat. 

Icteria virens yellow-breasted chat — SSC (nesting) No 

Inhabits riparian thickets of willow and other brushy 
tangles near watercourses; nests in low, dense 
riparian vegetation consisting of willows, blackberry, 
and wild grape. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Agelaius tricolor tricolored blackbird — 
ST, SSC 
(nesting 
colony) 

No Inhabits freshwater marsh, swamps, and wetlands 
with open water and protected nesting substrate. 

Not expected to occur; no suitable habitat. 

Setophaga petechia yellow warbler — SSC (nesting) No 

Inhabits riparian forest, riparian scrub, and riparian 
woodland, foraging and nesting in willow shrubs and 
thickets, cottonwoods, sycamores (Platanus	sp.), ash 
(Fraxinus sp.), and alders (Alnus sp.). 

May occur; observed during previous surveys 
(BonTerra Consulting); suitable habitat. 

Mammals 

Choeronycteris mexicana Mexican long-tongued bat — SSC No 

Inhabits riparian scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland, and Sonoran thorn woodland; forages on 
night-blooming succulents; roosts in caves and in and 
around buildings. 

Not expected to occur for foraging or roosting; no 
suitable foraging or roosting habitat; outside of current 
known range. 

Antrozous pallidus pallid bat — SSC No 
Inhabits deserts, grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, 
and forest, most commonly in open, dry habitats with 
rocky areas for roosting. 

May occur for foraging and roosting; suitable foraging 
and roosting habitat. 

Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend’s big-eared bat — SSC No 
Variety of habitats throughout the State except alpine 
and subalpine; mesic sites; forages along habitat 
edges; roosts in mines, caves, and buildings. 

May occur for foraging; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; no suitable roosting 
habitat. 

Nyctinomops femorosaccus pocketed free-tailed bat — SSC No 

Inhabits pinyon-juniper woodlands, desert scrub, 
desert succulent shrub, desert riparian, desert wash, 

alkali desert scrub, Joshua tree, and palm oasis. 
Roosts in crevices of cliffs and rocky outcroppings. 

May occur for foraging; limited potential to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; limited amount of 
suitable roosting habitat. 

Nyctinomops macrotis big free-tailed bat — SSC No 
Rugged and rocky terrain; roosts in buildings, caves, 
rock crevices in cliffs, and rocky outcroppings.  

May occur for foraging; limited potential to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; limited marginally 
suitable roosting habitat. 

Lasiurus frantzii western red bat — SSC No 
Riparian habitat near water. Roosts exclusively in 
trees, particularly sycamore, cottonwood, ash, and 

elderberry (Sambucus	sp.). 

May occur for foraging and roosting; suitable foraging 
and roosting habitat. 

Lasiurus xanthinus western yellow bat — SSC No 

Inhabits valley foothill riparian, desert riparian, 
desert wash, and palm oasis habitats. Roosts in trees, 
particularly palms. Forages over water and among 
trees. 

May occur for foraging and roosting; suitable foraging 
and roosting habitat.  
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TABLE	4.3‐2	
SPECIAL	STATUS	WILDLIFE	SPECIES	REPORTED	FROM	THE	PROJECT	VICINITY	

Species	 Common	Name	
Federal	
Status	 State	Status	

NCCP/HCP	
Covered	
Species	 Habitat*	 Potential	to	Occur	

Eumops perotis californicus western mastiff bat — SSC No 

Inhabits many open, semi-arid to arid habitats 
including conifer and deciduous woodlands, coastal 
scrub, grasslands, and chaparral. Roosts in crevices in 
cliff faces, high buildings, trees, and tunnels. 

May occur for foraging and roosting; suitable foraging 
and roosting habitat. 

Chaetodipus fallax fallax northwestern San Diego pocket mouse — SSC No 
Inhabits coastal scrub, chaparral, grasslands, and 
sagebrush, usually in association with rocks or coarse 
gravel. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Neotoma bryanti [lepida] intermedia Bryant’s [San Diego desert] woodrat — SSC Covered Inhabits coastal scrub with moderate to dense 
canopies, rock outcrops, rocky cliffs, and slopes. 

May occur; suitable habitat. 

Onychomys torridus ramona southern grasshopper mouse — SSC No 
Inhabits desert areas, especially scrub habitats with 
friable soils for digging with low to moderate shrub 
cover. 

Not expected to occur; no recent records in Orange 
County. 

Taxidea taxus American badger — SSC No 
Dry, open stages of shrub, forest, and herbaceous 
habitats with friable soils. May occur; suitable habitat. 

Puma concolor 
mountain lion–Southern California/Central 
Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) — CE No 

Inhabits various habitats within foothill and 
mountain areas typically where deer can be found.  May occur; suitable habitat. 

NCCP/HCP: Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan; msl: mean sea level 
 
LEGEND:	
Federal	(USFWS)		  State	(CDFW)	
FE Endangered  SE Endangered 
FT Threatened   ST Threatened 
FPT  Proposed Threatened  FP Fully Protected 
      CE Candidate Endangered 

 SSC Species of Special Concern 
 WL Watch List 

* Sources include CDFW 2023a. 
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4.3.2 REGULATORY	SETTING	

Federal	

National	Environmental	Policy	Act	

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) establishes a broad national framework for 
protecting the environment. NEPA’s basic policy is to assure that all branches of government 
give proper consideration to the environment prior to undertaking any major federal action 
that significantly affects the environment (42 United States Code [USC] 4321–4347). NEPA 
established the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) with the following roles and 
functions: (1) to establish and enforce environmental protection standards consistent with 
national environmental goals; (2) to conduct research on the adverse effects of pollution and 
on methods and equipment for controlling it; the gathering of information on pollution; and 
the use of this information in strengthening environmental protection programs and 
recommending policy changes; (3) to assist, through grants, technical assistance, and other 
means, in arresting pollution of the environment; and (4) to assist the Council on 
Environmental Quality in developing and recommending to the President new policies for 
the protection of the environment. 

Federal	Endangered	Species	Act		

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) protects plants and animals that the USFWS has 
listed as “Endangered” or “Threatened.” A federally listed species is protected from 
unauthorized “take,” which is defined in the FESA as acts to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect or attempt to engage in any such conduct” 
(16 USC Sections 1532[19] and 1538[a]). In this definition, “harm” includes “any act which 
actually kills or injures fish or wildlife and emphasizes that such acts may include significant 
habitat modification or degradation that significantly impairs essential behavioral patterns 
of fish or wildlife” (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Title 50, Section 17.3). Unless 
performed for scientific or conservation purposes with the permission of the USFWS, take of 
listed species is only permissible if the USFWS issues an Incidental Take Permit (ITP). When 
issuing an ITP, all federal agencies, including the USFWS, must ensure that their activities are 
“not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species” (16 
USC 1536[a]). Enforcement of the FESA is administered by the USFWS. 

The FESA also provides for designation of Critical Habitat: specific areas within the 
geographical range occupied by a species where physical or biological features “essential to 
the conservation of the species” are found and “which may require special management 
considerations or protection” (16 USC 1538[5][A]). Critical Habitat may also include areas 
outside the current geographical area occupied by the species that are nonetheless essential 
for the conservation of the species. 
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Fish	and	Wildlife	Coordination	Act	

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires consultation with the USFWS and the fish 
and wildlife agencies of States where the “waters of any stream or other body of water are 
proposed or authorized, permitted, or licensed to be impounded, diverted or otherwise 
controlled or modified” by any agency under a federal permit or license. Consultation is to 
be undertaken for the purpose of “preventing loss of and damage to wildlife resources.” 

Sections	404	and	401	of	the	Clean	Water	Act	of	1972		

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251 et seq.) regulates the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States (WOTUS), including wetlands. The 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is the designated regulatory agency responsible for 
administering the 404 permit program and for making jurisdictional determinations. This 
permitting authority applies to all WOTUS where the material has the effect of (1) replacing 
any portion of WOTUS with dry land or (2) changing the bottom elevation of any portion of 
WOTUS. These fill materials would include sand, rock, clay, construction debris, wood chips, 
and materials used to create any structure or infrastructure in WOTUS. Dredge and fill 
activities are typically associated with development projects; water resource-related 
projects; infrastructure development; and wetland conversion to farming, forestry, or urban 
development. Authorizations are conducted through the issuance of Nationwide (or General) 
Permits, through Individual (or Standard) Permits, or through Letters of Permission. 
Wetlands and other waters that do not meet the definition of WOTUS are not covered by the 
CWA; however, they are regulated by the State of California through the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act and State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution No. 
2019-0015 for California (SWRCB 2019). 

The definition of WOTUS has been the subject of shifting regulations. Past federal revisions 
to regulations addressing the extent of USACE jurisdiction and the definition of WOTUS have 
been issued by the Obama Administration in 2015 and the Trump Administration in 2020. 
On January 18, 2023, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published 
a final Water Rule in the Federal Register that went into effect on March 20, 2023 (“the 2023 
Rule”) (USACE and USEPA 2023a). 

The definition of WOTUS changed again in response to the United States Supreme Court 
decision in the case of Sackett v. USEPA. On September 8, 2023, the USEPA and the USACE 
amended the Code of Federal Regulations to conform the definition of WOTUS to the 
Supreme Court decision (USACE and USEPA 2023b). This conforming rule amends the 
provisions of the agencies’ definition of WOTUS that were held invalid under the United 
States Supreme Court’s interpretation of the CWA under Sackett. Based on these changes, 
tributaries must have at least relatively permanent flow to be considered WOTUS under the 
federal definition. This would exclude ephemeral drainages from being WOTUS. This 
represents a substantial change to areas under federal jurisdiction in the arid west. This 
report provides interpretations of WOTUS under the Amended 2023 Rule. 
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Under Section 401 of the CWA, an activity requiring a USACE Section 404 permit must obtain 
a State Water Quality Certification (or waiver thereof) to ensure that the activity will not 
violate established federal or State water quality standards. The SWRCB, in conjunction with 
the nine California Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), is responsible for 
administering the Section 401 water quality certification program. 

Under Section 401 of the federal CWA, an activity involving discharge into a water body must 
obtain a federal permit and a State Water Quality Certification to ensure that the activity will 
not violate established water quality standards. The SWRCB’s and RWQCB’s jurisdiction also 
extend to all “waters of the State” when no WOTUS are present, including wetlands and non-
wetland waters of the State (isolated and non-isolated). The USEPA is the federal regulatory 
agency responsible for implementing the CWA. However, it is the SWRCB, in conjunction 
with the nine RWQCBs, who has been delegated the responsibility of administering the water 
quality certification (Section 401) program. 

Migratory	Bird	Treaty	Act	of	1918		

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 USC 703–711), as amended in 1972, 
makes it unlawful at any time, by any means or in any manner, unless permitted by 
regulations, to “pursue; hunt; take; capture; kill; attempt to take, capture, or kill; possess; 
offer for sale; sell; offer to barter; barter; offer to purchase; purchase; deliver for shipment; 
ship; export; import; cause to be shipped, exported or imported; deliver for transportation; 
transport or cause to be transported; carry or cause to be carried; or receive for shipment, 
transportation, carriage, or export, any migratory bird; any part, nest, or eggs of any such 
bird; or any product, whether or not manufactured, which consists, or is composed in whole 
or part, of any such bird or any part, nest, or egg thereof. . . .” (16 USC 703). 

The MBTA covers the taking of any nests or eggs of migratory birds, except as allowed by 
permit pursuant to 50 CFR, Part 21. This regulation seeks to protect migratory birds and 
active nests. The MBTA protects over 800 species, including geese, ducks, shorebirds, 
raptors, songbirds, and many relatively common species. Bird species protected under the 
provisions of the MBTA are identified by the List of Migratory Birds (50 CFR 10.13), as 
updated by the 1983 American Ornithologists’ Union (AOU) Checklist and published 
supplements by the USFWS. 

In 1972, the MBTA was amended to include protection for migratory birds of prey 
(e.g., raptors). Six families of raptors occurring in North America were included in the 
amendment: Accipitridae (kites, hawks, and eagles); Cathartidae (New World vultures); 
Falconidae (falcons and caracaras); Pandionidae (ospreys); Strigidae (typical owls); and 
Tytonidae (barn owls). The provisions of the 1972 amendment to the MBTA protect all 
species and subspecies of these families. 

Bald	and	Golden	Eagle	Protection	Act	

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668) provides for the protection of the 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus	 leucocephalus) and the golden eagle (Aquila	 chrysaetos) by 
prohibiting, except under certain specified conditions, the taking, possession, and commerce 
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of such birds. The 1972 amendments increased penalties for violating provisions of the Act 
and strengthened other enforcement measures. A 1978 amendment authorized the 
Secretary of the Interior to permit the taking of golden eagle nests that interfere with 
resource development or recovery operations. 

A 1994 Memorandum from President William Clinton to the heads of Executive Agencies and 
Departments established the policy concerning collection and distribution of eagle feathers 
for Native American religious purposes. 

State	

California	Environmental	Quality	Act	

CEQA (13 Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) is a statute that requires State and 
local agencies to identify the significant environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid 
or mitigate those impacts, if feasible. The State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Chapter 3) are the regulations that explain and interpret the law for both 
public agencies and private development required to administer CEQA. 

With regards to plants and animals, Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
independently defines “Endangered” and “Rare” species separately from the definitions of 
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Under CEQA, Endangered species of plants or 
animals are defined as those whose survival and reproduction in the wild are in immediate 
jeopardy, while Rare species are defined as those that (1) have such low numbers that they 
could become Endangered if their environment worsens or (2) are likely to become 
endangered within the foreseeable future (i.e., “threatened” as used in the FESA). In addition, 
a Lead Agency can consider a non-listed species (e.g., species with a California Rare Plant 
Rank [CRPR], California Species of Special Concern, or species of Local Concern) to be treated 
as if it were Endangered, Rare, or Threatened for the purposes of CEQA if the species can be 
shown to meet the criteria in the definition of “Rare” or “Endangered” in the Project region. 

The State CEQA Guidelines designate certain “trustee agencies” that have jurisdiction by law 
over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people of 
California. CDFW is the trustee agency responsible for conservation, protection, and 
management of wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary to maintain biologically 
sustainable populations. Trustee agencies are generally required to be notified of CEQA 
documents relevant to their jurisdiction, whether or not these agencies have actual 
permitting authority or approval power over aspects of the underlying project. CDFW shall 
provide the requisite biological expertise to review and comment upon environmental 
documents and impacts arising from project activities and shall make recommendations 
regarding those resources held in trust for the people of California (California Fish and Game 
Code §1802). 
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California	Endangered	Species	Act	

The State of California implements the CESA, which is enforced by the CDFW. While the 
provisions of the CESA are similar to the FESA, CDFW maintains a list of California 
Threatened and Endangered species, independent of the FESA Threatened and Endangered 
species list. It also lists species that are considered Rare and Candidates for listing, which 
also receive protection. The California list of Endangered and Threatened species is 
contained in Title 14, Sections 670.2 (plants) and 670.5 (animals) of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

State-listed Threatened and Endangered species are protected under provisions of CESA. 
Activities that may result in take of individuals (defined in CESA as acts to “hunt, pursue, 
catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill”) are regulated by 
CDFW. While habitat degradation or modification is not included in the definition of “take” 
under CESA, the CDFW has interpreted “take” to include the destruction of nesting, denning, 
or foraging habitat necessary to maintain a viable breeding population of protected species. 

If it is determined that the “take” would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species, 
an ITP can be issued by CDFW per Section 2081 of the California Code of Regulations. If a 
State-listed species is also federally listed, and the USFWS has issued an ITP that satisfies 
CDFW’s requirements, CDFW may issue a consistency finding in accordance with Section 
2080.1 of the California Fish and Game Code.  

California	Fish	and	Game	Code	

CDFW administers the California Fish and Game Code. Particular sections of the Code are 
applicable to natural resource management. 

Native Plant Protection 

Sections 1900–1913 of the California Fish and Game Code were developed to preserve, 
protect, and enhance Endangered and Rare plants in the State of California. The act requires 
all State agencies to use their authority to carry out programs to conserve Endangered and 
Rare native plants. Provisions of the Native Plant Protection Act prohibit the taking of listed 
plants from the wild and require notification of the CDFW at least ten days in advance of any 
change in land use that would adversely impact listed plants. This allows the CDFW to 
salvage listed plant species that would otherwise be destroyed.  

Unlawful Take or Destruction of Nests or Eggs 

These sections duplicate federal protection under the MBTA. Section 3503 of the California 
Fish and Game Code makes it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any bird’s nest or any 
bird’s eggs. Further, any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (i.e., birds of prey, 
such as hawks, eagles, and owls) and their nests and eggs are protected under Section 3503.5 
of the California Fish and Game Code. Section 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code 
prohibits the take and possession of any migratory nongame bird, as designated in the MBTA.  
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California Fully Protected Species 

The State of California created the “Fully Protected” classification in an effort to identify and 
provide additional protection to those animals that are rare or that face possible extinction. 
Lists were created for fish, amphibians and reptiles, birds, and mammals. Most of the species 
on these lists have subsequently been listed under CESA and/or FESA; however, some have 
not been formally listed.  

Various sections of the California Fish and Game Code provide lists of Fully Protected reptile 
and amphibian (§ 5050), bird (§ 3511), and mammal (§ 4700) species that may not be taken 
or possessed at any time, except as provided in Sections 2081.7, 2081.9, or 2835. CDFW is 
unable to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to take these species, except for 
necessary scientific research. 

Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act 

The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act, codified in Sections 2800–2835 of the 
California Fish and Game Code and signed into law in October 1991, authorizes the 
preparation of Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs). The Act is a State of 
California effort to protect critical vegetative communities and their dependent wildlife 
species. The purpose of an NCCP is to sustain and restore those species and their habitat 
identified by CDFW that are necessary to maintain the continued viability of those biological 
communities impacted by human changes to the landscape. The NCCP process provides an 
alternative to protecting species on a “single species basis” as in the federal and State 
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs). Under the Act, CDFW is responsible for creating 
process planning and conservation guidelines for NCCP programs. Local governments and 
landowners may then prepare the NCCPs so that they comply with the CESA. 

California Fish and Game Code (Sections 1600 through 1616) 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq. establish a process to ensure that 
projects conducted in and around lakes, rivers, or streams do not adversely impact fish and 
wildlife resources or, when adverse impacts cannot be avoided, ensures that adequate 
mitigation and/or compensation is provided.  

California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 requires any person, State, or local 
governmental agency or public utility to notify CDFW before beginning any activity that will 
do one or more of the following:  

 substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a river, stream, or lake;  

 substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a river, 
stream, or lake; or  

 deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or 
ground pavement where it can pass into a river, stream, or lake.  
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Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code applies to all perennial, intermittent, and 
ephemeral rivers, streams, and lakes in the State. CDFW’s regulatory authority extends to 
include riparian habitat (including wetlands) supported by a river, stream, or lake regardless 
of the presence or absence of hydric soils and saturated soil conditions. Generally, CDFW 
takes jurisdiction to the top bank of the stream or to the outer limit of the adjacent riparian 
vegetation (outer drip line), whichever is greater. Notification is generally required for any 
project that will take place in or in the vicinity of a river, stream, lake, or their tributaries. 
This includes rivers or streams that flow at least periodically or permanently through a bed 
or channel with banks that support fish or other aquatic life and watercourses having a 
surface or subsurface flow that support or have supported riparian vegetation. A Section 
1602 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required if impacts to identified 
CDFW jurisdictional areas occur. 

California	Porter‐Cologne	Water	Quality	Control	Act	

Pursuant to the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the SWRCB and the nine 
RWQCBs may require permits (known as “Waste Discharge Requirements” or WDRs) for the 
fill or alteration of the waters of the State. The term “waters of the State” is defined as “any 
surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state” 
(California Water Code, Section 13050[e]). The SWRCB and RWQCB have interpreted their 
authority to require WDRs to extend to any proposal to fill or alter waters of the State, even 
if those same waters are not under USACE jurisdiction. Pursuant to this authority, the State 
and Regional Boards may require the submission of a “report of waste discharge” under 
Section 13260, which is treated as an application for WDRs. 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act charges the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs 
statewide with protecting water quality throughout California. Typically, the SWRCB and 
RWQCB act in concert with the USACE under Section 401 of the CWA in relation to permitting 
fill of federally jurisdictional waters. SWRCB and the RWQCBs may require permits (i.e., 
WDRs) for the fill or alteration of the waters of the State.  

Local	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	–	Green	Element	

The City of Anaheim General Plan’s Green Element comprehensively addresses topics 
concerning conservation of vital natural resources such as plant and animal species and 
areas of significant habitat. Applicable goals and policies from the Green Element that are 
related to biological resources and applicable to the Project are provided in Table 4.10-1 in 
Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, with a Project consistency analysis. 

Anaheim	Municipal	Code	

The entire Project Site is within the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone. The purpose of the 
Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone is to is to provide for and promote orderly growth in certain 
areas of the City designated as being of distinctive, scenic importance, while implementing 
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local governmental agency actions for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the 
unique and natural scenic assets of these areas as a valuable resource to the community. The 
City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone has been designated as an area of distinctive natural and 
rural beauty, characterized and exemplified by the interrelationship between such primary 
natural features as the rolling terrain, winding river, Specimen Trees, and the profusion of 
natural vegetation. Chapter 18.18 of the AMC provides regulations for parcels that are 
located within the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone.  

Tree preservation procedures for the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone are provided in 
AMC Section 18.18.040 with the purpose of preserving the natural beauty of the Santa Ana 
Canyon environment, to increase the visual identity and quality of the area, and to protect 
the remaining natural amenities from premature removal or destruction. Also, Section 
18.18.040 of the AMC includes provisions for issuance of tree removal permits and 
replacement tree planting.  

The AMC defines specimen trees as “any tree of the Quercus varieties (Oak) with a trunk 
measuring twenty-five (25) inches or greater in circumference; or any tree of the Schinus 
varieties (Pepper) and Platanus varieties (Sycamore), with trunks measuring fifty (50) 
inches or greater in circumference; measurements of circumference shall be taken at a point 
four (4) feet above ground level.” 

As required by AMC Section 18.18.040, impacted specimen trees would require the issuance 
of a Specimen Tree Removal Permit by the City. As part of the permit process, the City 
requires that replacement trees be planted on the same parcel or in the public right-of-way 
located in the immediate vicinity, as directed by the City. Any replacement trees in the public 
right-of-way must be approved by the Department of Public Works. The replacement trees 
shall comply with the following provisions: 

 The replacement trees shall be a minimum thirty-six (36) inch box size at time of 
planting, or larger if appropriate to the tree unless the City Arborist approves a 
twenty-four (24) inch box size based on feasibility and site characteristics. 

 The number of replacement trees shall be as identified in Table 18-A of AMC Section 
18.18.040. For impacted specimen trees that are under 38” in circumference7, one 
replacement tree is required per impacted specimen tree. For impacted specimen 
trees that are 38”-64” in circumference, two replacement trees are required per 
impacted specimen tree. For impact specimen trees that are over 64”, three 
replacement trees are required per impacted specimen tree.  

 Any replacement trees that are planted within the Project Site, which are 
subsequently removed, damaged, diseased and/or dies, shall be replaced in a timely 
manner in accordance with the provisions of the AMC. 

 
7  The circumference of trees is measured at four feet above ground level. 
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Central‐Coastal	Natural	Community	Conservation	Plan/Habitat	
Conservation	Plan		

On August 30, 1991, the State Fish and Game Commission considered a petition in support 
of listing the coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila	 californica	 californica). The 
Commission decided not to list the coastal California gnatcatcher as an Endangered species 
in favor of pursuing preparation of a NCCP program as proposed by Assembly Bill (AB) 2172 
(AB 2172/Natural Community Conservation Planning Act). AB 2172 authorized CDFW8 to 
enter into agreements with any person for the purpose of preparing and implementing 
NCCPs and to prepare guidelines for development and implementation of NCCPs. AB 2172 
also permits NCCPs to be prepared by local, State, or federal agencies independently or in 
cooperation with other persons and requires CDFW to be compensated for costs incurred in 
preparing and implementing NCCPs. 

The purpose of the NCCP program is to provide regional or area wide protection and 
perpetuation of natural wildlife diversity while allowing compatible and appropriate 
development and growth. AB 2172 was designed in recognition of the fact that individual 
species protection under the CESA and the FESA is costly and historically ineffective as a 
mechanism for protection or prevention of extinction of plant and wildlife species, and that 
a habitat-based, multispecies or ecosystem-driven preservation approach has greater 
potential for long-term success. The focus of the NCCP program represents a dramatic shift 
from “individual species” to “habitat”. 

On March 25, 1993, the U.S. Department of the Interior listed the coastal California 
gnatcatcher as a “Threatened” species and adopted a special rule in accordance with 
Section 4(d) of the FESA that authorized landowners and local jurisdictions to voluntarily 
participate in the State of California NCCP Act of 1992. 

The County of Orange, in conjunction with the State and federal resource agencies, local 
jurisdictions (including the City of Anaheim), utility companies, the Transportation Corridor 
Agencies, and major private landowners, prepared the NCCP/HCP for the Central–Coastal 
NCCP Subregion (NCCP/HCP approved on April 16, 1996, and Implementation Agreement 
executed on July 17, 1996). The plan is intended to ensure the long-term survival of the 
coastal California gnatcatcher and other special status coastal sage scrub-dependent plant 
and wildlife species while allowing for reasonable economic growth in accordance with 
State-sanctioned NCCP program guidelines. The Site Project occurs within the NCCP Central–
Coastal Subregion.  

The habitat Reserve includes core coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat along the frontal slopes 
of the Lomas de Santiago and provides high densities of NCCP target species (i.e., CSS 
Species), including coastal California gnatcatcher, coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus	
brunneicapillus	couesi), and orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis	hyperythra). In addition, 
the Habitat Reserve provides linkages with other core habitat areas via a long strip of natural 
habitat between Portola Parkway and the Foothill Transportation Corridor, and other large 

 
8  The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) was formerly known as the California Department 

of Fish and Game (CDFG). 
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blocks of core habitat in the open space near Irvine Regional Park and the foothills of 
Santiago Canyon. The Habitat Reserve supports the largest subpopulation of coastal 
California gnatcatchers in the Central Subarea of the NCCP Central/Coastal Subregion 
Reserve System Design for Orange County (County of Orange 1996a).  

The County of Orange has been issued a 10(a) permit as part of the approval of the 
NCCP/HCP which authorizes the “take” of coastal sage scrub and other specified habitats 
(e.g., oak woodland, cliff and rock, Tecate cypress) and provides regulatory coverage for a 
number of “Covered Species”. Potential direct and indirect impacts are fully mitigated for 
participating landowners through their participation and contribution in the NCCP/HCP 
Mitigation Program. Their participation not only provides mitigation for coastal sage scrub 
and the coastal California gnatcatcher, but also other special status species designated as 
Identified Species (including both fully Covered Species and Conditionally Covered Species) 
by the NCCP/HCP. Mitigation measures outlined in the NCCP/HCP Mitigation Program are 
summarized below: 

1. Creation of a Habitat Reserve System that will include coastal sage scrub and 
representative habitat of virtually all of the major habitat types currently existing 
within the Central–Coastal Subregion; 

2. Creation and funding of an NCCP Non-Profit Corporation to coordinate management 
of the Reserve System; 

3. Designation of Special Linkage Areas and Existing Use Areas to enhance biological 
connectivity within the Reserve System and Central–Coastal Subregion; 

4. Implementation of the Adaptive Management Program, including specific 
management plans, defined by the NCCP/HCP, within the Reserve System, including 
provisions for restoration and enhancement funded both by Participating 
Landowners and Non-Participating Landowners as provided herein. 

The Central-Coastal NCCP/HCP also includes 13 cities that will be affected by the NCCP/HCP; 
each City that signed the Implementation Agreement is responsible for conducting some of 
the following actions, depending on which portions of their jurisdiction are included within 
the Reserve System, or take of Identified Species will occur within their jurisdiction, or both. 
Signatory Cities are expected to address the following responsibilities with regard to actions 
of the Signatory Cities and landowners subject to the jurisdiction of those cities: 

1. Consideration of amendments to the general plan, zoning, or other implementing 
ordinances to comply with state planning and zoning requirements; 

2. Adopting fuel modification ordinances/standards consistent with the NCCP/HCP fuel 
modification policies that will be applicable to areas bordering the Reserve System, 
and within Special Linkage and Existing Use areas;  

3. In cooperation with the individual Reserve owner/manager, reviewing project 
proposals within the Reserve system on lands managed by the particular Local 
Government to assure consistency with the NCCP/HCP; 
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4. Assuring that non-participating landowners provide evidence of payment of the 
mitigation fee to the NCCP Non-Profit Corporation where the landowner elects to use 
the mitigation fee option for the take of listed CSS species9;  

5. Recording/compiling Identified Species, CSS, and Covered Habitat impacts within its 
jurisdiction annually and reporting losses/mitigation to the County Environmental 
Management Agency (EMA) to enable the County, as the Lead Agency, to compile 
subregional data for transmittal to the CDFW and USFWS; 

6. Ensuring the NCCP/HCP construction-related minimization measures set forth in the 
NCCP/HCP Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) are enforced; 

7. Making best efforts to acquire conservation easements over privately owned Existing 
Use areas owned by non-participating landowners; 

8. For those local governments owning land within the Reserve System, formally 
committing such lands to the Reserve System and managing such lands in accordance 
with the NCCP/HCP and its Implementation Agreement; 

9. Accepting and using the NCCP/HCP EIR/EIS as the CEQA Program EIR, defining the 
mitigation program and covering all take allowed for CSS, Identified Species, and 
Covered Habitat impacts of Planned Activities; 

10. Recognizing the mitigating values of preservation of non-CSS resources in the 
Reserve System in acting on specific Planned Activities; and 

11. Committing to the CSS, Identified Species, and Covered Habitat mitigation assurances. 

The City of Anaheim is a Signatory City to the NCCP/HCP Implementation Agreement. As 
such, the City will not approve activities resulting in a take other than as authorized pursuant 
to the NCCP/HCP Implementation Agreement unless otherwise authorized by the USFWS 
and CDFW. 

4.3.3 THRESHOLDS	OF	SIGNIFICANCE	

In accordance with the City of Anaheim’s Environmental Checklist, the Project would result 
in significant impacts related to biological resources if it would: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

 
9  coastal California gnatcatcher 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan. 

For a more detailed description of the methodologies used to conduct this analysis, see 
Section 2 of the Biological Technical Report, which summarizes survey methods used to 
conduct a literature review; to perform general biological surveys; and to assess the 
potential for the Project Site to support special status species. As noted above and therein, 
the Project Site discussed in this analysis consists of the approximately 76.01-acre Project 
Site (i.e., property owned by the Property Owner/Developer of the proposed Project) and 
adjacent open space areas within 500 feet of the proposed impact boundaries, which is 
collectively referred to in the Biological Technical Report as the Biological Survey Area 
(BSA). The Project’s BSA also allows for an assessment of indirect impacts of construction 
activities on surrounding habitat. 

See also Section 4.2 of the Biological Technical Report, which further delineates the 
application of the above-referenced thresholds in this analysis. 

4.3.4 IMPACT	ANALYSIS	

a) Would	 the	Project	have	a	substantial	adverse	effect,	either	directly	or	 through	
habitat	modifications,	 on	 any	 species	 identified	 as	 a	 candidate,	 sensitive,	 or	
special	status	species	in	local	or	regional	plans,	policies,	or	regulations,	or	by	the	
California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	or	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service?	

Less	 Than	 Significant	 With	 Mitigation	 Incorporated. Implementation of the Project 
would result in direct and indirect impacts to special status plant and wildlife species that 
occur within or adjacent to the Project Site. The Project’s impacts to special status species 
were evaluated in detail within the Project’s Biological Technical Report and are described 
here in summary.  

Project	Impact	Footprint	

The Project’s direct impacts were determined based on the outermost Project construction 
activity in relationship to biological resources that occur within the Project Site. All the 
Project’s direct impacts are considered permanent impacts. Construction access and staging 
for the Project would occur entirely within the permanent impact boundary shown or within 
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existing roadways such as Santa Ana Canyon Road. Fuel modification areas have been 
included in the permanent impact footprint for the Project.  

Both direct and indirect impacts on biological resources have been evaluated. Direct impacts 
are those that involve the initial loss of habitats due to grading, construction, and 
construction-related activities. Indirect impacts are those that would occur in adjacent areas 
related to temporary disturbance from construction activities (e.g., noise, dust) and the long-
term operation of the Project.  

Impacts	to	Vegetation	Communities	

The Project’s permanent direct impacts to vegetation communities are identified in 
Table 4.3-3 and are depicted in Exhibit 4.3-4.  

TABLE	4.3‐3	
PROJECT	IMPACTS	TO	VEGETATION	COMMUNITIES	

Vegetation	Types	and	Other	
Areas	

Gray	and	
Bramlet	

Vegetation	
Code	

Existing	in	
the	

Biological	
Survey	
Areaa	

(approxim
ate	acres)	

Permanent	
Impact	

(approximate	
acres)	 	

CDFW	
Sensitive	
Natural	

Community	

Coastal	Sage	Scrub	(2.0) 	

Sagebrush – Black Sage Scrub 2.3.8 28.87 8.91  Nob 

Sagebrush – Black Sage 
Scrub/Ruderal 

2.3.8/4.6 8.76 5.23  Nob 

Coyote Bush Scrub 2.3.9 0.59 0.00  Nob 

Subtotal	Coastal	Sage	Scrub	  38.22	 14.14	 	 	

Chaparral	(3.0) 	

Toyon – Sumac Chaparral 3.12 7.91 2.17  Yes 

Toyon – Sumac 
Chaparral/Ruderal 3.12/4.6 17.19 10.31  Yes (degraded) 

Subtotal	Chaparral	  25.10	 12.48	 	 	

Grassland	(4.0) 	

Ruderal 4.6 21.25 8.96  No 

Disturbed Ruderal 4.6 1.88 1.22  No 

Subtotal	Grassland	  23.13	 10.18	 	 	

Marsh	(6.0)	 	

Coastal Freshwater Marsh 6.4 0.22 0.14  Yes 

Subtotal	Marsh	  0.22	 0.14	 	 	

Riparian	(7.0)      

Southern Willow Scrub 7.2 0.87 0.05  Yes 

Mulefat Scrub 7.3 0.10 0.00  No 
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TABLE	4.3‐3	
PROJECT	IMPACTS	TO	VEGETATION	COMMUNITIES	

Vegetation	Types	and	Other	
Areas	

Gray	and	
Bramlet	

Vegetation	
Code	

Existing	in	
the	

Biological	
Survey	
Areaa	

(approxim
ate	acres)	

Permanent	
Impact	

(approximate	
acres)	 	

CDFW	
Sensitive	
Natural	

Community	

Southern Coast Live Oak 
Riparian Forest 

7.5 1.63 0.10  No 

Poison Oak Scrub 7.11 0.11 0.00  No 

Subtotal	Riparian	  2.71	 0.15	 	 	

Woodland	(8.0)	 	

Coast Live Oak Woodland 8.1 3.09 2.78   

Mexican Elderberry Woodland 8.4 2.20 0.35  No 

Subtotal	Woodland	  5.29	 3.13	 	 	

Cliff	 	

Xeric Cliff Face 10.1 0.40 0.06  No 

Subtotal	Cliff	and	Rock	  0.40	 0.06	 	 	

Developed	Areas	(15.0) 	

Developed (Transportation) 15.4 4.33 3.81  No 

Parks and Ornamental Plantings 15.5 2.51 0.00  No 

Subtotal	Developed	Areas	  6.84	 3.81	 	 	

Disturbed	Areas 	

Cleared or Graded 16.1 0.79 0.00  No 

Subtotal	Disturbed	Areas	  0.79	 0.00	 	 	

Total	 	 102.70	 44.09	 	 	
a  The Biological Survey Area includes the Project Site plus adjacent open space within 500 feet of the Project impact boundary; 

the limits of the Biological Survey Area go outside the limits of the Project Site. 
b  CDFW does not consider these communities special status throughout the state; however, these vegetation types are 

considered of local concern because of their status in the NCCP/HCP area (i.e., potential to support NCCP/HCP Covered 
Species). 

Source: Psomas 2024c. 

 

Coastal	Sage	Scrub		

A total of approximately 14.14 acres of coastal sage scrub vegetation (approximately 8.91 
acres of sagebrush–black sage scrub and approximately 5.23 acres of sagebrush–black sage 
scrub/ruderal) would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. While sagebrush 
scrub–black sage scrub is not considered a sensitive natural community by CDFW, coastal 
sage scrub is considered a special status vegetation type in the Central–Coastal Subregion of 
the NCCP/HCP because it provides habitat for Covered Species such as the coastal California 
gnatcatcher.  
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Most of the Project Site has been designated as “Existing Use” by the Central–Coastal 
NCCP/HCP. Existing Use areas are not considered part of the NCCP/HCP Reserve; however, 
the designation indicates that local jurisdictions (i.e., the City of Anaheim) should make their 
best efforts to obtain conservation easements10 over privately-owned lands to assure that 
natural vegetation along these linkages is retained. For development resulting in take of 
listed species (including their habitat, i.e., coastal sage scrub), non-participating landowners 
must provide acceptable mitigation through separate permits under FESA and/or CESA. The 
NCCP/HCP mitigation fee option for non-participating landowners is not available for take 
in Existing Use areas unless: (1) the Project is located within a signatory Local Government 
jurisdiction11; and (2) it is specifically authorized by the USFWS and CDFW. Nothing in the 
Implementation Agreement prohibits non-participating landowners from independently 
pursuing take authorization under FESA and CESA. 

The loss of approximately 14.14 acres of coastal sage scrub vegetation that is occupied by 
the coastal California gnatcatcher would be considered a significant impact. Additionally, the 
Project is within an Existing Use area; any impact on coastal sage scrub within this area 
requires approval from the USFWS and CDFW. Implementation of MM	BIO‐1 would ensure 
that appropriate authorization is obtained from the resource agencies, compensatory 
mitigation is provided, and that the standard NCCP/HCP avoidance and minimization 
measures would be implemented. 

Chaparral	

A total of approximately 12.48 acres of chaparral vegetation (approximately 2.17 acres 
toyon–sumac chaparral and approximately 10.31 acres toyon–sumac chaparral/ruderal) 
would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. Toyon-sumac chaparral in the 
Project Site is consistent with the Rhus	 integrifolia	 Association, which is considered a 
sensitive natural community by CDFW. The loss of toyon–sumac chaparral and toyon–sumac 
chaparral/ruderal would be considered potentially significant because of its special status. 
Implementation of MM	BIO‐2 would ensure that compensatory mitigation is provided. 

Grassland	

A total of approximately 10.18 acres of ruderal vegetation (approximately 8.96 acres ruderal 
and approximately 1.22 acres disturbed ruderal) would be permanently impacted to 
construct the Project. These vegetation types are considered of low biological value because 
they are comprised of weedy non-native species. Impacts on ruderal vegetation would be 
considered less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

Marsh/Riparian	

A total of approximately 0.14 acre of coastal freshwater marsh and approximately 0.15 acre 
of riparian vegetation types (approximately 0.05-acre southern willow scrub and 

 
10  The NCCP/HCP text specifically states that “the failure or inability to obtain a conservation easements over 

private lands located within Existing Use areas shall not be deemed a breach of the NCCP/HCP...”. 
11  The City of Anaheim is a signatory Local Government jurisdiction. 
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approximately 0.10-acre southern coast live oak riparian forest) would be permanently 
impacted to construct the Project. Of these, coastal freshwater marsh and southern willow 
scrub are both considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW. Additionally, these areas 
are under the jurisdiction of CDFW and RWQCB. Impacts on riparian vegetation types are 
considered significant due to their high biological value. Implementation of MM	BIO‐3 would 
ensure that applicable jurisdictional permits are obtained, and that compensatory mitigation 
is provided. 

Woodland		

A total of approximately 3.13 acres of woodland (approximately 2.78 acres of coast live oak 
woodland and approximately 0.35 acre of Mexican elderberry woodland) vegetation would 
be permanently impacted to construct the Project. Coast live oak woodland and Mexican 
elderberry woodland are not considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW. The loss 
of coast live oak and Mexican elderberry woodland would be considered adverse; however, 
the loss would be limited in relation to the total amount of coast live oak woodland and 
Mexican elderberry woodland available in the Project region. Impacts on woodland would 
be considered less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

Cliff		

A total of approximately 0.06 acre of xeric cliff face would be permanently impacted to 
construct the Project. The loss of xeric cliff face relative to the availability of this mapping 
unit in the Project region would be limited in relation to the total amount of cliff available in 
the Project region. Impacts on xeric cliff face would be considered less than significant; 
therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

Developed/Disturbed	Areas	

A total of approximately 3.81 acres of developed areas would be permanently impacted to 
construct the Project. Developed areas are considered of low biological value. Impacts on 
developed areas would be considered less than significant; therefore, no mitigation would 
be required. 

The Project would not impact parks and ornamental plantings or cleared or graded areas.  

Special	Status	Plant	Species	

Focused plant surveys were conducted in spring/summer 2023. Two special status plant 
species were observed: intermediate mariposa-lily and southern California black walnut 
(Psomas 2024c).  

Seven individual intermediate mariposa-lilies (CRPR 1B.2) were observed in the Project Site 
in a single population. The location is outside of the Project’s impact area; therefore, there 
would be no direct impact on this species, and no mitigation would be required.  
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One southern California black walnut (CRPR 4.2) was observed on the Project Site. This 
individual is located outside of the Project’s impact area; therefore, there would be no 
impact, and no mitigation would be required. 

Special	Status	Wildlife	Species	

Invertebrates		

The Crotch’s bumble bee has potential to occur in the Project Site. A total of approximately 
40.34 acres of suitable foraging and nesting habitat (i.e., all vegetation types except 
developed) for this species would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. This 
species is a Candidate for State listing; therefore, if present in the impact area, any impact on 
this species would be significant. Therefore, the Project would implement MM	BIO‐4, which 
requires that pre-construction focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee be conducted and 
that avoidance of active nest burrows occur during construction, as well as consultation with 
CDFW. Therefore, with implementation of MM	BIO‐4, the Project would have a less than 
significant impact related to Crotch’s bumble bee. 

Amphibians	

Coast Range newt and western spadefoot have potential to occur in the Project Site. The 
Project would not impact breeding habitat for these species (i.e., stream habitat with 
sufficient water and vernal pools, respectively); however, the Project would impact upland 
habitats that could be used for foraging and aestivation. A total of approximately 40.28 acres 
of suitable upland habitat for these species (i.e., coastal sage scrub, chaparral, ruderal, marsh, 
riparian, and woodland) would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. The 
western spadefoot is a Covered Species under the NCCP/HCP; upland habitats have been 
conserved in the Reserve System. Although not formally covered, Coast Range newt also 
benefits from habitats conserved in the Reserve System. Due to the limited amount of habitat 
loss relative to the availability of habitat for Coast Range newt and western spadefoot in the 
region, impacts on these species would be considered less than significant and no mitigation 
would be required.  

Reptiles	

Orange-throated whiptail was previously observed in the Project Site and is expected to 
occur. Additionally, coast horned lizard, coastal whiptail, southern California legless lizard, 
California glossy snake, coast patch-nosed snake, and red diamond rattlesnake have 
potential to occur in habitats throughout the Project Site. A total of approximately 40.34 
acres of suitable habitat for these species (i.e., coastal sage scrub, chaparral, ruderal, marsh, 
riparian, woodland, and cliff) would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. Of 
these species, coast horned lizard, orange-throated whiptail, coastal whiptail, and red 
diamond rattlesnake are Covered Species in the NCCP/HCP; upland habitats have been 
conserved in the Reserve System. Although not formally covered, southern California legless 
lizard, California glossy snake, and coast patch-nosed snake also benefit from habitats 
conserved in the Reserve System. Due to the limited amount of habitat loss relative to the 
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availability of habitat for these species in the region, impacts on these species would be 
considered less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  

Birds	

The Project Site contains federally-designated critical habitat for the federally Threatened 
coastal California gnatcatcher, which has been previously observed in coastal sage scrub 
habitats within the Project Site. One pair of gnatcatchers was observed during the most 
recent focused surveys. A total of approximately 14.14 acres of suitable habitat for this 
species (i.e., coastal sage scrub) would be permanently impacted by the Project. Also, a total 
of approximately 44.09 acres of Critical Habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher would be 
permanently impacted by the Project. Any impact on this species would be considered 
significant prior to the implementation of mitigation. This species is a Covered Species under 
the NCCP/HCP; however, take of coastal California gnatcatcher is not covered in Existing Use 
areas. Implementation of MM	 BIO‐1	 would ensure that appropriate authorization is 
obtained from the resource agencies and that the standard NCCP/HCP avoidance and 
minimization measures would be implemented to minimize Project impacts related to 
coastal California gnatcatcher to a less than significant level. 

Focused surveys were conducted in the riparian habitats of the Project Site for least Bell’s 
vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher in 2002, 2003, and 2023. No least Bell’s vireo or 
southwestern willow flycatcher were observed in the Project Site during any of these 
surveys. Similarly, no coastal cactus wrens were observed during the most recent focused 
surveys in 2023. Therefore, these species are not expected to occur. There would be no 
impact on these species, and no mitigation would be required. 

Loggerhead shrike, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, and Bell’s sparrow have 
potential to occur in the upland habitats of Project Site. A total of approximately 26.62 acres 
of suitable upland shrub habitat for these species (i.e., coastal sage scrub and chaparral) 
would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. Of these species, the Southern 
California rufous-crowned sparrow is Covered Species in the NCCP/HCP; upland shrub 
habitats have been conserved in the Reserve System. Due to the limited amount of habitat 
loss relative to the availability of habitat for these species in the region, impacts on these 
species would be considered less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

California horned lark and grasshopper sparrow have a limited potential to occur in the 
Project Site. A total of approximately 10.18 acres of ruderal habitat that could be used by 
these species would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. Due to the limited 
amount of habitat loss relative to the availability of habitat for these species in the region, 
impacts on these species would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

Burrowing owl has a limited potential to occur in the Project Site. A total of approximately 
10.18 acres of ruderal habitat that could be used by this species would be permanently 
impacted to construct the Project. Due to the limited amount of habitat loss relative to the 
availability of habitat for this species in the region, the loss of habitat would be considered 
less than significant. However, active burrow sites of this species are protected at all times 



Biological	Resources	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.3-35 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

of the year and direct impacts to an active burrow would be considered a significant impact. 
Therefore, the Project would be required to implement MM	BIO‐5, which requires that pre-
construction burrow surveys be conducted and that avoidance and minimization measures 
be implemented if burrowing owl are encountered. 

Yellow-breasted chat and yellow warbler have potential to occur in the riparian habitats of 
Project Site. A total of approximately 0.15 acre of riparian vegetation types (0.05-acre 
southern willow scrub and 0.10 acre southern coast live oak riparian forest) would be 
permanently impacted to construct the Project. Due to the limited amount of habitat loss 
relative to the availability of habitat for these species in the region, impacts on these species 
would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

Several special status raptor species were observed or have potential to forage in the Project 
Site: Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, northern harrier, 
white-tailed kite, bald eagle, merlin, prairie falcon, American peregrine falcon, and long-
eared owl. A total of approximately 40.34 acres of suitable foraging habitat for these species 
would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. The loss of foraging habitat for 
these raptors would cumulatively contribute to the ongoing regional loss of foraging habitat 
for these species. Of these species, sharp-shinned hawk, northern harrier, and American 
peregrine falcon are Covered Species, while golden eagle and prairie falcon are Conditionally 
Covered, by the NCCP/HCP; upland habitats have been conserved in the Reserve System. Due 
to the limited amount of habitat loss relative to the availability of foraging habitat for these 
species in the region, impacts on raptor foraging habitat would be less than significant and 
no mitigation would be required. 

The Cooper’s hawk, white-tailed kite, prairie falcon, American peregrine falcon, and long-
eared owl also have potential or limited potential to nest within or adjacent to the Project 
Site. Impacts on any active raptor nest (common or special status species) would be 
considered a violation of the MBTA and Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California 
Fish and Game Code. Additionally, these species could be disturbed by noise adjacent to 
construction areas. Impacts on the nest of special status raptor species would be considered 
significant. Implementation of MM	BIO‐6 requires pre-construction surveys to ensure that 
construction would not violate the provisions of the MBTA or California Fish and Game Code.  

Mammals	

Mountain lions are known to occur throughout the vicinity of the Project Site. Mountain lions 
could move through and utilize the Project Site. A total of approximately 40.34 acres of 
suitable habitat for this species (i.e., coastal sage scrub, chaparral, ruderal, marsh, riparian, 
woodland, and cliff) would be permanently impacted to construct the Project. The mountain 
lion is proposed for State listing due to fragmentation of habitat that isolates populations. 
The Project would not substantially disrupt movement along an existing wildlife corridor. 
However, the Project would reduce the amount of open space habitat available for use in the 
northernmost portion of an existing wildlife corridor.  

There are no wildlife crossings suitable for mountain lions within or near the Project Site. 
The nearest crossing to allow mountain lions to reach the Santa Ana River and/or other open 
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spaces to the north, such as Chino Hills State Park, is 3.93 miles to the east of the Project Site 
at SR-91 and Gypsum Canyon. Therefore, the Project would not be expected to substantially 
interfere with movement of mountain lions, although the Project would incrementally 
reduce the amount of habitat for mountain lion by approximately 40.34 acres. As such, 
impacts on mountain lion would be less than significant and no mitigation would be 
required. 

Five special status bat species have potential to forage in the Project Site: Mexican long-
tongued bat, pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, big free-tailed bat, and western mastiff 
bat. A total of approximately 40.34 acres of suitable foraging habitat for these species would 
be permanently impacted to construct the Project. The loss of foraging habitat for these bats 
would cumulatively contribute to the ongoing regional loss of foraging habitat for these 
species. Due to the limited amount of habitat loss relative to the availability of foraging 
habitat for these species in the region, impacts on bat foraging habitat would be considered 
less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

Pallid bat, big free-tailed bat, and western mastiff bat also have potential to roost in the 
Project Site. Bats may roost in large oak, non-native trees, or in crevices in the xeric cliff face 
in the Project Site. A total of approximately 2.94 acres of potential roosting habitat (0.10-
acre southern coast live oak riparian forest, approximately 2.78 acres coast live oak 
woodland, and 0.06 acre of xeric cliff face) would be permanently impacted to construct the 
Project. Construction activities could directly impact roosting individuals which would 
present a significant impact. Therefore, to minimize impacts to roosting bats, the Project 
would implement MM	 BIO‐7,	 which requires that a pre-construction survey for bats be 
conducted and that bat exclusion be implemented if needed.  

Indirect	Impacts	

Noise/Human	Activity	

Project noise impacts are discussed in detail in Section 4.11 of this Draft EIR. Noise and 
human activity levels in areas adjacent to the Project impact area would increase 
substantially over present levels during construction of the Project. During construction, 
temporary noise impacts have the potential to disrupt foraging, nesting, roosting, and 
denning activities for a variety of wildlife species. Construction activities would occur during 
the day; thus, construction noise would not affect nocturnal species (i.e., those active at 
night) or wildlife movement that occurs at night. Diurnal species (i.e., species active during 
the day) would be deterred from the area by construction activities. It should be noted that 
there is currently ambient noise due to the existing adjacent development uses, such as 
traffic along Santa Ana Canyon and SR-91, residential noise to the west, commercial noise to 
the east, and recreational use12 through the Project Site (e.g., walking, hiking, bike riding); 
therefore, wildlife species in the Project Site and vicinity are expected to be somewhat urban-
tolerant. The additional impact of construction noise on most wildlife species occupying 

 
12  There are currently no formal trails through the Project Site; people generally walk, hike, and ride bikes 

along the main road through the Project Site from Santa Ana Canyon Road to Deer Canyon Park Preserve. 
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areas adjacent to the Project would be considered less than significant for most wildlife 
species.  

However, noise from construction activities may cause birds adjacent to the work area to 
abandon their territory or may discourage individuals from selecting habitat adjacent to the 
work area due to construction noise and human activity. Construction activities could 
interfere with communication between a pair that could affect their nest success. Noise 
impacts would be considered significant for the coastal California gnatcatcher and nesting 
birds/raptors. With the implementation of NCCP/HCP avoidance and minimization 
measures included in MM	BIO‐1, indirect noise impacts on the coastal California gnatcatcher 
would be considered less than significant. MM	BIO‐4 would be implemented by the Project, 
which requires that pre-construction focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee be conducted 
and that avoidance of active nest burrows occur during construction, as well as consultation 
with CDFW. Implementation of MM	BIO‐6 requires pre-construction surveys to ensure that 
construction would not violate the provisions of the MBTA or California Fish and Game Code. 
With implementation of MM	BIO‐4	and MM	BIO‐6, indirect impacts on nesting birds and 
raptors (including burrowing owl) would be reduced to less than significant.  

Noise and human activity would also increase during operation of the Project. This would 
increase the ambient noise in the immediate vicinity and would incrementally increase 
disturbance of habitat remaining undeveloped adjacent to the Project. If undeterred, 
residents may encroach into these undeveloped areas adjacent to the development, 
increasing disturbance by creating additional hiking, biking, and horse trails and bringing 
unleashed dogs into the habitat. Human disturbance could disrupt the normal foraging and 
breeding behavior of wildlife that would be avoided adjacent to the Project’s buildings and 
other development, which would diminish the value of these avoided habitat areas. Wildlife 
stressed by noise and human activity from the development and additional encroachment 
may be extirpated from the undeveloped areas adjacent to the development, which would 
leave only wildlife that are tolerant of human activity. This impact would be potentially 
significant because it would contribute to an additional incremental loss of habitat. 
Therefore, the Project would be required to implement MM	 BIO‐8, which requires the 
development and implementation of a fencing plan to deter public access in unauthorized 
areas. With implementation of MM	BIO‐8, the Project would have a less than significant 
impact related to the biological effects of the Project’s operational noise levels.  

Increased	Dust	and	Urban	Pollutants	

Grading activities would disturb soils and result in the accumulation of dust on the surface 
of the leaves of trees, shrubs, and herbs. The respiratory function of the plants in the area 
would be impaired if the dust accumulation were to be excessive. The Project would be 
required to implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and construction 
would be required to comply with fugitive dust regulations promulgated by the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). This indirect effect of construction of the Project 
on the native vegetation in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site is considered less than 
significant because it would not substantially reduce plant populations in the region.  
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During construction, there is potential that excess silt, petroleum, and/or chemicals on the 
soil surface within the Project Site could be washed into drainages during storms and may 
affect areas downstream of the Project, such as the Santa Ana River. Adverse effects on water 
quality could indirectly impact species that use riparian areas within the watershed by 
affecting the food web interactions (e.g., abundance of insects or other prey) or through 
biomagnification (i.e., the buildup of pesticides to toxic levels in higher trophic levels). These 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of MM	BIO‐3, 
which requires the Project to obtain a water quality certification from the RWQCB. 
Furthermore, the Project would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) during construction, which would minimize the amount 
of dust and other pollutants that could leave the Project Site in storm water and/or as 
fugitive dust. 

Polluted storm water could runoff of the Project Site that could impair water quality 
downstream of the Project during operation. Chemicals, fertilizers, and pesticides used in 
landscaping may runoff into downstream waters and could adversely affect water quality, 
habitat, plant and/or wildlife species (including insects). Adverse effects on water quality 
could impact populations of wildlife species that use riparian areas by affecting the food web 
interactions affecting their prey (e.g., insects), or through biomagnification (i.e., the buildup 
of pesticides to toxic levels in higher trophic levels). As noted above, these impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant with the implementation of MM	BIO‐3, which requires the 
Project to obtain a water quality certification from the RWQCB. Furthermore, the Project 
would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) during construction, which would minimize the amount of dust and other 
pollutants that could leave the Project Site in storm water and/or as fugitive dust. 

During operation, the Project’s residents may use rodenticides to control pest species in 
outdoor areas of the Project Site. The anticoagulant effects of rodenticides have been found 
to affect non-target species (i.e., predators of rodents), such as raptors, coyotes, bobcats, and 
mountain lions. This effect could be substantial because the Project is adjacent to 
undeveloped areas with habitat. Therefore, the Project would implement MM	BIO‐9,	which 
requires that use of anticoagulant rodenticides be prohibited from being used throughout 
the Project’s exteriors and landscaping. With implementation of MM	BIO‐9,	 the Project’s 
effects to wildlife related to rodenticide would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
More information on the topics of hydrology and water quality is provided in Section 4.9 of 
this Draft EIR. 

Invasive	Exotic	Plant	Species	

Project construction activities create disturbance, which in turn provides a place for non-
native weedy species to spread. Additionally, construction equipment can introduce non-
native weed seeds to the area if equipment is not properly cleaned. Weeds from the 
construction may then spread to habitat in adjacent undeveloped areas (including adjacent 
Reserve areas), which would degrade habitat quality for native species. In addition to the 
negative effects on habitat quality, non-native weeds can also increase the potential for large 
fires to spread. This impact would be considered potentially significant.  
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The Project would include landscaping throughout the developed portions of the Project Site. 
The landscaping could include planting of ornamental species that are known to be 
particularly invasive (e.g., Japanese honeysuckle [Lonicera	 japonica], fan palm 
[Washingtonia spp.], etc.). Seeds from invasive species may escape to natural areas and 
degrade the native vegetation in undeveloped areas, particularly along downstream riparian 
areas. Since the Project is adjacent to undeveloped areas, this impact is considered 
potentially significant.  

Therefore, the Project would implement MM	BIO‐10, which includes best practices to avoid 
the introduction of weed seeds during grading. MM	BIO‐10 also includes requirements that 
the Project’s landscaping not include any invasive, exotic plant species. With implementation 
of MM	 BIO‐10, the Project would have a less than significant impact related to the 
introduction and spread of invasive exotic plant species.  

Night	Lighting	

The Project’s proposed night lighting could result in an indirect impact on the behavioral 
patterns of nocturnal and crepuscular (i.e., active at dawn and dusk) wildlife adjacent to 
the lighted areas. Of greatest concern is the effect on small, ground-dwelling animals that 
use the darkness to hide from predators, and on owls, which are specialized night 
foragers. Because the Project is directly adjacent to undeveloped areas, indirect impacts due 
to night lighting are of particular concern. This increased lighting would be considered 
significant because it would contribute to an additional incremental loss of habitat for 
wildlife using areas adjacent to the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would implement 
MM	BIO‐11, which requires that a lighting plan be developed showing the type and location 
of all exterior lighting. The lighting plan will include photometric analyses to ensure that 
lighting level increases would be minimal when compared to the pre-Project conditions. 
With implementation of MM	BIO‐11, the Project would have a less than significant impact 
related to the proposed night light’s effects on wildlife. 

Bird	Strikes	

A potential long-term operational impact associated with the Project pertains to bird strike 
mortality and injury. Ornithologists estimate that collisions with clear and reflective sheet 
glass and plastic cause up to a billion bird fatalities or injuries annually. Birds often cannot 
differentiate between the glass’ reflective surface and the natural landscape, leading to these 
incidents. The presence of multistory buildings with multiple windows situated adjacent to 
habitat in undeveloped areas increases the likelihood of bird mortality, affecting both 
common and special status species. Also, the Project would include perimeter fencing with 
transparent materials that could also present a bird strike hazard. The potential loss of 
federally or State-listed species due to bird strikes could be significant. Therefore, the Project 
would implement MM	BIO‐12, which requires that building glass be designed to minimize 
bird strikes to the extent feasible. With implementation of MM	BIO‐12, the Project’s would 
have a less than significant impact related to bird strikes. 
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Increased	Wildfire	Risk	

Fires are a natural part of the landscape in California; however, with the changing weather 
patterns brought by climate change, during many years the fire season is coming earlier and 
ending later than in the past. In the last five years (October 2019 - October 2023), there have 
been approximately 6,884 wildfires that have burned approximately 1,570,571 acres in 
California. Drought or extended periods of low rainfall can dry out fuel, increasing its risk of 
burning. Periods of high rainfall decrease fire risk because there is more moisture in the 
vegetation; however, years of high rainfall increase the fuel load with growth of vegetation 
and weeds. In the Project region, Santa Ana wind conditions also increase the risk of fire with 
dry, gusty winds. According to the National Park Service, approximately 85 percent of 
wildfires are caused by humas. Human-caused wildfires are due to campfires left 
unattended, the burning of debris, equipment use and malfunctions, negligently discarded 
cigarettes, and intentional acts of arson. The location of the Project is an important factor in 
understanding the extent of wildfire risk and how much potential for damage there is if a fire 
starts. Risk is higher when there are hot temperatures, low humidity, and high winds (i.e., 
“red flag warning” weather conditions). Risk is also higher near dry, ignitable vegetation 
(e.g., coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grassland, and ruderal), and hills or mountainous 
topography. The Project would increase residents and visitors within the Project Site, which 
will continue to be adjacent to undeveloped areas containing a mix of native and non-native 
vegetation that may burn if exposed to an ignition source. However, the Project Site and its 
surroundings are already subject to human-sparked wildfire risk given the existence of 
residential and commercial development to the east and west of the Project Site, and due to 
the presence of Santa Ana Canyon Road and SR-91 to the north. Furthermore, as described 
in the project description in Section 3.0 as well as the wildfire discussion in Section 4.18 of 
this Draft EIR, the Project would minimize wildfire impacts by: 

 Removing existing flammable vegetation within the Project Site this is near existing 
residential and commercial uses. 

 Implementing a Fire Master Plan. 

 Improving access for Anaheim Fire and Rescue to the Project Site through the 
provision of new driveways and fire lanes to access the Project Site. 

 Providing water and fire hydrants to the Project Site. There are no fire hydrants 
within the Project Site in existing conditions; and 

 Maintaining fuel modification zones around the proposed structures. 

With implementation of these provisions, the Project would result in a less than significant 
impact related to impacts on biological resources that could result from a wildfire ignited 
within the Project Site during operation of the Project.  

During Project construction, construction equipment or personal vehicles have potential to 
accidentally ignite vegetation, starting a wildfire. Additionally, construction personnel may 
dispose of cigarettes inappropriately on the construction site and could ignite dry vegetation. 
If not contained quickly, the fire could spread through adjacent habitat areas resulting in 
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damage to the NCCP/HCP Existing Use area. The loss of habitat may affect listed species (e.g., 
coastal California gnatcatcher) and could be substantial; therefore, this impact would be 
considered potentially significant. Therefore, the Project would implement MM	 BIO‐13, 
which requires that a qualified Biologist conduct a Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP) training for construction staff. The WEAP training will include specific 
guidance on methods to avoid the ignition of wildfires. Furthermore, MM	BIO‐13	includes 
provisions for biological monitoring during vegetation removal, which would further 
minimize potential wildfire ignition and its effects on plants and wildlife given that the 
qualified Biologist that is monitoring construction activities would have the ability to halt or 
divert work, as needed, to minimize biological impacts. 

Conclusion	

In conclusion, with implementation of MM	BIO‐1 through MM	BIO‐13, the Project would 
have a less than significant impact related to candidate, sensitive, and special status plant 
and wildlife species. 

b) Would	the	Project	have	a	substantial	adverse	effect	on	any	riparian	habitat	or	
other	sensitive	natural	community	identified	in	local	or	regional	plans,	policies,	
regulations	or	by	 the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	or	US	Fish	and	
Wildlife	Service?	

Less	 Than	 Significant	 With	 Mitigation	 Incorporated. The Project Site contains the 
following vegetation communities that are considered sensitive natural communities by 
CDFW: toyon – sumac chaparral, toyon – sumac chaparral/ruderal, southern willow scrub, 
and coastal freshwater marsh. 

Additionally, although not considered sensitive communities State-wide, coastal sage scrub 
is considered special status in the Project region because of its potential to support 
NCCP/HCP Covered Species, including the coastal California gnatcatcher. Coastal sage scrub 
vegetation in the Project Site includes sagebrush – black sage scrub, sagebrush – black sage 
scrub/ruderal, and coyote brush scrub. 

Riparian vegetation types are also often considered special status because they are under 
the regulatory authority of the resource agencies (i.e., USACE, CDFW, and/or RWQCB); 
jurisdictional resources are discussed in the next section. Riparian vegetation types in the 
Project Site include coastal freshwater marsh, southern willow scrub, mulefat scrub, and 
southern coast live oak riparian forest. As mentioned above, southern willow scrub, and 
coastal freshwater marsh are considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW. 

The Project’s direct impacts to vegetation communities, including sensitive natural 
communities, are described above in Table 4.3-3. 

MM	BIO‐1 requires that the Property Owner/Developer mitigate for impacts to coastal sage 
scrub and coastal California gnatcatcher through one or a combination of options as 
approved by the USFWS and CDFW. 
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The Project would implement MM	 BIO‐2	 to mitigate for direct impacts to vegetation 
communities that are considered sensitive natural communities by CDFW, including: toyon 
– sumac chaparral and toyon – sumac chaparral/ruderal. MM	 BIO‐2	 requires that the 
Property Owner/Developer mitigate for impacts to chaparral vegetation (i.e., toyon-sumac 
chaparral and toyon-sumac chaparral/ruderal) through one or a combination of options, as 
approved by the City of Anaheim. 

To minimize effects related to sensitive riparian vegetation communities, including southern 
willow scrub and coastal freshwater marsh, MM	 BIO‐3 would be implemented by the 
Project, which requires that applicable regulatory permits are obtained and that 
compensatory mitigation for impacts to riparian vegetation communities is provided.  

With implementation of MM	BIO‐1,	MM	BIO‐2	and	MM	BIO‐3,	the Project would have a less 
than significant impact related to sensitive natural communities. 

c) Would	 the	 Project	 have	 a	 substantial	 adverse	 effect	 on	 state	 or	 federally	
protected	wetlands	 (including,	but	not	 limited	 to,	marsh,	vernal	pool,	 coastal,	
etc.)	through	direct	removal,	filling,	hydrological	interruption,	or	other	means?	

Less	 Than	 Significant	 With	 Mitigation	 Incorporated. A jurisdictional delineation was 
conducted during the preparation of the Project’s Biological Technical Report. The purpose 
of the jurisdictional delineation was to identify drainage features within the Project Site that 
require permitting pursuant to state and federal regulations. As described in Table 4.3-4, the 
Project would have permanent impacts to approximately 0.458 acres of Regional Water 
Quality Control Board Waters of the State and approximately 1.391 acres of California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife jurisdictional resources. No Waters of the United States 
(WOTUS) under the jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers are present in 
the Project Site. The locations of impacted drainages within the Project Site are depicted in 
Exhibits 4.3-5 and 4.3-6. 
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TABLE	4.3‐4	
PROJECT	DRAINAGE	IMPACTS	

Feature	

RWQCB	Waters	of	
the	State	

(approximate	
acres)	

CDFW	
Jurisdictional	

Resources	
(approximate	

acres)	

Drainage 1 0.154 0.672 

Drainage 2  —  — 

Drainage 3 0.075 0.204 

Drainage 4 0.008 0.037 

Drainage 5 0.071 0.127 

Drainage 6 0.057 0.238 

Drainage 7 0.093 0.113 

Drainage 8 — — 

Drainage 9 — — 

Total 0.458 1.391 
RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board; CDFW: California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife; WOTUS: waters of the United States. 

a Under revisions to the 2023 Rule, no WOTUS are present in the 
Project Site and, therefore, there would be no Project impacts. 

 
Implementation of MM	 BIO‐3 would ensure that applicable jurisdictional permits are 
obtained to impact jurisdictional waters, and that compensatory mitigation for impacts to 
jurisdictional waters would be provided in coordination with CDFW and RWQCB. With 
implementation of MM	BIO‐3, the Project would have a less than significant impact related 
to this threshold. 

d) Would	 the	 Project	 interfere	 substantially	 with	 the	 movement	 of	 any	 native	
resident	or	migratory	fish	or	wildlife	species	or	with	established	native	resident	
or	migratory	wildlife	corridors,	or	impede	the	use	of	native	wildlife	nursery	sites?	

Less	Than	Significant	With	Mitigation	Incorporated. The Santa Ana River is a regional 
wildlife corridor and is located approximately 525 feet north of the Project Site. However, 
Santa Ana Canyon Road and SR-91 provide substantial existing barriers to wildlife 
movement between the Project Site and the Santa Ana River to the north. Therefore, only the 
more mobile species such as birds and coyotes are able cross these barriers in existing 
conditions.  

There is residential development to the west of the Project Site and commercial development 
to the east that constrains wildlife movement in these directions. 

The Project Site is primarily undeveloped, and it contains a mix of vegetation communities 
that wildlife could use for movement and/or to live in.  
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The primary area where wildlife movement could occur is from the Project Site through 
undeveloped areas to the south of the Project Site. There are three undeveloped parcels 
immediately south of the Project Site between the Project Site and Deer Canyon Park 
Preserve. Deer Canyon Park Preserve is located approximately 825 feet south of the Project 
Site. Deer Canyon Park Preserve extends approximately 1.54 miles in the southerly direction 
to where it ends north of Canyon Rim Road. By crossing two roads, The Highlands and 
Serrano Avenue, wildlife could move from the Project Site south through undeveloped areas 
and Deer Canyon Park Preserve, and ultimately to existing open space areas in Weir Canyon 
and beyond. Given this connectivity, the undeveloped areas in the Project Site and to the 
south towards Weir Canyon would be considered a wildlife linkage. This linkage has greatest 
value for birds, coyotes, and other more mobile species that could use it to move from Weir 
Canyon to reach the Santa Ana River to the north. 

Also, the Project Site, parcels to the south, as well as Deer Canyon Park Preserve are 
designated by the NCCP/HCP as “Existing Use”, which indicates that jurisdictions should 
make their best efforts to obtain conservation easements13 over privately-owned lands to 
assure that natural vegetation along these linkages is retained.  

The Project would result in permanent impacts to approximately 40.34 acres of native and 
non-native habitats on the Project Site, which would be graded, landscaped, and used for 
residential and commercial uses. This would result in an overall reduction in the acreage of 
habitat available for wildlife species. The Project would also result in a reduction in the 
acreage of areas available for wildlife species to move through, although as mentioned above 
Santa Ana Canyon Road and SR-91 act as substantial barriers north of the Project Site for all 
but birds, coyotes, and other more mobile wildlife species.  

Several common bird species have the potential to nest in the vegetation and/or on the 
ground in the Project Site. Therefore, the Project’s removal of vegetation and ground-
disturbance during construction would have the potential to impact nesting birds if it were 
to occur during the avian nesting season. The loss of an active migratory bird nest, including 
nests of common species, would be considered a violation of the MBTA and Sections 3503, 
3503.5, and 3513 of California Fish and Game Code. The MBTA and California Fish and Game 
Code prohibit the taking of migratory birds, nests, and eggs. The potential loss of an active 
nest would be considered significant. Implementation of MM	 BIO‐6 would require pre-
construction surveys to ensure that construction would not violate the provisions of the 
MBTA or California Fish and Game Code. 

With implementation of MM	BIO‐6, the Project would result in a less than significant impact 
related to this threshold.  

 
13  The NCCP/HCP text specifically states that “the failure or inability to obtain a conservation easements over 

private lands located within Existing Use areas shall not be deemed a breach of the NCCP/HCP...”. 
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requirements of CWA Section 303(c)(2)(B). The NTR established water quality standards for 
42 pollutants not covered under California’s Statewide water quality regulations at that time. 
As a result of the court-ordered revocation of California’s Statewide basin plans in 
September 1994, the EPA initiated efforts to promulgate additional federal water quality 
standards for California. In May 2000, the EPA issued the CTR (discussed further below), 
which includes all the priority pollutants for which the EPA has issued numeric criteria not 
included in the NTR. 

Executive	Order	11988		

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” directs all federal agencies to avoid, to 
the extent possible, long- and short-term adverse impacts of occupancy and modification of 
floodplains, and to avoid supporting development in a floodplain either directly or indirectly 
wherever there is a practicable alternative. Compliance requirements are outlined in 23 
Code of Federal Regulations 650, Subpart A, “Location and Hydraulic Design of 
Encroachment on Floodplains.” If a project involves significant encroachment into the 
floodplain, the final environmental document must include:  

• The reasons why the proposed action must be located in the floodplain,  

• Alternatives considered and the reasons they were not practicable, and  

• A statement indicating whether the action conforms to applicable state or local 
floodplain protection standards. 

State	

Porter‐Cologne	Act	

The federal CWA places the primary responsibility for the control of water pollution and for 
planning the development and use of water resources with the states. California’s primary 
statute governing water quality and water pollution issues is the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act of 1970 (Porter-Cologne Act). The Porter-Cologne Act grants the State 
Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs) broad powers to protect water quality and is the primary vehicle for 
implementing California’s responsibilities under the Federal CWA. The Porter-Cologne Act 
grants the SWRCB and the RWQCBs authority and responsibility to (1) adopt plans and 
policies; (2) regulate discharges to surface water and groundwater; (3) regulate waste 
disposal sites; and (4) require cleanup of discharges of hazardous materials and other 
pollutants. The Porter-Cologne Act also establishes reporting requirements for unintended 
discharges of any hazardous substance, sewage, and oil or petroleum products.  

Each RWQCB must formulate and adopt a water quality plan (or Basin Plan) for its region. 
The regional plans conform to the policies set forth in the Porter-Cologne Act and those 
established by the SWRCB in its State Water Policy, including establishing beneficial uses, 
water quality objectives, and implementation programs for each of the nine regions in 
California.  
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The Porter-Cologne Act also requires waste dischargers to notify the RWQCBs of their 
activities by filing reports of waste discharge; and authorizes the State Water Board and 
RWQCBs to issue and enforce WDRs, NPDES permits, CWA Section 401 water quality 
certifications, and other approvals. The Porter-Cologne Act also enables the RWQCBs to 
include water discharge prohibitions applicable to particular conditions, areas, or types of 
waste within its regional plan. The RWQCBs are also authorized to (1) enforce discharge 
limitations; (2) take actions to prevent violations of these limitations from occurring; and (3) 
conduct investigations to determine the status of the quality of any “Waters of the State.” 
Civil and criminal penalties are imposed on persons who violate the requirements of the 
Porter-Cologne Act or any SWRCB/RWQCB orders. The RWQCBs are also authorized to issue 
waivers to reports of waste discharge and WDRs for broad categories of “low threat” 
discharge activities that have minimal potential to cause adverse water quality effects when 
implemented according to prescribed 

California	Toxics	Rule	and	State	Implementation	Policy	

The California Toxics Rule (CTR) is a federal regulation that is issued by the USEPA and 
provides numeric water quality criteria for numerous potentially toxic constituents in 
receiving waters with human health or aquatic life designated uses in California. The CTR 
criteria are regulatory criteria adopted for inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and 
estuaries in California that are on the CWA Section 303(c) list for contaminants. Human 
health criteria (water- and organism-based) apply to all waters with a municipal and 
domestic water supply beneficial use designation as indicated in the basin plans. CTR criteria 
are applicable to the receiving water body and therefore must be calculated based upon the 
probable hardness values of the receiving waters for evaluation of acute (and chronic) 
toxicity criteria. At higher hardness values for the receiving water, copper, lead, and zinc are 
more likely to bind with components in the water which, in turn, reduces the bioavailability 
and resulting potential toxicity of these metals. The Basin Plan objectives and the CTR 
criteria do not apply directly to discharges of urban runoff, but rather to specified receiving 
waters.  

The Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, 
and Estuaries of California, also known as the State Implementation Policy, was adopted by 
the State Water Board in 2000. It establishes provisions for translating CTR criteria, NTR 
criteria, and Basin Plan water quality objectives for toxic pollutants into:  

• NPDES permit effluent limits,  

• Effluent compliance determinations,  

• Monitoring for 2,3,7,8-tcdd (dioxin) and its toxic equivalents,  

• Chronic (long-term) toxicity control provisions,  

• Site-specific water quality objectives, and  

• Effluent compliance exceptions.  
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The goal of the State Implementation Policy is to establish a standardized approach for 
permitting discharges of toxic effluent to inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries 
throughout the State. 

California	Code	of	Regulations	(Wetlands	and	Waters	Definition)		

The State Water Board indicates that no single accepted definition of wetlands exists at the 
State level and that the RWQCBs may have different requirements and levels of analysis 
regarding the issuance of water quality certifications. According to the State Water Board, an 
area is a wetland if, under normal circumstances:10  

(1) The area has continuous or recurrent saturation of the upper substrate caused by 
groundwater, or shallow surface water, or both;  

(2) The duration of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the 
upper substrate; and  

(3) The area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks vegetation. 

Under California State law, waters of the State mean “any surface water or groundwater, 
including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.” As such, water quality laws apply 
to both surface water and groundwater. After the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Solid	Waste	
Agency	of	Northern	Cook	County	v.	U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(53 USC 159), the Office of 
Chief Counsel of the State Water Board released a legal memorandum confirming the State’s 
jurisdiction over isolated wetlands. The memorandum stated that under the Porter-Cologne 
Act, discharges to wetlands and other waters of the State are subject to State regulation, and 
this includes isolated wetlands. In general, the State Water Board regulates discharges to 
isolated waters in much the same way as it does for waters of the United States, using the 
Porter-Cologne Act rather than CWA authority. 

NPDES	Implementation	

The NPDES permits all involve similar processes, which include submitting notices of intent 
for discharging to water in areas under the jurisdiction of Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8) and 
implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize those discharges. The Santa 
Ana RWQCB (Region 8) may also issue site-specific WDRs, or waivers to WDRs, for certain 
waste discharges to land or waters of the State.  

Construction	Activity		

The State Water Board stormwater general permit for construction activity (Order 2009-
009-DWQ, as amended by Order Nos. 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ) applies to all 
construction activities that would disturb 1 acre of land or more. Construction activities 
subject to the general construction activity permit include clearing, grading, stockpiling, and 
excavation. Dischargers are required to eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to 
storm sewer systems and other waters. Through the NPDES and WDR processes, the State 
Water Board seeks to ensure that the conditions at a project site during and after 
construction do not cause or contribute to direct or indirect impacts on water quality (i.e., 
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pollution and/or hydromodification) upstream and downstream. To comply with the 
requirements of the Construction General Permit, a project applicant must file a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) with the State Water Board to obtain coverage under the permit; prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and implement inspection, monitoring, 
and reporting requirements appropriate to the project’s risk level as specified in the SWPPP.  

The SWPPP includes a site map, describes construction activities and potential pollutants, 
and identifies BMPs that will be employed to prevent soil erosion and discharge of other 
construction-related pollutants that could contaminate nearby water resources, such as 
petroleum products, solvents, paints, and cement. The permit also requires the discharger to 
consider using post-construction permanent BMPs that will remain in service to protect 
water quality throughout the life of the project. All NPDES permits also have inspection, 
monitoring, and reporting requirements. 

Industrial	General	Stormwater	Permit		

The Statewide stormwater NPDES permit for general industrial activity (Order 2014-0057-DWQ, 
superseding Order 97-03-DWQ) regulates discharges associated with 10 broad categories of 
industrial activities, such as operation of wastewater treatment works, and with recycling 
facilities. The industrial general permit requires the implementation of Best Available 
Technology Economically Achievable and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology to 
achieve performance standards. The permit also requires development of a SWPPP that 
identifies the site-specific sources of pollutants and describes the measures at the facility applied 
to reduce stormwater pollution. A monitoring plan is also required. 

Local	

Drainage	and	Flood	Control	

Major regional drainage facilities are designed to provide protection against major loss of 
life and property for a 100-year storm event. Intermediate facilities include smaller channels 
and detention facilities. The regional and intermediate drainage facilities serving the City of 
Anaheim are owned and maintained by Orange County Public Works.  

The City of Anaheim owns and maintains local drainage facilities, which include those with 
watersheds less than 640 acres. Improvements to local drainage and flood-control structures 
are subject to review and approval by the City Engineer. These facilities must be designed to 
meet all applicable standards and requirements, including accommodating a 25-year 
frequency storm event, as outlined in the Orange County Hydrology Manual.  

Orange	County	Water	District	Act	

The Orange County Water District Act was amended by the State Legislature in 1953, 
authorizing a replenishment assessment to be charged to all groundwater pumpers and 
requiring that all pumpers report semi-annually the amount of groundwater they extract. By 
knowing the total amount of groundwater extraction in the Orange County Groundwater 
Basin, the Orange County Water District (OCWD) could estimate the amount of 
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replenishment water needed to offset the annual overdraft, as well as reduce the 
accumulated overdraft (OCWD 2024a). This has allowed the OCWD to reverse the trend of 
groundwater depletion. OCWD is entrusted to manage and replenish the region's 
groundwater basin, which provides water to approximately 2.5 million people (OCWD 
2015a, 2024a).  

Santa	Ana	River	Basin	Plan	

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (also the Basin Plan for the 
Santa Ana Region, hereafter referred to as the “Basin Plan”) seeks to preserve and enhance 
water quality and to protect the beneficial uses of water bodies in the Santa Ana River 
Watershed (Santa Ana RWQCB 2019a). The Basin Plan discusses the existing water quality, 
beneficial uses of the groundwater and surface waters, and local water quality conditions 
and problems within the Santa Ana River watershed. The Basin Plan provides water quality 
standards for water resources in the Santa Ana River and its watershed. Also, the Basin Plan 
includes an implementation plan to maintain these standards. The standards serve as the 
basis for the basin’s regulatory programs. 

Basin Plan implementation occurs primarily through issuance of Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs); discharge prohibitions; water quality certifications; programs for 
salt management, non-point sources, and stormwater; and monitoring and regulatory 
enforcement actions, as necessary. 

Municipal	Separate	Storm	Sewer	System	Permit	

Pursuant to Section 402 of the CWA, the Santa Ana RWQCB issued a renewal of the MS4 
permit (Order No. R8-2009-0030) to the County, the OCFCD, and the northern Orange 
County cities, including the City of Anaheim (collectively “the Co-permittees”). This 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit regulates stormwater discharges to 
the MS4 in northern Orange County and details the requirements for new development and 
significant redevelopment projects, including specific sizing criteria for treatment Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). 

To implement the requirements of the MS4 Permit, each of the Co-permittees (including City 
of Anaheim) has committed to the continued implementation of a Storm Water Management 
Program and Local Implementation Plan (LIP). Inspections, monitoring and reporting 
activities are also required, including implementation of the Water Quality Management 
Plans for new development and significant redevelopment projects within its respective 
jurisdiction as part of the development plan and entitlement approval process. The Water 
Quality Management Plan must identify permanent source-control BMPs, Site Design BMPs, 
and low impact development (LID) BMPs or treatment-control BMPs that would be 
implemented to treat, infiltrate, or filter first flush runoff from individual development sites.  
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National	Pollution	Discharge	Elimination	System	General	Construction	
Activities	Permit	

Pursuant to CWA Section 402(p), which requires regulations for permitting of certain 
stormwater discharges, the SWRCB has issued a Statewide NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 
No 2022-0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS 000002) (Construction General Permit), adopted by 
the SWRCB on September 8, 2022 is currently in effect. Construction activities subject to this 
permit include clearing, grading, and ground disturbances such as stockpiling or excavation, 
but do not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line, 
grade, or capacity of the facility. 

Under the Construction General Permit, stormwater discharges from construction sites with 
a disturbance area of one acre or more are required to either obtain individual NPDES 
permits for stormwater discharges or be covered by the Construction General Permit. 
Coverage under the Construction General Permit is obtained by completing and filing a 
Notice of Intent (NOI) with the SWRCB and preparing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) prior to any land disturbance. The SWPPP identifies erosion control, sediment 
control, tracking control, wind erosion control, waste management, and non-stormwater 
management BMPs that would be implemented during the construction phase to reduce or 
eliminate pollutants entering the storm drain system.  

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan		

Public Services and Facilities Element 

The Public Services and Facilities Element of the City’s General Plan addresses public 
services and infrastructure, such as fire protection, law enforcement, parks, schools, water, 
sewer, and storm drain systems (City of Anaheim 2004f). The Element discusses and shows 
the storm drain system map and existing deficiencies in the system. Applicable goals and 
policies from the Public Services and Facilities Element that relate to storm drainage and are 
relevant to this analysis are provided in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, with a project 
consistency analysis. 

Green Element 

The Green Element of the City’s General Plan is a single, comprehensive plan to add more 
green areas throughout the City and to protect and enhance its natural and recreational 
resources (City of Anaheim 2004b). It addresses ways to protect water quality of the City’s 
surface water and groundwater resources. Applicable goals and policies from the Green 
Element that are related to hydrology and water quality and that are relevant to this analysis 
are provided in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, along with a project consistency 
analysis. 
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Safety Element 

The Safety Element of the City’s General Plan, referred to as “Be Ready Anaheim”, is 
described by the City as a hazard mitigation plan. The plan addresses the following: natural 
and man-made hazards in the City; ways to reduce fire hazards, geologic and seismic hazards, 
and flood hazards; and includes City-wide disaster preparedness measures. It identifies flood 
and inundation hazards and programs to protect the City from these hazards (City of 
Anaheim 2024d). Applicable goals and policies from the Safety Element that are related to 
flood hazards and that are relevant to this analysis are provided in Section 4.10, Land Use 
and Planning, with a project consistency analysis. 

Anaheim	Municipal	Code	

Landscape Water Efficiency Ordinance 

Chapter 10.19 of Title 10 of the Anaheim Municipal Code (AMC) is the Landscape Water 
Efficiency Ordinance. This ordinance establishes an alternative ordinance acceptable under 
Executive Order B-29-15 as being at least as effective as the State Model Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance and promotes the design, installation, and maintenance of landscaping 
in a manner that conserves regional water resources by ensuring that landscaping projects 
are not unduly water-needy and that irrigation systems are appropriately designed and 
installed to minimize water waste. 

Local	National	Pollutant	Discharge	Elimination	System	Regulations	

Chapter 10.09, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), of the AMC, 
outlines the City’s regulations for complying with the NPDES and its MS4 Permit. It identifies 
the following: (1) prohibitions on illicit connections to the storm drain system; 
(2) prohibited discharges; (3) controls on urban runoff from new development and 
significant redevelopment through preparation of Water Quality Management Plans; (4) 
local discharge permits for non-stormwater discharges into the storm drain system; and (5) 
the City’s inspection and enforcement responsibilities. 

4.9.3 THRESHOLDS	OF	SIGNIFICANCE	

In accordance with the City of Anaheim’s Environmental Checklist, the Project would result 
in significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality if it would: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality.  

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site; 

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or offsite; 

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff; or  

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation.  

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan. 

4.9.4 IMPACT	ANALYSIS	

a) Would	 the	 Project	 violate	 any	 water	 quality	 standards	 or	 waste	 discharge	
requirements	 or	 otherwise	 substantially	 degrade	 surface	 or	 ground	 water	
quality?	

Less	Than	Significant	Impact. This section discusses the Project’s potential construction- 
and operational-related water quality impacts. 

Construction‐Related	Water	Quality	Impacts		

The Project could result in short-term construction impacts to surface water quality 
from demolition, grading, building construction, paving, utility installation, and other 
construction-related activities. For example, construction would require the use of gasoline 
and diesel-powered heavy equipment, such as bulldozers, backhoes, water pumps, and air 
compressors. Stormwater runoff from the Project Site during construction could contain soil 
and sediments from these activities. Also, an accidental release (in the form of spills or leaks) 
from heavy equipment and machinery, construction staging areas, and/or building sites 
could also enter runoff and typically would include petroleum products such as gasoline, 
diesel fuel, lubricating oil and grease, hydraulic oil, automatic transmission fluid, paints, 
solvents, glues, heavy metals and other substances, which could degrade receiving waters. 
As discussed above, the SWRCB has issued the Statewide NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 
No 2022-0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS 000002), adopted by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) on September 8, 2022) (Construction General Permit). Under this 
Construction General Permit, an individual NPDES permit or Construction General Permit 
coverage must be obtained for discharges of stormwater from construction sites with a 
disturbed area of one or more acres. Since the development area within the Project Site is 
approximately 32.79 acres, coverage under the Construction General Permit for Discharges 
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is required. To obtain coverage, the Project Developer would be required to retain the 
services of a certified Qualified SWPPP consultant to prepare and obtain approval of a 
SWPPP for the Project that adheres to all applicable requirements and standards. The SWPPP 
would outline and implement site-specific stormwater quality control measures (such as 
BMPs) during construction activities to prevent pollutants from entering downstream 
waterways. The Project Developer, or the contractor if specifically delegated, would 
electronically submit permit registration documents prior to beginning construction 
activities in the Storm Water Multi-Application Report Tracking System, which would consist 
of a Notice of Initiation (NOI), Risk Assessment, Post-Construction Calculations, a site map, 
the proposed SWPPP, a signed certification statement, and the first annual fee. Once 
approved, the Project would be required to adhere to the SWPPP, including implementation 
of identified BMPs. 

Project construction would also be required to adhere to all applicable rules pursuant to 
authority of the South Coast Air Quality Management District, including its Rule 402 
(Nuisance) and Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) to help minimize, to the extent feasible, dust from 
leaving the Project Site during construction. 

Adherence to applicable robust regulatory requirements would ensure that the Project’s 
short-term impacts to surface water quality during construction would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  

Groundwater, being perched and variable in depth, is not related to any major aquifer, and 
is likely 20 feet or more in depth below the existing ground surface (bgs) within the Project 
Site (Group Delta 2023a). Given that the proposed Project grading and excavation activities 
would be greater than 20 feet bgs, groundwater may be encountered during excavations or 
grading operations, which then may require dewatering. Any groundwater encountered 
would be treated through the use of Baker Tanks or by similar means in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of the Construction General Permit. Therefore, this would avoid any 
substantial degradation of groundwater quality in the event of dewatering or otherwise. 
Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to groundwater 
quality during construction, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Operational	Water	Quality	Impacts	

A Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulic Study and a Preliminary Water Quality Management 
Plan were prepared for the Project to serve as the basis of the Project’s drainage system 
design and have been utilized in this analysis (Hunsacker 2024a and 2024b), attached as 
Appendix K. As discussed more fully in the Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan, 
general pollutants that may result from Project operations, which are also known as project 
priority pollutants of concern, and are typical of this type of mixed use residential 
development include suspended solids/sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, pathogens 
(bacteria/virus), pesticides, oil and grease, toxic orange compounds, and trash and debris 
(Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). As detailed in the Project Description within Section 3 of this 
Draft EIR, the Project would install a local on-site stormwater collection system that would 
collect stormwater and would convey it to a City owned and operated stormwater collection 
facility within Santa Ana Canyon Road. These drainage improvements have been 
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incorporated into the Project design based on the recommendations of the Preliminary 
Water Quality Management Plan to minimize impacts, to the extent feasible, related to 
stormwater quality generated from Project implementation. The City has reviewed the 
PWQMP for consistency with applicable provisions of the Orange County Drainage Area 
Management Plan; the intent of the non-point source NPDES Permit for Waste Discharge 
Requirements for the County of Orange; applicable Orange County Flood Control District 
requirements; additional applicable City of Anaheim requirements; and all other applicable 
standards and requirements. The Property Owner/Developer would be required to 
demonstrate that BMPs have been designed and implemented as specified in the Preliminary 
Water Quality Management Plan and the future Final WQMP, which would be approved by 
the City pursuant to applicable laws and regulations. Construction and operation of these 
improvements, including identified stormwater BMPs, would adequately convey and treat 
stormwater runoff that would be generated within the Project Site.  

Accordingly, the Project would be required to adhere to all applicable federal, State and local 
laws and regulations, programs, standards and other requirements, including, but not 
limited to, those set forth by the CWA, the Porter-Cologne Act, the Basin Plan, and applicable 
goals, policies, and actions provided in the General Plan, and applicable provisions of the 
AMC (including Section 10.09, which outlines the City’s regulations for complying with the 
NPDES and its MS4 permit) to address post-construction impacts on stormwater. Adherence 
to the foregoing laws, regulations, programs, standards and requirements would minimize 
the potential to degrade water quality in downstream water bodies to the maximum extent 
feasible and prevent seepage of pollutants into the groundwater basin. 

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold 
and no mitigation measures are required. 

b) Would	 the	 Project	 substantially	 decrease	 groundwater	 supplies	 or	 interfere	
substantially	 with	 groundwater	 recharge	 such	 that	 the	 project	may	 impede	
sustainable	groundwater	management	of	the	basin?	

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		

Groundwater	Supply	Impacts	

As detailed more fully in the Water Supply Assessment (WSA), the Project Site is within 
APU’s existing service area, and would be served with potable water service provided by 
APU. 

As discussed in more detail in Section 4.17, Utilities & Service Systems, of this Draft EIR and 
in the WSA, the City relies on a combination of imported surface water, local groundwater, 
and recycled water (to a limited degree) to meet its water needs. The City works together 
with two primary agencies, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan 
or MWD) and OCWD to ensure a safe and reliable water supply that will continue to serve 
the community in periods of drought and shortage. The sources of imported water supplies 
include the Colorado River and the State Water Project (SWP) provided by Metropolitan 
(Psomas 2024b). The City’s main source of water supply is groundwater from the Orange 
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County Groundwater Basin (Basin). The City has historically relied on approximately 70 
percent groundwater (previous 10-year average) and 30 percent imported water under 
normal conditions. Over the 25-year planning period of the 2020 UWMP, groundwater 
supplies are anticipated to increase to between 80 and 85 percent of total water use. 
Recycled water represents less than 0.2 percent of the City’s total water supply. 

Accordingly, the primary source of water for the City is the Basin. OCWD is responsible for 
the protection of water rights to the Santa Ana River in Orange County as well as the 
management and replenishment of the Basin. OCWD replenishes and maintains the Basin at 
safe levels while increasing the Basin’s annual yield by utilization of the best available 
technology. Other than recycled water, OCWD primarily recharges the Basin with water from 
the Santa Ana River and to a lesser extent with imported raw water purchased from 
Metropolitan. OCWD continues to develop new replenishment supplies, recharge capacity, 
and basin protection measures to meet projected production from the Basin during 
average/normal rainfall, during drought periods, and in planning for climate change.  

On January 1, 2017, the OCWD, City of La Habra, and Irvine Ranch Water District submitted 
the Basin 8-1 Alternative to the California Department of Water Resources (OCWD 2017a). 
The Project Site is located in the “Santa Ana Canyon Management Area” portion of the Basin, 
as identified in the Basin 8-1 Alternative. The Santa Ana Canyon Management Area covers 
the easternmost extent of Basin 8-1. The water resources in the Santa Ana Canyon 
Management Area include the Santa Ana River. In this area of the County, groundwater is 
primarily located in a thin alluvial aquifer that is 90 to 100 feet thick and is a combination of 
infiltrated surface water and groundwater inflow from the adjacent foothills (OCWD 2017a). 
OCWD monitors surface water flow and quality as well as groundwater levels and quality 
throughout the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area. According to OCWD, groundwater 
pumping in the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area is primarily used for irrigation with a 
minimal amount used for potable purposes. The amount of groundwater pumping that 
occurs in this area of the County is small relative to the large volumes of flow in the canyon 
provided by the Santa Ana River and monitoring indicates there are no depletions of 
interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on 
beneficial uses of the surface water (OCWD 2017a). OCWD has determined that long-term 
reduction in groundwater levels in the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area are not 
foreseeable given the high volume of Santa Ana River flow relative to the amount of 
groundwater production and the high rate at which the shallow groundwater formations 
recharge as a result of surface flow in the Santa Ana Canyon. As discussed in the Basin 8-1 
Alternative document, there are currently no groundwater withdrawals within the areas of 
the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area that are covered by the Cities of Anaheim, Chino 
Hills, and Yorba Linda; Riverside County; and Yorba Linda Water District (OCWD 2017a). 
The Sustainability Goal for the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area in the Basin 8-1 
Alternative document is to continue monitoring sustainable conditions and monitor to 
ensure that no significant and unreasonable results occur in the future. The Project would 
not inhibit OCWD from continuing to monitor conditions within the Santa Ana Canyon 
Management Area of the groundwater basin or otherwise impair OCWD’s effort in this 
regard. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the Project would result in any significant or 
unreasonable groundwater conditions, as described in the Basin 8-1 Alternative document. 
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While the Project would not involve any direct withdrawals of groundwater (e.g., does not 
involve drilling a new well), it would be served by APU, which relies primarily on 
groundwater for APU’s water supply. The WSA concludes that water demand associated with 
the Project would not significantly constrain APU’s supply over the long-term and can be 
assumed to be accounted for in the APU demand projections. As discussed more fully in the 
WSA and in Section 4.17, Utilities & Service Systems, of this Draft EIR, APU would have 
sufficient water supplies to serve the Project as well as other existing and reasonably 
foreseeable future development within APU’s service area during normal, single-dry and 
multiple-dry years. 

Based on the foregoing, the Project would not directly or indirectly exacerbate groundwater 
overdraft (to the extent that it exists) or otherwise conflict with sustainable groundwater 
management of the Basin. Therefore, the Project would not substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies and impacts in this regard would be less than significant; no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Groundwater	Recharge	Impacts	

With respect to groundwater recharge, due to the soil type, the steep terrain, and the high 
groundwater table in the Project Site, there is limited groundwater recharge that currently 
occurs within the Project Site, despite the fact that it is almost entirely pervious surface 
(Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). 

The Project would substantially increase the amount of impervious surface within the 
Project Site by from approximately 1.22 acres in existing conditions to 17.6 acres with the 
Project, which would further reduce the amount of limited groundwater recharge occurring 
within the Project Site (Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). That said, impervious areas were 
minimized to the extent feasible in Project design through the provision of landscaping, 
planter areas, etc. Also, the Project has been designed to include and would be required to 
incorporate biotreatment BMPs including bioretention with underdrains and proprietary 
vegetated biotreatment systems that would help to facilitate some amount of groundwater 
recharge.  

In 2014, the California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) was passed. The 
law provides authority for agencies to develop and implement groundwater sustainability 
plans or alternative plans that demonstrate the basin is being managed sustainably. The 
Project Site would obtain potable water during operations from APU. As discussed above, 
APU obtains groundwater from the Basin, which is managed by OCWD. OCWD adopted its 
first Groundwater Management Plan in 1989, which was last updated in 2015 (OCWD 
2015a). The Groundwater Management Plan sets forth basin management goals and 
objectives and describes how the basin is managed. The Project would not result in any 
conflicts with goals and objectives of this plan since none of the goals or objectives are 
applicable to specific projects. Furthermore, the Project would not conflict with any of the 
recharge or groundwater replenishment activities that the OCWD is undertaking since none 
of OCWD’s recharge facilities are within or near the Project Site.  
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Based on the foregoing, including the limited recharge opportunities provided by the Project 
Site in its current condition, the Project’s design that sought to facilitate recharge to the 
extent feasible, and its consistency with the broader groundwater sustainability efforts being 
pursued by OCWD, the Project would not interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
and would not impede sustainable groundwater management of the Basin.  

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold 
and no mitigation measures are required. 

c) Would	the	Project	substantially	alter	the	existing	drainage	pattern	of	the	site	or	
area,	including	the	alteration	of	the	course	of	a	stream	or	river	or	through	the	
addition	of	impervious	surfaces,	in	a	manner	which	would:	

i) result	in	substantial	erosion	or	siltation	on‐	or	off‐site;	

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	As described above under threshold (a) of this section, with 
the introduction of new impervious surfaces and the construction of proposed structures 
and improvements, the Project would alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that 
could result in erosion and siltation during construction, and thus the potential for polluted 
runoff. However, the Project’s adherence to all applicable laws and regulations, including, 
among others, requirements under the Construction General Permit such as the preparation 
and implementation of a SWPPP for the Project. The SWPPP would be designed to ensure 
that erosion, siltation, and flooding are prevented or minimized to the maximum extent 
feasible during construction. In addition, the SWPPP would include both structural (physical 
devices or measures) and operational (timing of construction) BMPs that would prevent the 
discharge of pollutants directly or indirectly into waterbodies. This would ensure that 
potential effects related to erosion and siltation would be a less than significant during 
construction.  

The Project would involve mass grading within the Project Site to clear area for building pads 
and other Project improvements. As described in more detail above under threshold (a) of 
this section, a system of stormwater BMPs have been incorporated in the Project’s design, 
which would reduce potential for erosion and siltation during Project operations. Also, 
slopes adjacent to the developed portion of the Project Site would be landscaped and would 
include terrace drains and v-gutters to minimize, to the extent feasible, erosion on the 
hillsides. Also, existing off-site stormwater flows would be collected into the Project’s storm 
drain systems to route off-site flows through the Project Site, thereby utilizing the Project’s 
water quality basins, which would attenuate post-construction flows to below existing 
conditions as well as address water quality issues. As discussed in threshold (a) of this 
section, during operation, the Project would be required to comply with applicable laws and 
regulations, programs, and standards, including goals, policies, and actions provided in the 
General Plan as discussed in more detail in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, of this Draft 
EIR. Furthermore, the Project would be subject to Section 10.09 of the AMC, which outlines 
the City’s regulations for complying with the NPDES and its MS4 Permit, such as: 
(1) prohibitions on illicit connections to the storm drain system; (2) prohibited discharges; 
(3) controls on urban runoff from new development and significant redevelopment through 
preparation of Water Quality Management Plans; (4) local discharge permits for non-
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stormwater discharges into the storm drain system; and (5) the City’s inspection and 
enforcement responsibilities. 

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold 
and no mitigation is required. 

ii) substantially	increase	the	rate	or	amount	of	surface	runoff	in	a	manner	which	
would	result	in	flooding	on‐	or	offsite;	

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.  

Regarding construction-related impacts, as described above, with the introduction of new 
impervious surfaces and grading changes has the potential for altering the existing drainage 
pattern in a manner that could result in a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site. The Project would increase 
the amount of impervious surface within the Project Site from approximately 1.2 acres in 
existing conditions to 17.6 acres with the Project (Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). As such, 
the Project would increase peak stormwater runoff from the Project Site by approximately 
21.6 percent when compared to existing conditions (Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). Also, the 
Project would involve grading within the Project Site that would change the way that 
stormwater drains within the Project Site. However, the Project’s adherence to all applicable 
laws and regulations, including, among others, requirements under the Construction General 
Permit such as the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP for the Project. The SWPPP 
would be designed to ensure that erosion, siltation, and flooding are prevented or minimized 
to the maximum extent feasible during construction. This would ensure that potential effects 
related to on- or off-site flooding would be less than significant during construction. 

In terms of potential operational-related impacts, as part of the analyses contained in the 
Project’s Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan, hydrologic conditions of concern 
(HCOC) with respect to downstream flooding, erosion potential of natural channels, 
downstream, impacts of increased flows on natural habitat, and other topics were 
considered (Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). A HCOC is a combination of upland hydrologic 
conditions and stream biological and physical conditions that present a condition of concern 
for physical and/or biological degradation of streams. A potential HCOC impact was identified 
in the Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan related to the Project’s proposed 
discharge of stormwater to a natural drainage to the northeast of the Project Site. To address 
HCOC impacts for the Project’s discharge to the natural area to the northeast, runoff 
discharging to the northeast point of compliance would be mitigated via the basins located 
within DMAs 1 and 2 (Hunsacker & Associates 2024b). Applicable hydromodification control 
performance criteria have been established for the Project as follows: 

 “Post-project runoff discharge volume for the 2-year frequency storm does not 
exceed that of the predevelopment condition by more than 5% and time of 
concentration of post-development runoff for the 2-year storm event is not less than 
that for the predevelopment condition by more than 5% (Hunsacker & Associates 
2024b).” 
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Since the rate and amount of surface runoff would be increased, the Project would be 
required to incorporate a system for stormwater capture and conveyance that meets all 
applicable requirements and standards, including, among others, the performance criteria 
noted above and in the PWQMP. In general, the Project’s drainage area and flow direction 
would be consistent with pre-Project conditions. Runoff would be conveyed as surface flow 
to gutters in the Project Site that would discharge to catch basins. The Project’s main storm 
drain system would then receive all flows and would convey them to a realigned portion of 
the existing 96” storm drain line that would be upsized to a 108” pipe. Runoff from the 
Project Site would be conveyed northerly to the Santa Ana River as in pre-Project conditions. 
To satisfy the Project’s requirements for low impact development and to address runoff 
pollutants of concern for the Project, the Project would be required to use biotreatment 
BMPs including bioretention with underdrains and proprietary vegetated biotreatment 
systems.  

With implementation of the drainage design and operational water quality BMPs that are 
proposed for the Project, and adherence to all other applicable standards and requirements 
set forth in the governing laws and regulations, the Project would not result in a substantial 
increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- 
and off-site would be avoided. In addition, the foregoing would ensure no significant impact 
related to HCOCs. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact relative 
to this threshold, and no mitigation measures are either required.	

iii)	 create	 or	 contribute	 runoff	water	which	would	 exceed	 the	 capacity	 of	
existing	 or	 planned	 stormwater	 drainage	 systems	 or	 provide	 substantial	
additional	sources	of	polluted	runoff;	or	

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact. As discussed above, stormwater runoff from the Project 
would be captured on-site in a stormwater system that would  adhere to all applicable 
requirements, standards and performance criteria. This stormwater would ultimately be 
conveyed to City storm drain facilities that ultimately drain north to the Santa Ana River 
(Hunsacker & Associates 2024b). Moreover, this system has been designed to capture and 
convey existing off-site flows from an adjacent residential subdivision as well. The Project’s 
drainage system would serve to slow, reduce, and meter the volume of runoff leaving the 
Project Site in accordance with applicable standards (e.g., post-development flows being 
equal to or less than predevelopment flows) and would ensure that downstream storm 
drainage facilities are not inundated with Project-related stormwater. 

Based on Anaheim Public Works’ review and approval of the Project’s Preliminary 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Study, the Project would not create or contribute to runoff water 
that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 
(Hunsacker & Associates 2024a and 2024b). Rather, the Project’s runoff can be 
accommodated within existing stormwater drainage systems. Moreover, the Project would 
be required to be designed and implemented in such a way to prevent any substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff.  

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold 
and no mitigation is required.  
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iv)	 impede	or	redirect	flood	flows?	

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact. The Project Site is not located within a FEMA designated 
100-year flood zone and is not in an area that is prone to flooding. As described in further 
detail under threshold (d) below, the project site is not susceptible to inundation from flood 
hazards. Also, the Project Site is not located within the dam inundation zone for the Walnut 
Canyon Reservoir. Prado Dam is located approximately 6.6 miles northeast of the Project 
Site. The lowest portions of the Project Site are located within the dam inundation zone for 
Prado Dam during the worst-case scenario, referred to as “Maximum High Pool Non-Breach”. 
Consequently, this portion of the Project Site is subject to potential for flooding during a 
potential failure of Prado Dam. The Project’s structures are proposed to be constructed at 
higher elevations than the dam inundation zone for Prado Dam. Therefore, the Project would 
not impede or redirect any flood flows. 

The Project Site contains natural drainage features as shown in Exhibit 4.3-5. The Project’s 
stormwater drainage system would include culverts and catch basins that would intercept 
Project flows as well as these off-site flows and would convey them to the north to an existing 
storm drain line within Santa Ana Canyon Road and to a drainage to the northeast of the 
Project Site, each of which have been confirmed to have adequate capacity to accommodate 
the Project’s stormwater flows. As such, the Project has no potential to impede or redirect 
flood flows (Hunsacker & Associates 2024b).  

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold 
and no mitigation is required.  

d) Would	 the	 Project,	 in	 flood	 hazard,	 tsunami,	 or	 seiche	 zones,	 risk	 release	 of	
pollutants	due	to	project	inundation?	

No	Impact.	The Project Site is not located within a FEMA designated 100-year flood zone. 
Also, the Project Site is not located within the dam inundation zone for the Walnut Canyon 
Reservoir. Prado Dam is located approximately 6.6 miles northeast of the Project Site. The 
lowest portions of the Project Site are located within the dam inundation zone for Prado Dam 
during the worst-case scenario, referred to as “Maximum High Pool Non-Breach”. 
Consequently, this small area of the Project Site is subject to potential for flooding during a 
catastrophic failure of Prado Dam. Accordingly, the Project’s structures are proposed to be 
constructed at higher elevations than the dam inundation zone for Prado Dam.  

The Project Site is not near the ocean or other large, enclosed water body with the potential 
to be at risk of seismically -induced tidal or seiche phenomena.  

Therefore, the Project would result in no impact related to this threshold and no mitigation 
is required.  
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e) Would	 the	Project	conflict	with	or	obstruct	 implementation	of	a	water	quality	
control	plan	or	sustainable	groundwater	management	plan?	

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	In terms of a potential conflict with a water quality control 
plan, as discussed above,	 the Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8) prepares, maintains and 
implements the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin Plan). The 
Basin Plan sets water quality standards in the Santa Ana River Basin by establishing 
beneficial uses for specific water bodies and designating numerical and narrative water 
quality objectives. The Basin Plan sets water quality objectives for the participating 
jurisdictions including Anaheim (which would include the Project Site) and the surrounding 
areas. Water quality thresholds identified in the Basin Plan are intended to reduce pollutant 
discharge and ensure that water bodies are of sufficient quality to meet their designated 
beneficial uses. The Project would not conflict with the water quality standards outlined in 
the Basin Plan or worsen water quality conditions in any 303(d)-listed water body. As 
discussed above in response to threshold (a) within this section, pollutant discharge during 
construction would be avoided through compliance with the robust regulatory framework, 
including, among others, requirements and standards of the Construction General Permit 
including the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. Once the Project is constructed, 
the Project would consist of a mixed-use residential and commercial development. 
Pollutants generated during Project operations would be typical in nature, and treated using 
biotreatment BMPs including bioretention with underdrains and proprietary vegetated 
biotreatment systems, as specified in the Project’s Preliminary Water Quality Management 
Plan (Hunsaker & Associates 2024b). The Project would be required to adhere to all 
applicable laws and regulations, including adherence to NPDES permitting mandates, which 
are enforced by several public agencies, including the City via its authority under Section 
10.09 of the AMC. Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant source of pollutants 
for downstream water bodies and the Project would thereby not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the Basin Plan.  

With respect to a potential conflict with a sustainable groundwater management plan, as 
discussed previously in response to threshold (b) in this section, the Project would not result 
in conflicts with any goals or policies related to the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area of 
the Basin. OCWD has determined that long-term reduction in groundwater levels in the Santa 
Ana Canyon Management Area are not foreseeable given the high volume of Santa Ana River 
flow relative to the amount of groundwater production and the high rate at which the 
shallow groundwater formations recharge as a result of surface flow in the Santa Ana 
Canyon. As discussed in the Basin 8-1 Alternative document, there are currently no 
groundwater withdrawals within the areas of the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area that 
are covered by the Cities of Anaheim, Chino Hills, and Yorba Linda; Riverside County; and 
Yorba Linda Water District (OCWD 2017a). The Sustainability Goal for the Santa Ana Canyon 
Management Area in the Basin 8-1 Alternative document is to continue monitoring 
sustainable conditions and monitor to ensure that no significant and unreasonable results 
occur in the future. The Project would not inhibit OCWD from continuing to monitor 
conditions within the Santa Ana Canyon Management Area of the groundwater basin or 
otherwise impair OCWD’s effort in this regard. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the 
Project would result in any significant or unreasonable groundwater conditions, as 
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described in the Basin 8-1 Alternative document. See also, the WSA’s detailed discussion 
regarding the ability to serve the Project without  

The WSA concludes that water demand associated with the Project would not significantly 
constrain APU’s supply over the long-term and can be assumed to be accounted for in the 
APU demand projections. As discussed more fully in the WSA and in Section 4.17, Utilities & 
Service Systems, of this Draft EIR, APU would have sufficient water supplies to serve the 
Project as well as other existing and reasonably foreseeable future development within 
APU’s service area during normal, single-dry and multiple-dry years.  

Therefore, for the reasons described above, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a sustainable groundwater management plan. 

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold 
and no mitigation is required. 

4.9.5 CUMULATIVE	IMPACTS	

Cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality occur within a defined 
watershed. The Santa Ana River would be the receiving waters for the Project, combined 
with other cumulative developments in the watershed. Projects considered in the cumulative 
impact analysis consist of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects within 
this geographic scope, including those described in more detail in Table 4-1, Cumulative 
Projects List, which is provided in Section 4.0.  

Collectively, the cumulative projects and the Project would result in increased development 
that would have the potential to collectively increase demand for stormwater conveyance 
and increase risks associated with polluted runoff, during both construction and operation. 
However, federal, state, regional and local laws and regulations are robust in this regard. For 
example, NPDES permit requirements have become more stringent over the years and now 
require new development and redevelopment projects to manage and treat all significant 
sources of stormwater pollutants and runoff, which would result in a reduction in runoff and 
overall pollutant loads in stormwater in the relevant areas over time, thereby reducing 
impacts in this regard. 

Accordingly, the Project as well as other cumulative development would be required to 
adhere to all applicable mandates, standards and performance criteria during construction 
and operation, including, among other things, developing hydrology and hydraulic studies 
and water quality management plans to avoid and minimize potential for runoff, to the extent 
feasible, and thus limit or avoid erosion, sedimentation, flooding, and related issues. For 
example, each project would be required to develop and implement a SWPPP to control 
stormwater runoff, and each would be required to incorporate adequately sized storm 
drainage features that accommodate runoff in order to prevent polluted runoff entering into 
receiving waters as well as on- and off-site flooding. Furthermore, there is a comprehensive 
regulatory framework governing groundwater management, to which the Project and other 
cumulative developments would be required to ensure their respective development 
proposals would not obstruct or impair sustainable groundwater management planning. 
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Therefore, cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant. 

The Project’s contribution to this already less than significant cumulative impact would not 
be cumulatively considerable. It would be required to adhere to the Construction General 
Permit, the applicable NPDES permit mandates during operation, and all other applicable 
federal, State, regional and laws and regulations, programs, and standards, including, 
without limitation, goals, policies, and actions provided in the General Plan and Section 10.09 
of the AMC. Additionally, the Project would install an on-site storm drainage system that 
would include basins intended to promote percolate of runoff into the soil and ensure that 
post-development flows were equal to or less than predevelopment flows.  

Based on the forgoing, the Project would have a less than significant cumulative impact with 
respect to hydrology and water quality and no mitigation measures would be required. 

4.9.6 MITIGATION	PROGRAM	

No significant impacts pertaining to hydrology and water quality were identified; therefore, 
no mitigation measures are required. 

4.9.7 SIGNIFICANCE	AFTER	MITIGATION	

Project impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  
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4.10 LAND	USE	AND	PLANNING	

4.10.1 EXISTING	CONDITIONS	

Existing	General	Plan	Land	Use	and	Zoning	Designations	

The Project Site contains a mix of General Plan land use designations which consist of Estate 
Density Residential; Low Density Residential; and Open Space.  

The northerly portion of the Project Site is currently zoned as “Transition (T)” and the 
southerly portion of the Specific Plan Area is currently zoned as Single-Family Residential 
(7,200-sf min. lot size) (RS-2) and “Open Space” (OS). 

Existing	Conditions	Within	the	Project	Site	

The Project Site consists mostly of undeveloped lands. There is a private paved maintenance 
access road (“Deer Canyon Road”) that is located within the western portion of the Project 
Site that connects to Santa Ana Canyon Road in the north. There are also private dirt access 
roads throughout the Project Site. 

According to historic aerial imagery going back to 1938 and other data sources evaluated, it 
does not appear that the Project Site has been previously developed with urban uses. The 
northwestern portion of the Project Site appears to have been used as an orchard and/or for 
agricultural purposes commencing about 1938 and continuing for decades, until at least 
1960 (J2 Environmental 2023a). The groves were subsequently removed and these areas of 
the Project Site were regraded.  

Elevations within the Project Site range from approximately 600 feet above mean sea level 
in the southeast area of the Project Site to approximately 330 feet above mean sea level at 
the northwest boundary of the Project Site along Santa Ana Canyon Road.  

The topography within the Project Site consists of rolling hills and several steep sided 
hilltops and ridgelines located in the eastern and western portions of the Project Site. The 
Project Site is situated along Deer Canyon, which drains to the north towards the Santa Ana 
River with canyon walls ascending to the east and west (Group Delta 2023a).  

Historical aerial photographs indicate previous grading was performed along the eastern 
boundary of the Project Site, in the vicinity of the dirt access road, which appears to be 
associated with realigning Santa Ana Canyon Road to facilitate space for the SR-91. 

No buildings are currently located within the Project Site. 

The Project Site is visible from SR-91, which is designated as a State Designated Scenic 
Highway. Also, the Project Site is within and visible from the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay 
Zone. 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
4.10-2 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

A variety of vegetation types occur in the Project Site, including the following vegetation 
communities: sagebrush – black sage scrub; sagebrush – black sage scrub/ruderal; coyote 
brush scrub; toyon – sumac chaparral; toyon – sumac chaparral/ruderal; ruderal; disturbed 
ruderal; coastal freshwater marsh; poison oak scrub; southern willow scrub; mulefat scrub; 
southern coast live oak riparian forest; Mexican elderberry woodland; non-native woodland; 
xeric cliff face; developed areas; and disturbed areas (Psomas 2024c). 

A portion of the Project Site was previously subdivided in 2005 as part of the Stonegate 
Project (Tentative Tract Map. No. 16440)1 and was approved to allow for a total of 34 single-
family homes, which were never developed. 

4.10.2 REGULATORY	SETTING	

Regional	

Connect	SoCal	2024	

On April 4, 2024, Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) Regional Council 
voted to approve and fully adopt Connect SoCal 2024, the 2024-2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS or Plan) (SCAG 
2024a). SCAG is one of 18 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in the State of 
California and covers the following counties: Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, and Ventura. Connect SoCal 2024 is a long-range regional transportation plan 
that provides a vision for regional transportation investments, integrated with land use 
strategies, over a 20-year period. Connect SoCal 2024 includes a vision and goals for the 
region. Key components include a growth forecast and regional development pattern based 
on population, household, and employment growth projections for the SCAG region through 
the year 2050 as well as a transportation network including a list of transportation projects 
and investments. The Plan also identifies Regional Planning Polices and Implementation 
Strategies that the region could pursue over the Plan horizon. Other components include 
financial assumptions and expenditures, key transportation investments, and an evaluation 
of the Plan’s performance. As part of Connect SoCal 2024, SCAG developed the Local Data 
Exchange (LDX) process to form the basis for the regional growth forecast by engaging local 
partners to obtain information needed to fulfill state planning requirements. This included 
information on land use, transportation, priority development areas (PDAs), geographical 
boundaries, resource areas, and growth that was shared and exchanged through a 
combination of one-on-one meetings and data submissions with local jurisdictions. In 
consultation with the Technical Working Group (TWG), SCAG developed growth forecast 
guiding principles to ensure that the regional growth forecast yields a technically robust 
forecasted regional development pattern which meets its statutory objectives, which are 
incorporated as part of the SCS. 

 
1  On CEQAnet, this prior project is called the Deer Canyon Estates Project and is identified as SCH No. 2004021044. 
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Regional	Housing	Needs	Assessment	

Local housing production is enshrined in state law as a matter of “vital statewide 
importance” and, since 1969, the State of California has required that all local governments 
(cities and counties) adequately plan to meet the housing needs of all residents in their 
respective communities. To meet this requirement, each city or county must develop a 
Housing Element as part of its General Plan (the local government’s long-range blueprint for 
growth) that shows. To that end, the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)is 
mandated by State Housing Law as part of the periodic process of updating local housing 
elements of the General Plan. RHNA quantifies the need for housing within each jurisdiction 
during specified planning periods. Communities use RHNA in land use planning, prioritizing 
local resource allocation, and in deciding how to address identified existing and future 
housing needs resulting from population, employment, and household growth. RHNA does 
not necessarily encourage or promote growth, but rather allows communities to anticipate 
growth, so that collectively the region and subregion can grow in ways that enhance quality 
of life, improve access to jobs, promotes transportation mobility, and addresses social equity 
and fair share housing needs. On March 4, 2021, the SCAG Regional Council adopted the 6th 
Cycle Final RHNA Allocation Plan, which assigns housing need for each jurisdiction in the 
SCAG region for the October 2021 through October 2029 planning period. The City’s RHNA 
housing need allocation is 17,453 units as detailed below in Table 4.10-1 (SCAG 2021a). 

TABLE	4.10‐1	
REGIONAL	HOUSE	NEEDS	ALLOCATION	FOR	CITY	OF	ANAHEIM	

FOR	THE	6TH	CYCLE 

Number	of	
Units	 Category	 Income	Requirements	 Qualifying	Income*	

3,767 Very Low Income 0–50% of Area Median Income $0–$40,902 

2,397 Low Income 50–80% of Area Median Income $40,903–$65,444 

2,945 Moderate Income 
80–120% of Area Median 
Income $65,445–$98,167 

8,344 Above Moderate Income 
120% or more of Area Median 
Income 

$98,167 and above 

17,453 Total Number of Units  
Source: SCAG 2021a; United States Census Bureau 2023a. 
* The qualifying income ranges were calculated using median household income data of $81,806 per household for 2017–
2021 according to the United States Census Bureau. 

 

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	

Adopted in May 2004, the City’s General Plan	 provides a road map for growth and 
development within the City’s municipal boundaries and its sphere of influence.  
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Land Use Element 

The Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan serves as a guide for Anaheim’s future 
development. This Element designates the distribution and general locations of land uses, 
such as residential, commercial/office/retail, industrial, open space, recreation, and public 
uses. The Land Use Element also addresses the permitted density and intensity of the various 
land use designations as reflected on the City’s General Plan Land Use Map.  

The Land Use Element groups land uses throughout the City into nine broad categories: 
Residential, Commercial/Office, Entertainment/Lodging, Industrial/Manufacturing, Quasi-
Public/Governmental, Parks/Open Space, Water Uses/Waterways, and Agriculture/Vacant 
Lands. Many of these categories are divided into multiple designations and provide a range 
of allowable densities and intensities of development within the City.  

According to Figure LU-4 in the Land Use Element, the Project Site contains land use 
designations of Estate Residential, Low Density Residential, and Open Space. The Estate 
Residential designation provides for the development of large-lot single-family residences 
with a custom character. The permitted density range is from zero up to 1.5 dwelling units 
per gross acre. The Low Density Residential designation provides for the development of 
conventional single-family detached houses. The permitted density range is from zero up to 
6.5 dwelling units per gross acre. Over half of all residential land in Anaheim is Low Density 
Residential. The Open Space designation includes those areas intended to remain in natural 
open space; utility easements that will provide recreational and trail access to Anaheim’s 
residents; heavily landscaped freeway remnant parcels, and land areas surrounding major 
water features. 

The Land Use Element identifies nine community policy areas: the Hill and Canyon Area; 
West Anaheim; North Euclid Street; East Anaheim; North Central Industrial Area; The Colony 
and Downtown; South Anaheim Boulevard; The Platinum Triangle; and Anaheim Canyon. 
The Land Use Element includes policies that are meant to create, preserve and enhance these 
community policy areas. 

The Project Site falls within the Hill and Canyon Area. The City’s Land Use Element states the 
following about the Hill and Canyon Area of the City: 

 “Since	the	1960s,	the	Hill	and	Canyon	Area	has	become	home	to	thousands	of	hillside	
residents	and	one	of	Orange	County’s	most	desired	 communities.	 Scenic	 views,	well‐
planned	residential	development,	access	to	a	variety	of	natural,	scenic	and	recreational	
resources	like	the	Santa	Ana	River,	Deer	Canyon	Park	Preserve	and	the	Anaheim	Hills	
Golf	Course,	all	contribute	to	the	sense	of	pride	felt	by	area	residents.	The	General	Plan	
seeks	to	preserve	those	characteristics	that	make	the	Hill	and	Canyon	Area	a	special	
place	and	to	provide	current	and	 future	residents	with	adequate	community	services	
and	 facilities.	 It	 is	 further	 intended	 to	 encourage	 and	maintain	 living	 areas	which	
preserve	the	amenities	of	hillside	living	and	retain	the	overall	lower	density,	semi‐rural,	
uncongested	character	of	the	Santa	Ana	Canyon	Area.	
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The land use-related goals and policies of the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan 
that are relevant to this analysis, as well as a project consistency analysis, are provided in 
Table 4.10-3 of this section. 

Circulation Element 

The Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan describes the existing circulation system 
and serves as an infrastructure plan that addresses the mobility of people, goods and 
services, energy, water, sewage, storm and drainage, and communications. The Element is 
purposed towards meeting the current and future needs of Anaheim residents and visitors 
by creating and improving a circulation system within the City. The City’s ‘Planned Roadway 
Network’, provided as Figure C-1 of the Circulation Element, provides a visual overview of 
the City’s roadway classifications.  

The classifications of the roadways nearest and adjacent to the Project Site boundaries 
include:  

 Weir Canyon Road, Scenic Expressway; 

 Santa Ana Canyon Road, Primary Arterial;  

 Fairmont Boulevard, Hillside Secondary Arterial; 

 Serrano Avenue, Hillside Secondary Arterial; 

 Canyon Rim Road, Hillside Secondary Arterial. 

The Project Site is visible from SR-91, which is designated as a State Designated Scenic 
Highway. The Project Site is also within the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone. There are 
public views of the Project Site from Santa Ana Canyon Road, SR-91, the Santa Ana River 
Trail, Yorba Regional Park, and Deer Canyon Park Preserve. Existing traffic conditions in the 
Project vicinity are described in Section 4.15, Transportation, and existing views and related 
aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR. The goals and 
policies identified in the Circulation Element that are relevant to the analysis are provided 
in Table 4.10-3 of this section.  

Green Element 

The City of Anaheim General Plan’s Green Element addresses the provision of open space, 
conservation, recreation, and landscaping resources. It includes existing parks and open 
space, and potential recreational opportunities such as schools, utility easements, water 
uses, and vacant land.  

Per Section 17.08.250 of the Anaheim Municipal Code (AMC), the City currently maintains 
park dedication standards that require new development in the City to ensure that two acres 
of parkland would be developed for each 1,000 residents. The dedication may be in the form 
of improved land, the payment of fees in lieu of dedication, or a combination of both. 

The Green Plan (provided as Figure G-1 in the Green Element) provides a visual overview of 
the City and land use as it relates to parks and recreational facilities. ‘Park Deficiency Areas’ 
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are areas within the City that lack recreational facilities due to population pressures and 
limited park opportunities, and the identification of these areas aid the City in future 
development decision making. The Project Site is not located within or near any Park 
Deficiency Areas, nor is it located within the boundaries of any existing or proposed parks. 
Small portions of the Project Site are designated as open space according to Figure G-1 of the 
Green Element. The Green Element identifies natural slopes as one of the primary aesthetic 
resources in the Hill and Canyon Area, and development on hillsides within the Hill and 
Canyon Area require careful siting, grading, and design in order to minimize exposure to 
hazards and to maintain and enhance the scenic quality of the area.  

The Project Site is located approximately 825 feet (0.16 mile) north of the Deer Canyon Park 
Preserve which is a 103-acre wilderness area owned and managed by the City of Anaheim. 
This preserve contains trails for hiking, bicycling, and horseback riding. Trails within Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve connect to the “Four Corners Trail” and to the Oak Canyon Nature 
Center. The “Four Corners Trail” also connects Deer Canyon Park Preserve to Hidden Canyon 
Trail and to Weir Canyon Trail to the east of the Project Site. Further analysis and discussion 
of Deer Canyon Park Preserve and related recreational facilities associated with Project 
impacts are in Section 4.14, Recreation, of this Draft EIR.  

The northern portion of the Project Site that is adjacent to Santa Ana Canyon Road is 
identified as a “(Groundwater) Protection Zone” in Figure G-2 of the Green Element. 
According to the Green Element, with the goal of protecting current and future groundwater 
resources, the City has established a groundwater protection zones for the recharge area. 
The primary emphasis within these areas is to provide educational outreach materials to 
inform businesses and residents how to properly manage materials and waste. 

The goals and policies identified in the Green Element that are relevant to the analysis are 
provided in Table 4.10-3 of this section.  

Public Services and Facilities Element 

The Public Services and Facilities Element outlines the City’s goals and policies concerning 
fire protection and emergency services, police services, electric and water utilities, sewer 
and storm drain systems, schools and libraries, and other utilities and services. The goals 
and policies identified in this element help guide the City’s provision of new and expanded 
public facilities to support the continued growth of the City.  

The Public Services and Facilities Element contains several maps showing the locations of 
public facilities and utility systems (Figure PSF-1, PSF-6, PSF-7, and PSF-9). See Section 4.13, 
Public Services, for additional information regarding updated locations of public service 
facilities and analyses of impacts related public service facilities. Also, see section 4.17, 
Utilities and Service Systems, for the latest locations and analyses of utility systems. The 
goals and policies identified in the Public Services and Facilities Element that are relevant to 
the analysis are provided in Table 4.10-3.  
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Growth Management Element 

The Growth Management Element is intended to ensure that capital facilities planning meets 
the needs of current and future residents of Anaheim. This Element supplements and 
supports all other elements in the City’s General Plan, with the main goal of reducing traffic 
congestion and ensuring adequate levels of traffic management and other public facilities 
and services to accommodate for future growth pursuant to the Countywide Traffic 
Improvement and Growth Management Component of Measure M. 

The goals and policies identified in the Growth Management Element that are relevant to this 
analysis are provided in Table 4.10-3 of this section.  

Safety Element 

The Safety Element of the City of Anaheim General Plan	addresses fire hazards, geologic and 
seismic hazards, flood hazards, risk-reduction strategies, hazard abatement measures, and 
potential hazard locations throughout the City (Anaheim 2023a).  

The Project Site is not located in any liquefaction prone areas, according to figure S-2 in the 
Safety Element. In addition, Figure S-5 and S-6 show that the Project Site is not located in any 
FEMA designated flood zones nor any dam inundation zones. Figure S-1 of the Safety Element 
shows that the Project Site is located within an area identified as having a shake potential (2 
percent at 50 years) of 0.25g - 0.55g. The Project site is located within an area identified as 
having mild to moderate landslide susceptibility, as detailed in Figure S-3, as well as within 
a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) shown in Figure S-4. The developed 
portions of Anaheim Hills are classified as a Special Protection Area by the Anaheim Fire 
Department. Project impacts related to landslides and geology are addressed in Section 4.6 
Geology and Soils and impacts related to fire hazards are addressed in Section 4.18 Wildfire 
of this Draft EIR.  

The goals and policies identified in the Safety Element that are relevant to this analysis are 
provided in Table 4.10-3 of this section.  

Noise Element 

In the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan, the City adopted land use-noise compatibility 
standards, which are shown in Table 4.10-2 (City of Anaheim 2004a). The land use 
compatibility standards are used to identify “normally acceptable”, “conditionally 
acceptable”, “normally unacceptable”, and “clearly unacceptable” noise levels for varying 
land uses. The Noise Element identifies the following as sources of noise within the City of 
Anaheim: vehicular traffic, entertainment facilities, sports events, commercial and industrial 
activity, and periodic occurrences such as construction and aircraft travel.  
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TABLE	4.10‐2	
LAND	USE	COMPATIBILITY	FOR	NOISE	EXPOSURE	

Land	Use	Category	

Community	Noise	Exposure	
Ldn	or	CNEL,	dB	

	 55	 60	 65	 70	 75	 80	 85	
Residential – Low-Density 
Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

        
        
        
        

Residential – Multiple-Family Homes         
        
        
        

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels         
        
        
        

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,  
Nursing Homes 

        
        
        
        

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

        
        
        
        

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports         
        
        
        

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks         
         
         
        

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water  
Recreation, Cemeteries 

        
        
        
        

Office Buildings, Business, Commercial 
and Professional 

        
          
        
        

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

        
        
        
        

 Normally 
Acceptable 

 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

 Normally 
Unacceptable 

 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

Specified land use is 
satisfactory based 
upon the assumption 
that any buildings 
involved are of normal, 
conventional 
construction, without 
any special noise 
insulation 
requirements. 

New construction or 
development should be 
undertaken only after a 
detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction 
requirement is made and 
needed noise insulation 
features are included in 
the design. Conventional 
construction, but with 

New construction or 
development should 
generally be discouraged. 
If new construction or 
development does 
proceed, a detailed 
analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements 
must be made and 
needed noise insulation 

New construction or 
development should 
generally not be 
undertaken. 
Construction costs to 
make the indoor 
environment acceptable 
would be prohibitive, 
and the outdoor 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.10-9 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐2	
LAND	USE	COMPATIBILITY	FOR	NOISE	EXPOSURE	

Land	Use	Category	

Community	Noise	Exposure	
Ldn	or	CNEL,	dB	

	 55	 60	 65	 70	 75	 80	 85	
closed windows and fresh 
air supply systems or air 
conditioning, will normally 
suffice. 

features included in the 
design. Outdoor areas 
must be shielded. 

environment would not 
be acceptable. 

Ldn: day-night noise level; CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level; dB: decibels 

Source: City of Anaheim 2004a. 

 

For single-family residential land uses impacted by construction, the “normally acceptable” 
and “conditionally acceptable” community noise levels according to the compatibility matrix 
would be 60 dBA and 70 dBA CNEL, respectively. If the noise levels from construction are 
below 65 dBA CNEL then no changes to the intended construction plans are required; 
however, if the levels are above 65 dBA CNEL then noise reduction measures may need to be 
considered to reduce the noise impact to the surrounding land uses. 

Additionally, the City’s Noise Element has established goals and polices to appropriately 
consider and address noise levels within the City. The pertinent goals and policies that are 
relevant to this analysis are provided and analyzed for consistency with the Project in Table 
4.10-3 in this section. 

Economic Development 

The Economic Development Element serves as a guide for the City to continue maintaining 
and expanding the local economy. The goals outlined in this element are heavily tied into the 
goals and policies outlined in the Land Use Element.  

The Project Site is not located within any redevelopment Project areas. The goals and policies 
identified in the Economic Element that are relevant to this analysis are provided in 
Table 4.10-3 of this section.  

Community Design Element 

The goal of the City’s Community Design Element is to create a positive and strong 
community identity for the City of Anaheim. The Community Design Element provides policy 
guidance that respects this diverse context while seeking to unify the City through carefully 
crafted design policies. The City of Anaheim divides the City into nine design districts in 
order to understand the unique design conditions of each region in Anaheim.  

Figure C-1 in the Community Design Element, displaying the community design districts 
within the City, shows that the Project site is located within the Hill & Canyon Area 
community design district. The Hill and Canyon Area design district is defined as having 
unique topography that requires special design attention. The Community Design Element 
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further characterizes this design district as natural and semi-rural, with residents in this 
region expressing their desire to preserve open space, views, and vistas. The following 
design guidelines for this district are outlined in this element. 

 Reinforce the natural environment of the area through appropriate landscaping and 
preservation of open space. 

 Preserve views and ridgelines. 

 Incorporate natural aesthetics into design. 

 Reinforce quality development standards and guidelines compatible with the hillside 
area. 

Goal 21.1 of the Community Design Element is to “Preserve the Hill and Canyon Area’s 
sensitive hillside environment and the community’s unique identity”. The Project Site is 
located in the “Hill and Canyon Area” of the City as referenced in this goal of the Community 
Design Element. Policies under Goal 21.1 of the City’s Community Design Element consist of: 

 Policy 1: (To) reinforce the natural environment of the area through appropriate 
landscaping and the preservation of open space. 

 Policy 2: Require compliance with the Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone to reinforce 
quality development standards and guidelines compatible with the hillside area. 

 Policy 3: Place entry monument signs at key locations into and out of the Hill and 
Canyon Area to strengthen its district identity. 

 Policy 4: Encourage the siting of housing development below the existing ridgelines 
to preserve unimpeded views of existing natural contours. 

 Policy 5: Use grading techniques that incorporate rounded slopes or curved contours 
to minimize disturbance to the site and to blend with the existing topography. 

 Policy 6: Where grading has occurred, revegetate primarily with drought-tolerant 
native species to control erosion and create a more environmentally sound condition. 

 Policy 7: Work with Caltrans to achieve enhanced landscaping within the Riverside 
(SR-91) Freeway right-of-way to enhance the image of the area as viewed from the 
freeway. 

The goals and policies outlined in the Community Design Element that are relevant to this 
analysis are provided in Table 4.10-3 of this section along with a consistency evaluation. 
Additional information related to Project consistency with applicable development 
standards from the AMC is provided in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, in response to threshold (c).  

Housing Element 

The Housing Element is a State-mandated chapter of the City’s General Plan that sets forth 
an eight year plan (housing cycle) to address the City’s identified housing needs. Since 1969, 
California has required that all local governments (cities and counties) adequately plan to 
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meet the housing needs of all residents in their respective communities. California’s local 
governments meet this requirement by adopting housing plans as part of their general plan, 
which serve as the local government’s "blueprint" for how the city and/or county will grow 
and develop and include eight elements: land use, transportation, conservation, noise, open 
space, safety, environmental justice, and housing. 

California’s Housing Element Law acknowledges that, in order for the private market to 
adequately address the housing needs and demand of Californians, local governments must 
adopt plans and regulatory systems that provide opportunities for (and do not unduly 
constrain) housing development. As a result, housing policy in California rests largely on the 
effective implementation of local general plans and, in particular, local housing elements. 

The Housing Element describes, identifies, and analyzes the City’s housing needs, and 
addresses the maintenance and expansion of the housing supply to accommodate the 
households that currently live and/or are expected to live in Anaheim in the housing cycle. 
Through research and analysis, the Housing Element identifies available opportunity 
housing sites and establishes a Housing Policy Program to accommodate the City’s state 
housing obligations as set forth in its RHNA allocation, as determined by the SCAG and 
approved by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). 
HCD found the City’s Housing Element to be in compliance with State housing laws in 2009. 
The Anaheim City Council certified its Housing Element on August 11, 2009, incorporating 
the then-applicable RHNA target and the Anaheim Affordable Housing Strategic Plan goals. 
See Section 4.12, Population and Housing, for more information related to RHNA. 

In accordance with State law, the City initiated an update to the City’s Housing Element. The 
Draft Housing Element 6th Cycle 2021–2029 was initially submitted to the HCD on October 
15, 2021, for review and certification. The City continues to address HCD’s comments and 
seek Technical Assistance from HCD staff working diligently towards a finding of compliance 
(City of Anaheim 2024a). Housing Element goals and policies relevant to this analysis are 
identified in Table 4.10-3 in this section. 

Bicycle Master Plan 

The Bicycle Master Plan is an appendix to the City’s General Plan. The Bicycle Master Plan is 
the vision for the City’s bikeways network. The City’s Bicycle Master Plan states that the 
Anaheim Hills area south of Santa Ana Canyon Road and east of the SR-55 freeway, which 
includes the Project Site, is a hilly area which can be a hindrance to commuting and 
recreational cyclists but a welcomed challenge for bicycling enthusiasts. The Bicycle Master 
Plan identifies “Class II Existing” bicycle lanes on Santa Ana Canyon Road north of the Project 
Site. The Bicycle Master Plan does not identify any planned bicycle improvements on Santa 
Ana Canyon Road near the Project Site or within the Project Site itself. 
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Anaheim	Municipal	Code	

Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone 

The entire Project Site is within the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone. The purpose of the 
Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone is to is to provide for and promote orderly growth in certain 
areas of the City designated as being of distinctive, scenic importance, while implementing 
local governmental agency actions for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the 
unique and natural scenic assets of these areas as a valuable resource to the community. The 
City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone has been designated as an area of distinctive natural and 
rural beauty, characterized and exemplified by the interrelationship between such primary 
natural features as the rolling terrain, winding river, Specimen Trees, and the profusion of 
natural vegetation. Chapter 18.18 of the AMC provides regulations for parcels that are 
located within the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone, which address requirements related 
to setbacks, parking location, height, and roof mounted equipment.  

Tree preservation procedures for the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone are provided in 
AMC Section 18.18.040 with the purpose of preserving the natural beauty of the Santa Ana 
Canyon environment, to increase the visual identity and quality of the area, and to protect 
the remaining natural amenities from premature removal or destruction. Also, Section 
18.18.040 of the AMC includes provisions for issuance of tree removal permits and 
replacement tree planting.  

The AMC defines specimen trees as “any tree of the Quercus varieties (Oak) with a trunk 
measuring twenty-five (25) inches or greater in circumference; or any tree of the Schinus 
varieties (Pepper) and Platanus varieties (Sycamore), with trunks measuring fifty (50) 
inches or greater in circumference; measurements of circumference shall be taken at a point 
four (4) feet above ground level.” 

As required by AMC Section 18.18.040, impacted specimen trees would require the issuance 
of a Specimen Tree Removal Permit by the City. As part of the permit process, the City 
requires that replacement trees be planted on the same parcel or in the public right-of-way 
located in the immediate vicinity, as directed by the City. Any replacement trees in the public 
right-of-way must be approved by the Department of Public Works. The replacement trees 
shall comply with the following provisions: 

 The replacement trees shall be a minimum thirty-six (36) inch box size at time of 
planting, or larger if appropriate to the tree unless the City Arborist approves a 
twenty-four (24) inch box size based on feasibility and site characteristics. 

 The number of replacement trees shall be as identified in Table 18-A of AMC Section 
18.18.040. For impacted specimen trees that are under 38” in circumference2, one 
replacement tree is required per impacted specimen tree. For impacted specimen 
trees that are 38”-64” in circumference, two replacement trees are required per 

 
2  The circumference of trees is measured at four feet above ground level. 
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impacted specimen tree. For impact specimen trees that are over 64”, three 
replacement trees are required per impacted specimen tree.  

 Any replacement trees that are planted within the Project Site, which are 
subsequently removed, damaged, diseased and/or dies, shall be replaced in a timely 
manner in accordance with the provisions of the AMC. 

Anaheim	Parks	Plan	

The Anaheim Parks Plan was developed by the City to guide improvement of the park system 
within the City (City of Anaheim 2018a). The Anaheim Parks Plan includes the following 
recommendations. 

1. Execute more facility joint-use agreements with the seven school districts within 
Anaheim  

2. Create sports complexes 

3. Execute lease agreements with other public agencies  

4. Pursue funding opportunities and increase park development fees  

5. Acquire private land for park development. 

6. Redesign existing parks to expand uses  

a. a. Plant trees  

b. Create access for all users  

7. Enhance park maintenance  

8. Allow for use of high school community swimming pools and plan for a new aquatic 
center  

9. Update the general plan as needed  

a. Add new park categories to the green element of the general plan 

b. Protect parkland by ensuring that all parks are zoned appropriately  

10. Complete a community services strategic plan 

None of these recommendations directly relate to the Project or to the Project Site. 

4.10.3 THRESHOLDS	OF	SIGNIFICANCE	

In accordance with the City of Anaheim’s Environmental Checklist, a project would result in 
significant impacts related to land use and planning if it would: 

a) Physically divide an established community; or 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict	with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 
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It should be noted that the significance criteria Impact (b), above, is also separately 
analyzed in Section 4.11, Noise, to address potential impacts related to noise conflicts 
with land use plans, which would include Project-related conflicts to the noise land use 
compatibility standards of the General Plan and AMC. 

4.10.4 IMPACT	ANALYSIS	

a) Would	the	Project	physically	divide	an	established	community?	

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact. Implementation of the Project would have a significant 
environmental impact if it were configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier or 
other physical division within an established community. The physical division of an already 
established community typically refers to construction of a linear feature, such as an 
interstate, railroad tracks, or the removal of a means of access that would impact mobility 
within an existing community and an outlying area.  

Implementation of the Project would not involve the creation of a physical barrier or other 
physical division within an established community. The Project site is undeveloped except 
for an existing access road within the western portion of the Project site. This existing access 
road provides access from Santa Ana Canyon Road to Deer Canyon Preserve and other areas 
and neighborhoods to the south. The access road is used by utility providers and Anaheim 
Fire, as well as by members of the community for recreational purposes. 

The Project would result in the temporary closure of the existing access road, which would 
temporarily reduce connectivity for trail users. However, once Deer Canyon Road is 
constructed this connectivity would be restored. 

The Project would include construction of a new roadway along a similar alignment as the 
existing road, which would include public sidewalks and a multi-use/equestrian trail.  

The Project would not physically divide an established community. 

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to this threshold, 
and no mitigation is required. 

b) Would	the	Project	cause	a	significant	environmental	impact	due	to	a	conflict	with	
any	 land	use	plan,	policy,	or	regulation	adopted	for	the	purpose	of	avoiding	or	
mitigating	an	environmental	effect?	

Less	Than	Significant	With	Mitigation	Incorporated.		

For purposes of CEQA, land use and planning impacts under this threshold (b) involves an 
evaluation of the Project’s consistency with the applicable goals and policies set forth in the 
City’s General Plan and other relevant plans, policies and regulations adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 
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Connect	SoCal	2024	

The Project Site has a mix of existing General Plan land use designations which consist of 
Estate Density Residential; Low Density Residential; and Open Space. The Project Site is 
currently zoned Single-Family Residential (RS-2), Open Space (OS), and Transitional (T) 
(City of Anaheim 2022a). The Connect SoCal 2024 plan was developed based on the 
maximum buildout of the land uses described above that were contemplated in the City’s 
General Plan. 

The Project would require the adoption of a General Plan amendment, adoption of a specific 
plan and re-zoning of a portion3 of the Project Site to allow for a maximum total of 504 
residential units (single- and multiple-family residential) as well as a maximum total of 
80,000 sf of General Commercial use. As discussed in more detail in Section 4.12, Population 
and Housing, the Project would be anticipated to generate approximately 324 residents and 
1,664 employees, at full buildout. While not expressly contemplated (since the land use 
designations would be amended as part of the Project), the RTP/SCS assumed a growth in 
the City’s population to 416,800 residents by the year 2045 (SCAG 2020a). The new residents 
of the City of Anaheim would comprise an approximately 0.48 percent of the City’s current 
population and approximately 0.45 percent of the City’s projected 2045 population, which is 
nominal in nature and thus would not represent a substantial when compared to local and 
regional projections. Thus, the Project would result in a limited amount of population and 
employment growth that is nominal in nature. Also, this increase would be consistent with 
the overall population forecasts for the City. Furthermore, upon adoption of the general plan 
amendment, specific plan and re-zoning of the Project Site, the Project would thereafter be 
incorporated into future planning documents.  

Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact related to consistency with 
the Connect SoCal 2024 plan. 

Regional	Housing	Needs	Assessment	

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.12, Population and Housing, the new residential 
units developed as part of the Project would enhance the City’s housing stock. While the 
Project would result in the development of higher density residential uses in an area where 
only lower density residential and other non-urban uses were previously contemplated, the 
potential increase would be consistent with the overall population projections relied upon 
in the City’s General Plan. The Project would provide a maximum total of 504 total new 
housing units within the City. When compared to the current housing numbers within the 
City, which is approximately 112,351, the 504 total new housing units would not represent 
a substantial amount of new housing (DOF 2023a). SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2024 plan assumes 
an increase in the City’s number of households from 105,600 households in 2019 to 120,200 
households by 2035 and 130,200 households by 2050 (SCAG 2024a). The maximum 504 new 
housing units within the City of Anaheim would comprise approximately 0.45 percent of the 
City’s current mix of housing units and approximately 0.38 percent of the City’s projected 

 
3  As described more fully in Section 3.0 (Project Description), the remaining portions of the Project Site 

would be designated and re-zoned for Open Space. 
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2050 mix of housing units, which is nominal in nature and thus would not represent a 
substantial increase or result in a significant impact when compared to local and regional 
projections. Additionally, the City is currently updating the Housing Element of its General 
Plan to meet the City of Anaheim’s RHNA allocation for the Sixth Cycle Housing Element 
Update, which is a total of 17,453 units of total new construction. The Project would assist 
the City in achieving their Above Average Income housing units for the 6th RHNA cycle. 

Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact related to consistency with 
the City’s achievement of its RHNA allocation. 

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	

As explained above, the City’s General Plan is the principal policy and planning document for 
guiding conservation, enhancement, and development in the City. The General Plan 
represents the blueprint for future development to achieve the City of Anaheim's Vision. 

The Project’s specific plan has been prepared to provide a comprehensive vision for 
development of the Project Site that serves as a link between the relevant goals, policies, and 
objectives of the General Plan and the development vision for the Project Site. By functioning 
as a planning and regulatory document, the specific plan implements the General Plan within 
the boundaries of the Project Site. In this regard, all development proposals and entitlements 
for the Project Site must be consistent with the relevant regulations, guidelines, and policies 
set forth in the specific plan.  

According to state law, all specific plans must be consistent with the adopted general plan, 
and all subdivision and development activity must be consistent with the specific plan. 

The Zoning chapter of the AMC (Zoning Code) is the primary regulatory document that 
implements the City’s General Plan. The Zoning Code provides requirements and standards 
regarding permitted land uses, development regulations, and the land use entitlement 
process for land in the City of Anaheim. 

The Specific Plan provides zoning and development standards for the uses within the Project 
Site in accordance with Section 18.72.070 of the AMC (allowing for different standards to 
govern within areas governed by specific plans).  

The Project proposes to redesignate the Project Site under the City’s General Plan as Low 
Density Residential (6.80 acres4); Medium Density Residential (14.17 acres); General 
Commercial (11.82 acres); and Open Space (43.22 acres) land uses. 

To approve the Project, concurrent with the adoption of the Specific Plan for the Project the 
City Council would also need to reclassify the entirety of the Project Site as “Hills Preserve-
Specific Plan” zoning designation, which would enable the implementation of the land use 
vision set forth in the Specific Plan. As detailed more fully in the Specific Plan, the Specific 
Plan would allow for land uses consisting of “Estate Residential”, “Medium Density 

 
4  1.5 acres of the 6.80 acres for single-family residential uses would be for dedicated private streets. 
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Residential”, “Open Space”, and “General Commercial”. The Project’s consistency with the 
City’s General Plan is evaluated in Table 4.10-3. 

General plans, by their very nature, tend to have policies with differing emphasis. Local 
agencies, like the City, must try to accommodate a wide range of competing interests through 
an appropriate weighing and balancing of such interests when establishing and applying 
development proposals and standards. Thus, local agencies, such as the City, when 
conducting a consistency analysis, consider whether a project would further the overall 
objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment, recognizing 
that a proposed project may be consistent with the overall objectives of the general plan, 
but not with each and every policy thereof. In all instances, in making a determination of 
consistency, local agencies, such as the City, may use their discretion to balance and 
harmonize policies with other complementary or countervailing policies in a manner that 
best achieves the local agency’s overall goals. 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Land	Use	Element	

Goal 1.1 Preserve and enhance the quality and character of 
Anaheim’s mosaic of unique neighborhoods. 

Consistent. The Project includes development of 
a mixed-use development that would have high 
quality architecture and exterior building 
materials/finishes, which would be clustered and 
located on lower elevations of the Project Site, in 
order to protect the visual and scenic resources of 
the area. Trees and other vegetation would need 
to be removed for the Project; however, the 
Project would replace trees that are removed and 
a landscaping plan would be implemented to 
minimize visual effects of the Project. The Project 
would include buildings that would be similar to 
other buildings along Santa Ana Canyon Road. As 
described in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, the Project 
has been designed to minimize visual effects to 
aspects of the visual environment that are 
important in this area of the City, which include 
views of ridgelines, slopes, and natural areas. The 
Project would generally retain public views of 
ridgelines, natural slopes, and natural areas in the 
upper portions of the Project Site. Also, 
approximately 43.22 acres of the Project Site 
would be re-zoned as Open Space. 

However, the Project would result in 
development on an undeveloped Project Site, 
which would represent change. This change 
would be more evident for the residents of the 
single-family residences to the west of the Project 

Policy 1	 Actively pursue development standards and design 
policies to preserve and enhance the quality and 
character of Anaheim’s many neighborhoods.	

Policy 2	 Ensure that new development is designed in a manner 
that preserves the quality of life in existing 
neighborhoods.	
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TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Site and for those individuals that regularly 
traverse the now-vacant Project Site to access 
Deer Canyon Park Preserve who have more 
familiarity with these views and who spend a 
greater time observing these views of private 
property. These individuals may experience 
change including additional human activity that 
would occur, and certain traffic, noise, air quality, 
and other effects may result. In short, the existing 
conditions would not be preserved with 
implementation of the Project and development 
would occur. However, these effects have been 
evaluated in this Draft EIR and have been found to 
be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated to the extent feasible. Although 
these effects may not be significant pursuant to 
CEQA, it is reasonable to assume that some 
existing resdients in the Project vicinity would 
desire to keep enjoying the undeveloped portion 
of the Project Site. At the same time, the City has 
the obligation to preserve and enhance the quality 
and character of Anaheim’s many neighborhoods, 
while taking into appropriate account its housing 
obligations under state law and other community 
interests. 

Development standards and design policies and 
guidelines have been developed in the Specific 
Plan that would guide future development in the 
Project Site. See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for further 
information and analysis as to how the proposed 
Project standards, policies and guidelines would 
help to preserve and enhance the Project Site and 
vicinity. 

Policy 3 Encourage future development to provide functional 
public spaces that foster social interaction. 

Consistent. Multiple functional public spaces 
have been included in the Project, including a 
rooftop deck and outdoor and indoor communal 
spaces, that would foster social interaction. Also, 
the Project would include a new sidewalk along 
Santa Ana Canyon Road and improved multi-use 
(pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian) trail 
connections to Deer Canyon Park Preserve, which 
would allow for residents to informally interact to 
a greater extent than in existing conditions and 
take better advantage of this regional recreational 
facility.	
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TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Goal 2.1 Continue to provide a variety of quality housing 
opportunities to address the City’s diverse housing 
needs. 

Consistent.	 The Project would provide up to a 
maximum total of 504 residential units, most of 
which would be apartment units that would 
include a wide range of sizes (and thus price 
points). Near the Project Site, most residential 
units are single-family residential units; 
therefore, additional apartment units proposed 
by the Project would serve to further this goal of 
providing a variety of quality housing 
opportunities. The Project would be required to 
adhere to the development standards and design 
guidelines and policies to ensure a thoughtfully 
designed, high quality development. 

Policy 1 Facilitate new residential development on vacant or 
underutilized infill parcels. 

Consistent.	 Consistent with this policy, the 
Project would develop residential units on vacant 
land near other urban uses as well as major 
transportation corridors and existing City 
infrastructure.	

Policy 6  Ensure quality development through appropriate 
development standards and by adherence to related 
Community Design Element policies and guidelines. 

Consistent. The Project Site is located along a 
major corridor within the City, Santa Ana Canyon 
Road. Consistent with Goal 3.1, the Project would 
enhance the City’s image by only developing in a 
clustered fashion on the lower elevations of the 
Project Site and maintaining the more visually 
significant ridgelines. The Project would also re-
zone approximately 43.22 acres as open space, 
which would allow for the retention of these lands 
in their existing open space condition with their 
related aesthetic, scenic, and habitat qualities. The 
Project also has been designed to incorporate 
commercial uses, which would serve the Project’s 
residents and employees as well as surrounding 
neighborhoods. It would also facilitate substantial 
pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian connectivity 
(including increasing access to the nearby Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve).  

Development standards and design policies have 
been developed in the Specific Plan that would 
guide future development in the Project Site, 
which would ensure a thoughtful, high-quality 
site and building design that takes into 
appropriate account the surrounding topography 
and existing uses.  

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Goal 3.1 Pursue land uses along major corridors that enhance 
the City’s image and stimulate appropriate 
development at strategic locations. 

Policy 3 Ensure quality development along corridors through 
adherence to established development standards and 
Community Design Element goals, policies and 
guidelines. 
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TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Policy 4 Continue to pursue additional open space, recreation, 
and landscaping amenities along major transportation 
routes. 

Consistent.	 Consistent with this policy, the 
Project would re-zone approximately 43.22 acres 
of the Project Site as open space on lands that are 
located along Santa Ana Canyon Road and near 
SR-91. This would allow for the retention of these 
lands in their existing open space condition with 
their related aesthetic, scenic and habitat 
qualities. The provision of multi-use trail 
connections near Santa Ana Canyon Road and SR-
91 would facilitate and enhance access to Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve and other open space, 
recreational and landscaping amenities. 

Goal 3.2 Maximize development opportunities along 
transportation routes. 

Consistent.	 The Project would include high 
quality, thoughtfully designed development along 
a major existing transportation route, Santa Ana 
Canyon Road, which would be clustered and 
located in the lower elevations in order to 
maximize development opportunities while 
protecting important scenic and aesthetic 
resources.  

Policy 3  Encourage and provide incentives for the 
consolidation of parcels to create development sites 
that are large enough to support quality development. 

Consistent.	The Project would merge 12 parcels 
and would subdivide the Project Site into 8 new 
parcels and four lettered lots with clustered 
development containing residential, commercial, 
and open space land uses. The consolidation of 
these lands would enable high quality 
thoughtfully designed development that takes 
into appropriate account the surrounding 
topography and existing uses. 	

Goal 4.1 Promote development that integrates with and 
minimizes impacts to surrounding land uses. 

Consistent.	Consistent with this goal, the Project 
would include a mix of land uses that are similar 
to and compatible with the land uses that occur 
within the vicinity of the Project Site and along 
Santa Ana Canyon Road, which would be 
clustered and located in the lower elevations in 
order to promote compatible development while 
protecting important scenic and aesthetic 
resources. 

The Project would require adoption of a Specific 
Plan and re-zoning of the Project Site; therefore, 
the Project would not be developed in accordance 
with the City’s land use plan and zoning code as 
currently adopted. 

As discussed in response to Goal 21.1 of the 
Community Design Element in the table below, all 

Policy 1	 Ensure that land uses develop in accordance with the 
Land Use Plan and Zoning Code in an effort to attain 
land use compatibility.	

Policy 2	 Promote compatible development through adherence 
to Community Design Element policies and guidelines.	
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TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

of the applicable policies from the City’s 
Community Design Element have been 
incorporated into the Project. Views of natural 
open space areas and ridgelines have generally 
been preserved. Also, approximately 43.22 acres 
of the Project Site would be zoned as open space. 
This would allow for the retention of these lands 
in their existing open space condition with their 
related aesthetic, scenic and habitat qualities. The 
provision of multi-use trail connections near 
Santa Ana Canyon Road and SR-91 would 
facilitate and enhance access to Deer Canyon Park 
Preserve and other open space, recreational and 
landscaping amenities. 

Nonetheless, while the Project would re-zone 
approximately 57% of the Project Site as open 
space, the remaining portions would be 
developed with much-needed housing as well as 
commercial uses. This would result in additional 
ground disturbance and human activity, and the 
concomitant environmental effect. In short, the 
existing conditions would not be preserved with 
implementation of the Project and development 
would occur. However, these effects have been 
evaluated in this Draft EIR and have been found to 
be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated to the extent feasible. Although 
these effects may not be significant pursuant to 
CEQA, it is reasonable to assume that some 
existing residents in the Project vicinity would 
desire to keep enjoying the undeveloped 
condition of the Project Site. At the same time, the 
City has the obligation to promote compatible 
development, while taking into appropriate 
account its housing obligations under state law 
and other community interests. 

Development standards and design policies and 
guidelines have been developed in the Specific 
Plan that would guide future development in the 
Project Site. See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for further 
information and analysis as to how the proposed 
Project standards, policies and guidelines would 
help to preserve and enhance the Project Site and 
vicinity including land use compatibility. 
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CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	
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Policy 3	 Ensure that developers consider and address project 
impacts upon surrounding neighborhoods during the 
design and development process.	

Consistent. Consistent with this policy, the 
Project’s impacts are being considered in this 
Draft EIR and feasible mitigation measures are 
being incorporated for the Project. See Section 
3.0, Project Description, of additional information 
as to Project design features/components, and 
Sections 4.1 through 4.18 for consideration and 
analysis of Project impacts and identified 
mitigation.	

Policy 4 Require new or expanded uses to provide mitigation or 
buffers between existing uses where potential adverse 
impacts could occur. 

Consistent. The Project’s impacts have been 
considered, evaluated and disclosed in this Draft 
EIR and feasible mitigation measures have been 
incorporated for the Project. See Section 3.0, 
Project Description, of additional information as 
to Project design features/components, and 
Sections 4.1 through 4.18 for consideration and 
analysis of Project impacts and identified 
mitigation.	

Consistent with this policy, landscaping, building 
setbacks, and open space have been incorporated 
into Project design. 

In general terms, to minimize impacts to scenic 
resources, the Project’s buildings have been sited 
to be clustered and located at the lower 
elevations, and the grading approach has been 
developed so that the more visually significant 
ridgelines and hilltops on the Project Site would 
not be altered. Instead, these upper elevations of 
the Project Site would be zoned as Open Space. 
The Project would generally preserve public 
views of existing backdrop ridgelines from off-site 
perspectives, with the addition of new structures 
at the lower elevations of the Project Site in the 
foreground of most of these views. This retention 
of the natural landscape outside of the 
development footprint would be accomplished 
through the export of soil from the Project Site 
and through the construction of retaining walls to 
lower the height of the building pad elevations. 

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	
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TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Policy 5 Discourage additional multiple-family development in 
existing single-family neighborhoods.	

Consistent.	 The Project would not add any 
multiple-family residential development within 
any existing single-family neighborhoods given 
that the Project Site is vacant. 

Policy 6	 Require landscape and/or open space buffers to 
maintain a natural edge for proposed private 
development directly adjacent to natural, public open 
space areas.	

Consistent.	 Landscaping (approximately 11.50 
acres in total) and open space have been 
incorporated into the Project’s design, including 
along the eastern and southern edges of the 
Project Site where natural open space would be 
retained. In total, approximately 57% of the 
Project Site would be re-zoned to open space, 
which would allow for the retention of these lands 
in their existing open space condition along with 
their related aesthetic, scenic and habitat 
qualities.	

Goal 5.1 Create and enhance dynamic, identifiable places for the 
benefit of Anaheim residents, employees, and visitors. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan, which sets forth the vision for the Project 
Site,	 the Project would result in an identifiable 
development within the eastern portion of the 
City of Anaheim. The Project would also provide 
new commercial uses to serve the Project’s 
residents and employees as well as local 
neighborhoods. It would also increase 
pedestrian/bicycle/equestrian connections and 
community access generally to Deer Canyon Park 
Preserve for the benefit of the Anaheim 
community. 

See Section 3.0, Project Description, for additional 
information in this regard. 

Policy 4 Promote development that is efficient, pedestrian-
friendly, and served by a variety of transportation 
options. 

Consistent.	 The Project Site is accessible by 
personal vehicle and by rideshare via Santa Ana 
Canyon Road.  

The Project would add sidewalks along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road, which would improve pedestrian 
connectivity for future residents and employees. 

There are Class II bicycle lanes on Santa Ana 
Canyon Road north of the Project Site. 

Also, the Project is within walking distance of 
OCTA Route 38, which has a stop near the 
intersection of Santa Ana Canyon Road and South 
Roosevelt Boulevard. The Project would include 
the addition of sidewalks from the Project Site to 
an existing sidewalk that connects to this bus stop 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
4.10-24 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

to facilitate ready access to available transit 
services provided by OCTA. 

Goal 6.1 Enhance the quality of life and economic vitality in 
Anaheim through strategic infill development and 
revitalization of existing development. 

Consistent.	 The Project would enhance the 
quality of life for future residents of the Project 
Site by providing access to an existing City park, a 
rooftop deck, and other amenities. The Project 
would also enhance the quality of life and 
economic vitality for the Anaheim community by 
developing strategically located commercial uses, 
as well as enhancing connectivity and public 
access to recreational facilities, including Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve. Also, the Project would 
promote new economic activity on an infill parcel 
of land that is currently not generating much 
property or sales tax revenue or jobs for the City.  

Nonetheless, while the Project would re-zone 
approximately 57% of the Project Site for open 
space, the remaining portions of the Project Site 
would be developed. This would result in 
additional human activity and ground 
disturbance, and concomitant environmental 
effects would result. In short, the existing 
conditions would not be preserved with 
implementation of the Project and development 
would occur. However, these effects have been 
evaluated in this Draft EIR and have been found to 
be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated to the extent feasible. Although 
these effects may not be significant pursuant to 
CEQA, it is reasonable to assume that individuals 
residing in the Project vicinity would desire to 
keep enjoying the undeveloped condition of the 
Project Site. At the same time, the City has the 
obligation to enhance the quality of life and 
economic vitality in Anaheim through strategic 
development, while taking into appropriate 
account its housing obligations under state law 
and other community interests.	

Policy 2 Promote the assembly of parcels to allow for more 
efficient development patterns wherever adjacent 
neighborhoods are not adversely impacted. 

Consistent.	The Project would merge 12 parcels 
and would subdivide the Project Site into 8 new 
parcels and four lettered lots with clustered 
development containing residential, commercial, 
and open space land uses. The assemblage of 
these parcels would allow for more efficient 
development patterns, while also enabling high 
quality thoughtfully designed development that 
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takes into appropriate account the surrounding 
topography and existing neighborhood uses (e.g., 
by enabling approximately 57% of the Project Site 
to be re-zoned for open space and locating 
residential and commercial uses on the lower 
elevations).	

Goal 7.1 Address the jobs-housing relationship by developing 
housing near job centers and transportation facilities. 

Consistent.	 The Project would provide up to a 
maximum total of 504 residential units on an infill 
site, most of which would be higher-density 
apartment units, as well as commercial uses. Near 
the Project Site, most residential units are single 
family residential units; therefore, the additional 
apartment units proposed by the Project would 
allow for more individuals to live in Orange 
County instead of commuting out to Riverside 
County and San Bernardino County for housing. 
Furthermore, the Project would involve some 
degree of employment generation, and would be 
located near major transportation corridors, 
public transit and multi-use trail facilities. In so 
doing, the Project supports the City’s effort to 
facilitate a balanced jobs-housing relationship.	

Policy 2 Develop housing that addresses the need of the City’s 
diverse employment base. 

Policy 4 Continue to pursue infill residential development 
opportunities at mid-block locations along the City’s 
arterial streets as an alternative to underutilized 
commercial land uses. 

Community	
Policy	
Areas	

The	Hill	and	Canyon	Area.		

The City’s Land Use Element states the following about 
the Hill and Canyon Area of the City: 

 “Since the 1960s, the Hill and Canyon Area has 
become home to thousands of hillside 
residents and one of Orange County’s most 
desired communities. Scenic views, well-
planned residential development, access to a 
variety of natural, scenic and recreational 
resources like the Santa Ana River, Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve and the Anaheim Hills 
Golf Course, all contribute to the sense of pride 
felt by area residents. The General Plan seeks 
to preserve those characteristics that make 
the Hill and Canyon Area a special place and to 
provide current and future residents with 
adequate community services and facilities. It 
is further intended to encourage and maintain 
living areas which preserve the amenities of 
hillside living and retain the overall lower 
density, semi-rural, uncongested character of 
the Santa Ana Canyon Area.” 

Consistent.	 In general terms, to minimize 
impacts to scenic resources, the Project’s 
buildings have been clustered and sited on the 
lower elevations of the Project Site, and the 
grading approach has been developed so that the 
more visually significant ridgelines and hilltops 
on the Project Site would not be developed. 
Instead, these upper elevations of the Project Site 
would be zoned as Open Space, which amount to 
approximately 57 percent of the Project Site.  

The Project would generally preserve public 
views of existing backdrop ridgelines from off-site 
perspectives, with the addition of new structures 
at the lower elevations of the Project Site in the 
foreground of most of these views. This retention 
of the natural landscape outside of the 
development footprint would be accomplished 
through the export of soil from the Project Site 
and through the construction of retaining walls.  

To minimize visual effects, slopes that would be 
disturbed during construction would be 
stabilized and re-planted in accordance with a 
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Goal 8.1 Preserve natural, scenic and recreational resources; 
continue to ensure residential neighborhoods are safe, 
well-maintained, places to live; and continue to 
provide necessary community services and facilities. 

landscaping plan to be reviewed and approved by 
the City in coordination with the Project’s 
Specimen Tree Removal Permit requirements, 
which requires approximately 175 replacement 
trees be planted. 

The Project would result in: reduced acreage of 
visible open space areas in the Project Site; 
reduced acreage of visible vegetated areas in the 
Project Site; and altered views of ridgelines, 
particularly for viewers at/near the intersection 
of Santa Ana Canyon Road at Deer Canyon Road 
who would no longer see certain ridgelines as 
they do in existing conditions. At the same time, 
while the foregoing changes would occur with the 
proposed development of currently vacant 
private property and the City has the obligation to 
encourage the preservation of scenic vistas and 
views, it also must take into appropriate account 
its housing obligations under state law and other 
community interests. 

The Project has been designed such that 
approximately 57% of the Project Site would be 
re-zoned as open space, which would allow for the 
retention of these lands in their existing open 
space use with their related aesthetic, scenic and 
habitat values. Moreover, the Project would 
provide new multi-use (pedestrian, bicycle and 
equestrian) trail connections to enhance access to 
natural, scenic and recreational resources, 
including the currently under-utilized Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve. 

The Project would be required to provide 
necessary community services and facilities to 
serve its residents, employees, visitors and users, 
and would be required to pay all applicable 
development impact fees to ensure the 
development “pays its own way”. 

Additional information on the topic of scenic 
resources and visual effects is provided in Section 
4.1, Aesthetics. See also Sections 4.13, 4.14, and 
4.17 regarding the topic of public services, 
including parks and recreational resources, as 
well as utilities and service systems. 

Policy 1 Encourage the preservation of scenic vistas and views 
through Green Element Policies and Zoning Code 
development standards. 
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Policy 3 Provide adequate passive and active park and 
recreational resources through the goals and policies 
of the Green Element. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
Section 3.0, Project Description,	the Project would 
include a range of recreational amenities for 
residents, including indoor amenity space, 
outdoor amenity space, a fitness room, private 
balconies, and a rooftop deck with pool with other 
amenities. Also, the Project would include an 
improved multi-use trail connection to Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve and well as other trail 
improvements, enhancing opportunities for 
access to this important community recreational 
facility that is currently under-utilized. The 
Project would zone approximately 43.22 acres of 
the Project Site as Open Space, which would allow 
for the retention of these lands in their current 
open space condition along with their related 
aesthetic, scenic and habitat qualities. Finally, the 
Project would be required to pay applicable park 
dedication fees in accordance with the AMC in lieu 
of land dedication. 

Policy 4 Ensure quality development through the policies and 
guidelines of the Community Design Element and 
Zoning Code development standards. 

Consistent.	 Consistent with this policy, the 
Project would include a mix of land uses that are 
similar to and compatible with the land uses that 
occur within the vicinity of the Project Site and 
along Santa Ana Canyon Road, which would be 
clustered and sited at the lower elevations to 
protect scenic resources like ridgelines and 
hilltops.  

The Project would require adoption of a Specific 
Plan and re-zoning of the Project Site; therefore, 
the Project would not be developed in accordance 
with the City’s land use plan and zoning code as 
currently adopted. It would be required to be 
developed in compliance with the development 
standards and design guidelines and policies set 
forth in the Specific Plan (which would serve as 
the zoning), which would ensure the Project is of 
high-quality and thoughtfully designed. 

Applicable policies from the City’s Community 
Design Element have been incorporated into the 
Project. Views of natural open space areas and 
ridgelines have generally been preserved. Also, 
43.22 acres of the Project Site would be zoned as 
open space. This would result in the retention of 
these lands in their existing open space condition 
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with their related aesthetic, scenic and habitat 
qualities.  

Circulation	Element		

Policy 3 Require that major new development proposals 
include traffic impact analyses that identify measures 
and financing to mitigate traffic impacts. 

Consistent.	Consistent with this policy, a Traffic 
Impact Analysis report was prepared for the 
Project, which is provided as Appendix L. 
Necessary transportation improvements have 
been identified therein, which would be installed 
and/or funded by the Developer to ensure the 
Project pays its proportionate fair share towards 
necessary improvements serving the Project and 
the broader community. This would include a new 
traffic signal at Santa Ana Canyon Road and Deer 
Canyon Road; widening and/or restriping of 
Santa Ana Canyon Road to provide an eastbound 
deceleration right-turn lane and a westbound left-
turn lane.  

Internal and external circulation plans have been 
submitted for review and have been refined in 
coordination with City staff. Also, the Project 
would fund and install a sidewalk and a multi-use 
trail along Santa Ana Canyon Road and other 
transportation and trail improvements. 

See Section 3.0, Project Description, for additional 
information in this regard. 

Policy 6 Ensure the provision of needed transportation 
improvements through the site plan and 
environmental review process. 

Goal 2.1 Maintain efficient traffic operations on City streets and 
maintain a peak hour level of service not worse than D 
at street intersections. 

Policy 3 Install new warranted signals as funding permits, with 
minimum preferred spacing of 1,000 feet apart. 

Consistent.	 As recommended in the Project’s 
Traffic Impact Analysis report, the Project would 
fund and install a new traffic signal at the 
intersection of Santa Ana Canyon Road and Deer 
Canyon Road.	

Goal 2.2 Provide a safe circulation system. Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description,	the Project would fund and install a 
new traffic signal, improvements to Santa Ana 
Canyon Road, driveways, internal streets, and 
sidewalks that would provide safe circulation 
within the Project Site.  

The Project would also fund and install provide a 
new sidewalk and multi-use trail along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road and a multi-use trail along Deer 

Policy 1 Promote the principle that streets have multiple uses 
and users, and protect the safety of all users. 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.10-29 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Canyon Road that would improve conditions for 
pedestrians, bicyclists and equestrian users. 

See Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 2 Discourage high speed, through traffic on local streets 
with appropriate traffic calming measures (e.g., traffic 
enforcement, bulb-outs, lane striping, chokers, etc.). 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description,	 the Project would include the 
installation of new internal local streets that 
would not generally permit high speeds by 
vehicles. Through traffic is not anticipated to be 
an issue for the Project given its location and as 
the Project’s streets would not provide any time 
savings between routes.  

See Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 3 Design access onto major arterial streets in an orderly 
and controlled manner. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description,	 the Project would include two new 
private street intersections. One intersection 
would have full access with a newly installed 
traffic signal, and the other intersection would be 
restricted to right turn in/right turn out 
movements with deceleration and acceleration 
lanes and full access for emergency vehicles. Both 
intersections have been designed per applicable 
City standards. Site distance, dimensions, grade, 
and other aspects of the site access points have 
been designed in consultation with Anaheim Fire 
and Rescue requirements. Access to the Project 
Site would be improved from existing conditions. 

See Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 4 Promote common driveways and reduce curb cuts 
along arterial highways to minimize impacts to traffic 
flows. 

Policy 5 Minimize disruptions to traffic and pedestrian/bicycle 
flow. 

Consistent.	 The Project would result in 
additional traffic on local roadways.  

Project construction would result in a temporary 
increase in traffic on local roadways related to 
construction employees, material deliveries, and 
haul trucks when compared to existing 
conditions. Also, during Project construction 
there would be limited instances where there 
would be temporary closures of up to one lane in 
each direction on Santa Ana Canyon Road. These 
temporary lane closures would be needed to 
allow for roadway and utility improvements that 
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are required to accommodate the Project. To 
minimize potential effects to local circulation and 
to emergency response times, a Construction 
Management Plan would be developed during 
final design and implemented during construction 
that shall specify the methods by which traffic 
would be maintained along Santa Ana Canyon 
Road and other local roadways throughout the 
Project’s construction process.  

During operation of the Project, the Project’s 
residents, employees, and other site users would 
result in additional vehicular traffic and delay on 
local roadways, when compared to conditions 
without the Project. However, this additional 
traffic would not result in any effects requiring 
mitigation based on the City’s thresholds. 

Moreover, the Project would fund and install new 
multi-use (pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian) 
trail connections to facilitate pedestrian/bicycle 
flow. 

Policy 7 Implement street design features that discourage 
through traffic intrusion on residential streets. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would provide adequate 
access from two points of access along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road. Also, through traffic is not 
anticipated to utilize the roads in the Project Site 
given its location and because the roads on the 
Project Site would not provide any time savings 
between routes. 

See Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 10 Provide adequate sight distances for safe vehicular 
movement on roadways, at intersections and at 
driveways. 

Consistent.	Site distance has been incorporated 
into the design of the Project’s signalized 
intersection and new driveway. More information 
on this is provided in the Project’s Traffic Impact 
Analysis report as well as Section 4.15, 
Transportation.	

Policy 3 Support transit supportive land uses in new 
development. 

Consistent.	The Project, which would be located 
on an infill site within City limits near major 
transportation corridors and existing 
infrastructure, would support transit by 
providing a mix of land uses at a greater density 
of development than some nearby properties 
have been developed to. The new residents, 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.10-31 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

employees and other users of the Project Site 
would be potential users for existing and future 
transit routes near the Project Site.  

Moreover, the Project would be within walking 
distance of OCTA Route 38, which has a stop near 
the intersection of Santa Ana Canyon Road and 
South Roosevelt Boulevard. The Project would 
include the addition of sidewalks from the Project 
Site to an existing sidewalk that connects to this 
bus stop to facilitate ready access to available 
transit services provided by OCTA. 

The Project would also fund and install multi-use 
trail connections to facilitate alternative modes of 
transit.	

Goal 7.1 Protect and encourage bicycle travel. Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would fund and install a 
sidewalk and a multi-use trail along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road and a multi-use trail that would 
improve access to currently under-utilized Deer 
Canyon Park Preserve. The multi-use trail 
facilities would also facilitate use of alternative 
modes of transit to other existing nearby uses, 
such as the Anaheim Hills Festival commercial 
center and other commercial and public-serving 
uses located nearby (e.g., grocery, big-box 
warehouse, restaurants, schools, and health club). 

The Project would provide sidewalks and 
pedestrian paths to provide internal circulation in 
the Project Site, and would incorporate 
commercial uses that would serve needs of 
Project residents and employees as well as the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

See also Section 4.15, Transportation, for 
additional information and analysis in this regard.	

Goal 8.1 Protect and encourage pedestrian travel. 

Policy 1 Encourage and improve pedestrian facilities that link 
development to the circulation network and that serve 
as a transition between other modes of travel. 

Policy 2 Improve pedestrian and bicycle connections from 
residential neighborhoods to retail activity centers, 
employment centers, schools, parks, open space areas 
and community centers.  

Policy 6 When appropriate, walkways should include 
pedestrian amenities such as shade trees and/or 
plantings, trash bins, benches, shelters, and directional 
kiosks. 

Policy 7 Ensure that streets and intersections are designed to 
provide visibility and safety for pedestrians. 

Goal 12.1 Ensure adequate parking is made available to City 
residents, visitors, and businesses. 

Consistent. As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would provide parking as 
required by the AMC.	Policy 1 Assess the adequacy of existing or proposed on- and 

off-street parking as needed, especially in urban and 
commercial areas, to ensure that an adequate supply is 
provided. 
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Policy 5	 Encourage the use of well-designed, aesthetically-
enhanced parking structures as an alternative to large, 
expansive surface parking lots.	

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
described further in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would include well-
designed parking structures for the multiple-
family residential and commercial uses that 
would be partially underground and that would 
otherwise be screened from public views to 
minimize aesthetic effect of the Project with 
vegetation and/or architectural elements.	

Green	Element	

Goal 1.1 Maintain strict standards for hillside grading to 
preserve environmental and aesthetic resources 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in Section 3.0, 
Project Description,	 the Project would involve a 
substantial amount of grading activities and 
export of soil from the Project Site.  

Also, the Project would involve the removal of 
trees and other vegetation. 

However, the foregoing ground disturbance 
activities are necessary for the Project to avoid 
natural landforms and vegetation on the Project 
Site including ridgelines, natural open space 
areas, and several canyons. Disturbed portions of 
the Project Site would be re-planted with new 
trees and landscaping prior to the completion of 
construction. Moreover, the proposed uses would 
be clustered and located within the lower 
elevations; this would enable the Project to re-
zone approximately 57% of the Project Site for 
open space, thereby allowing for the retention of 
natural landforms and natural vegetation within 
these lands. 

The Project would adhere to all applicable 
requirements of the City’s Scenic Corridor 
Overlay regulations. 

Therefore, key visual components of the Project 
Site would be retained, and views would generally 
be maintained; however, there would be 
development and less visible, contiguous open 
space as a result of the Project as compared to 
existing conditions.	

Policy 1 Require that infill hillside development minimize 
alteration of the natural landforms and natural 
vegetation. 

Policy 2 Limit grading to the amount necessary to provide 
stable areas for structural foundations, street rights-
of-way, parking facilities, and other intended uses. 

Consistent.	 The Project’s buildings have been 
clustered and sited and the grading approach has 
been developed so that the more visually 
significant ridgelines and hilltops on the Project 
Site would not be developed and so that the 
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overall grading footprint would be kept to a 
minimum to allow for the proposed buildings. 
Instead, the upper elevations of the Project Site – 
approximately 57% - would be zoned as Open 
Space, thereby enabling the retention of these 
lands in their existing open space condition along 
with their aesthetic, scenic and habitat qualities. 
The Project would generally preserve public 
views of existing backdrop ridgelines from off-site 
perspectives, with the addition of new structures 
at the lower elevations of the Project Site in the 
foreground of most of these views. This retention 
of the natural landscape outside of the 
development footprint would be accomplished 
through the export of soil from the Project Site 
and through the construction of retaining walls. 

See Section 3.0, Project Description, and Section 
4.6, Geology and Soils for additional information 
and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 3 Minimize import/export associated with grading. Consistent. The Project would involve a 
substantial amount of grading activities and 
export of soil from the Project Site.  

However, the amount of grading and the amount 
of soil needing to be exported has been reduced 
through the proposed construction of retaining 
walls. 

The Project’s buildings have been clustered and 
sited and the grading approach has been 
developed so that the more visually significant 
ridgelines and hilltops on the Project Site would 
not be developed and so that the overall grading 
footprint would be kept to a minimum to allow for 
the proposed buildings. Instead, the upper 
elevations of the Project Site - approximately 57% 
- would be zoned as Open Space, thereby enabling 
the retention of these lands in their existing open 
space condition along with their aesthetic, scenic 
and habitat qualities. The Project would generally 
preserve public views of existing backdrop 
ridgelines from off-site perspectives, with the 
addition of new structures at the lower elevations 
of the Project Site in the foreground of most of 
these views. 

The Project would be required to adhere to the 
development standards and design 

Policy 4 Grading for infill projects should be kept to an 
absolute minimum, with developments following the 
natural contours of the land, and prohibited in steep 
slope areas. 

Goal 2.1 Preserve views of ridgelines, natural open space and 
other scenic vistas wherever possible. 

Policy 1 Control infill development on visually significant 
ridgelines, canyon edges and hilltops through 
sensitive site planning and appropriate landscaping to 
ensure development is visually unobtrusive. 
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guidelines/policies in the Specific Plan, as well as 
the relevant provisions of the AMC such as the 
City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay regulations. The 
foregoing would ensure that the Project 
incorporates thoughtful consideration and 
protection of visually sensitive ridgelines, canyon 
edges and hilltops, as well as sensitive site 
planning and appropriate landscaping to ensure 
development is visually unobtrusive. See Section 
3.0, Project Description, and Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, for additional information and 
analysis in this regard. 

Policy 2 Encourage development that preserves natural 
contours and views of existing backdrop ridgelines or 
prominent views. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
discussed more fully in Section 3.0, Project 
Description,	 the Project would avoid direct 
impacts to ridgelines and the slopes leading up to 
ridgelines within the Project Site. Most views of 
these ridgelines would be maintained with the 
Project, although the viewpoint of and from Santa 
Ana Canyon Road and Deer Canyon Road would 
be impacted. 

The Project includes terraced, rounded, and 
curved retaining walls to blend with the existing 
topography and to minimize grading. 

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.6, 
Geology and Soils, for additional information and 
analysis in this regard.	

Policy 3 Continue to encourage landscape projects employing 
water efficient irrigation. 

Goal 6.1 Develop a Groundwater Protection Management 
Program to ensure the quality of groundwater 
drinking supplies. 

Consistent.	The northern portion of the Project 
Site is within an area identified as a groundwater 
protection zone in the City’s Green Element.  

The purpose of the groundwater protection zone 
is to allow the City to develop a multi-faceted 
approach to protecting Anaheim’s drinking water 
from contamination. The primary emphasis will 
be to provide educational outreach materials to 
inform businesses and residents how to properly 
manage materials and waste. 

Consistent with these goals/policies, the Project 
would include measures to avoid and minimize 
potential water quality effects during 
construction and operation of the Project, 
including development and implementation of a 
SWPPP and a Water Quality Management Plan. 

Policy 1 Develop and disseminate educational materials that 
describe the importance of protecting groundwater 
and management techniques for the proper storage 
and disposal of materials and waste. 

Policy 2 Include groundwater protection educational outreach 
efforts with Anaheim Fire Department hazardous 
materials and waste inspections. 

Policy 3 Continue to coordinate groundwater protection 
efforts with the Orange County Water District, 
neighboring cities and other relevant agencies. 
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Goal 7.1 Reduce urban run-off from new and existing 
development. 

Consistent.	 A Preliminary Water Quality 
Management Plan has been developed for the 
Project. Consistent with these goals and policies, 
which would be incorporated into a final Water 
Quality Management Plan approved by the City, 
and as discussed in detail in Section 3.0, Project 
Description,	the Project would incorporate storm 
drain infrastructure that would be required to 
capture and treat stormwater from the Project 
Site using stormwater best management practices 
and pursuant to all other applicable requirements 
and standards prior to the stormwater being 
allowed to flow off-site as described in more 
detail in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality.	

Policy 1 Ensure compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act 
requirements for National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits, including 
developing and requiring the development of Water 
Quality Management Plans for all new development 
and significant redevelopment in the City. 

Policy 2 Continue to implement an urban runoff reduction 
program consistent with regional and federal 
requirements, which includes requiring and 
encouraging the following: 

 Increase permeable areas and install filtration 
controls (including grass lined swales and 
gravel beds) and divert flow to these 
permeable areas to allow more percolation of 
runoff into the ground; 

 Use natural drainage, detention ponds or 
infiltration pits to collect runoff; and,  

 Prevent rainfall from entering material and 
waste storage areas and pollution-laden 
surfaces. 

Policy 4 Require new development and significant 
redevelopment to utilize site preparation, grading and 
best management practices that provide erosion and 
sediment control to prevent construction-related 
contaminants from leaving the site and polluting 
waterways. 

Consistent. Project grading activities would 
disturb and expose soils on the Project Site and 
would require the hauling of soil off-site, which 
could result in substantial soil erosion and the 
loss of topsoil if not implemented consistent with 
applicable regulatory requirements. However, the 
Project would be required to adhere to all 
applicable federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations, including, among others, applicable 
provisions of the General Plan and the AMC. For 
example, as discussed in more detail in Section 
4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit program controls water pollution by 
regulating point sources that discharge pollutants 
into “Waters of the U.S.”. The Project’s 
construction activities would be required to be 
conducted in compliance with the statewide 
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with the Construction and 
Land Disturbance Activities (Order No 2012-
0006-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), which was 
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adopted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board on July 17, 2012. Prior to construction, the 
Project would be required to develop a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that 
would outline construction stormwater Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that would be 
implemented during construction to manage 
erosion, fugitive dust, and stormwater-related 
issues. With implementation of standard 
construction BMPs in accordance with a SWPPP, 
the Project’s construction would result in less 
than significant impacts related to soil erosion 
and loss of topsoil.  

See also Section 4.6, Geology and Soil, for 
additional information and analysis in this regard. 

Policy 2 Regulate construction practices, including grading, 
dust suppression, chemical management, and 
encourage pre-determined construction routes that 
minimize dust and particulate matter pollution. 

Consistent.	 The Project would implement 
stormwater BMPs during construction to manage 
erosion, fugitive dust, and stormwater-related 
issues.	

The Project would utilize a specified construction 
haul route to dispose of soil and other debris 
generated during the construction process. The 
haul route has been coordinated with and would 
be approved by City staff as part of the Project’s 
Construction Management Plan.  

Haul trucks containing soils and debris would 
travel eastbound along Santa Ana Canyon Road to 
Weir Canyon Road, which is a designated truck 
route. Haul trucks would travel along Weir 
Canyon Road to Imperial Highway to Valencia 
Avenue to reach the landfill.  

See also Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.6, 
Geology and Soil, for additional information and 
analysis in this regard. 

Goal 9.1 Reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips Consistent.	 The Project would encourage 
alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle trips by: 
providing a sidewalk connection along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road, funding and installing multi-use 
trail connections to nearby commercial and 
recreational facilities, and by implementing 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures to reduce VMT generated by the 
Project, as outlined in more detail in Chapter 4.15, 
Transportation. 
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See also Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
for additional information and analysis in this 
regard.	

Policy 3 Encourage use of vanpools and carpools by providing 
priority parking through the project design process. 

Consistent.	 The Project would include priority 
parking for vanpools and carpools. 

See also Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.5, 
Energy, Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 4 Encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel by improving 
the City’s trail and bikeway Master Plan and by 
providing convenient links between the trail system 
and desired destinations. 

Consistent. As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description, the 
Project would include a new sidewalk along Santa 
Ana Canyon Road and improved trail connections 
to Deer Canyon Park Preserve and nearby 
commercial, recreational and other uses, which 
would allow for residents and employees to 
informally interact to a greater extent than in 
existing conditions and provide convenient links 
between the trail system and desired 
destinations. 

Further, the Project, which would be developed 
on an infill site within City limits near major 
transportation corridors and existing 
infrastructure, includes a mix of land uses (i.e., 
higher density multiple-family and single-family 
residential as well as commercial and open space 
uses) consistent with Goal 11.1. 

The Project would support transit by providing a 
mix of land uses at a greater density of 
development than some nearby properties. The 
new residents, employees and other users of the 
Project Site would be potential users for existing 
and future transit routes near the Project Site. 

See Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard. 

Goal 11.1 Encourage land planning and urban design that 
support alternatives to the private automobile such as 
mixed-use, provision of pedestrian amenities, and 
transit-oriented development. 
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Policy 1 Encourage commercial growth and the development 
of commercial centers in accordance with the Land 
Use Element. 

Consistent.	 Consistent with this policy, the 
Project would include commercial and other land 
uses that are similar to and compatible with the 
land uses that occur within the vicinity of the 
Project Site and along Santa Ana Canyon Road. 

The Project would include a General Plan 
amendment to redesignate approximately 11.82 
acres for commercial uses. Accordingly, the 
Project would encourage commercial growth 
consistent with Policy 1. The Project’s close 
proximity to other existing commercial uses, such 
as the Anaheim Hills Festival commercial center 
and other public-serving uses located nearby (e.g., 
grocery, big-box warehouse, restaurants, schools, 
and health club), would facilitate access, 
particularly via the new trail connections and 
roadway improvements that would be provided 
by the Project. 

The Project would include adoption of a Specific 
Plan and re-zoning of the Project Site to 
implement the newly adopted General Plan 
designations, generally consistent with existing 
zoning designations except as modified by the 
Specific Plan. 

Applicable policies from the City’s Community 
Design Element have been incorporated into the 
Project. Views of natural open space areas and 
ridgelines have generally been preserved. Also, 
approximately 43.22 acres of the Project Site 
would be zoned as open space.	

Goal 14.1 Conserve natural habitat and protect rare, threatened 
and endangered species. 

Consistent.	 The Project has been designed to 
cluster its uses on the lower elevations, which 
would allow for the re-zoning of approximately 
43.22 acres of the Project Site – approximately 
57% - as open space, all of which is USFWS-
designated Critical Habitat for the federally 
Threatened coastal California gnatcatcher and 
much of which is suitable habitat for this species. 
In so doing, this would enable the retention of 
these lands in their existing open space condition 
with their related habitat, scenic and aesthetic 
qualities. 

However, the Project would result in the 
permanent removal of approximately 44.09 acres 
of Critical Habitat for the coastal California 
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gnatcatcher. Of this 44.09 acres, the Project would 
remove approximately 14.14 acres of occupied, 
suitable habitat for this species. A portion of the 
14.14 acres of suitable habitat to be impacted was 
occupied by one nesting pair of coastal California 
gnatcatchers in the spring/summer of 2023. Also, 
indirect effects would occur to coastal California 
gnatcatcher and other wildlife adjacent to the 
Project Site during construction and operation of 
the Project. Feasible mitigation measures would 
be required to be implemented by the Project to 
avoid and minimize the effects, as described in 
more detail in Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources. 
The Project has been determined to have less than 
significant impacts related to biological resources 
with incorporation of mitigation.  

Goal 14.3 Ensure that future development near regional open 
space resources will be sensitively integrated into 
surrounding sensitive habitat areas. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the Project has 
been clustered and sited within the lower 
elevations to protect scenic resources and take 
into appropriate account surrounding sensitive 
habitat areas. The Project would re-zone 
approximately 43.22 acres of the Project Site – 
approximately 57% -- as open space, thereby 
enabling these lands to be retained in their 
existing open space condition with their related 
habitat, scenic and aesthetic qualities. The 
Project’s design has incorporated multi-use trails 
that would facilitate connections to open space 
and recreational resources, such as Deer Canyon 
Park Preserve, in a manner that is sensitive to 
biological resources. 

In general terms, to minimize impacts to scenic 
resources, the Project’s buildings have been sited 
and the grading approach has been developed so 
that the more visually significant ridgelines and 
hilltops on the Project Site would not be 
developed. Instead, these upper elevations of the 
Project Site would be zoned as Open Space. The 
Project would generally preserve public views of 
existing backdrop ridgelines from off-site 
perspectives, with the addition of new structures 
at the lower elevations of the Project Site in the 
foreground of most of these views. This retention 
of the natural landscape outside of the 
development footprint would be accomplished 
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through the export of soil from the Project Site 
and through the construction of retaining walls.  

To minimize visual effects, slopes that would be 
disturbed during construction would be 
stabilized and re-planted in accordance with a 
tree re-planting and landscape plan to be 
reviewed and approved by the City in 
coordination with the Project’s Specimen Tree 
Removal Permit requirements, which requires 
approximated [175?] 465 replacement trees be 
planted. 

Consistent with Goal 14.3 and as required by 
MM	BIO‐10, the Project’s landscaping would 
include native plants from the Recommended 
Acceptable Fire Resistive Plant Species list 
maintained by Anaheim Fire and Rescue. To the 
extent feasible, transition zones would be 
landscaped to buffer adjacent natural habitats 
from human activity using native plantings (e.g., 
lemonade berry, western sycamore, coast live 
oak, etc.). 

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, for additional information 
and analysis in this regard. 

Policy 1 Require new development to mitigate light and glare 
impacts on surrounding sensitive habitat and open 
space areas, where appropriate. 

Consistent.	As discussed in the Specific Plan and 
Section 3.0 of the Project Description, the Project 
would result in new exterior lighting on a 
currently undeveloped site with no lighting in 
existing conditions. Also, the Project would add 
new structures that would include new windows 
and other exterior finishes, and involve the 
introduction of vehicles with headlights, which 
have the potential to result in new sources of light 
and glare for individuals off-site. Therefore, 
exterior lighting plans, exterior photometric 
study, and a Glare Report have been prepared for 
the Project, which have demonstrated that the 
Project would not result in any substantial 
exterior lighting or glare effects.  

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, for additional information 
and analysis in this regard.	

Goal 15.2 Continue to encourage site design practices that 
reduce and conserve energy. 

Consistent.	 The Project would require energy 
during construction. 
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Policy 1 Encourage increased use of passive and active solar 
design in existing and new development (e.g., 
orienting buildings to maximize exposure to cooling 
effects of prevailing winds and locating landscaping 
and landscape structures to shade buildings). 

Also, the Project would result in new demands for 
energy during operation, including fuel that 
vehicles would use to access the Project Site. Also, 
the Project would require energy for the new 
buildings, the new exterior lighting, and the new 
traffic signal that would be built as part of the 
Project. 

The Project would be required to reduce and 
conserve energy through compliance with the 
applicable State of California’s Title 24 Building 
Standards and CALGreen Code Standards as well 
as other applicable laws and regulations. For 
example, the latest building standards 
incorporate the CEC’s building energy efficiency 
standards which would reduce energy 
consumption compared to buildings constructed 
under older building standards. The Project 
would also be required to include renewable 
energy generation and electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure which is more energy efficient than 
gasoline or diesel fueled passenger vehicles. 
Because the Project complies with the latest 
energy efficiency standards, the Project would not 
conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

See Section 4.5, Energy, and Section 4.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 2 Provide adequate solid waste collection and recycling 
for commercial areas and construction activities. 

Consistent.	A Solid Waste Management Plan has 
been prepared for the Project, which provides 
details on waste truck circulation routes, bin and 
barrel storage, and how waste, recycling, and 
organics would be collected for each of the 
proposed land uses. The locations of 
trash/recycle collection routes and pick up 
locations for the Project are depicted in the waste 
management exhibit provided as Exhibit 3-21. 
Internal access roads for the Project are designed 
to accommodate the required truck turning radii 
for 35-foot-long trash trucks that are likely to 
service the Project once built. The Project would 
be required to adhere to all applicable laws and 
regulations in this regard. In so doing, the Project 
would provide adequate solid waste collection 
and recycling for its commercial areas and 
construction activities. 
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See Section 4.13, Public Services, for additional 
information and analysis.	

Goal 17.1 Encourage building and site design standards that 
reduce energy costs. 

Consistent.	 The Project would require energy 
during construction. 

Also, the Project would result in new demands for 
energy during operation, including, without 
limitation, fuel that vehicles would use to access 
the Project Site. Also, the Project would require 
energy for the new buildings, the new exterior 
lighting, and the new traffic signal that would be 
built as part of the Project, among other things. 

The Project would be required to reduce and 
conserve energy through compliance with the 
applicable State of California’s Title 24 Building 
Standards and CALGreen Code Standards. The 
latest building standards incorporate the CEC’s 
building energy efficiency standards which 
would reduce energy consumption compared to 
buildings constructed under older building 
standards. The Project would also be required to 
include renewable energy generation and 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure which is 
more energy efficient than gasoline or diesel 
fueled passenger vehicles. Because the Project 
would be required to comply with the latest 
energy efficiency standards, the Project would 
not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

See Section 3.0, Project Description, Section 4.5, 
Energy, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, for additional information and 
analysis in this regard. 

Policy 1 Encourage designs that incorporate solar and wind 
exposure features such as daylighting design, natural 
ventilation, space planning and thermal massing. 

Public	Services	and	Facilities	Element	

Policy 2 Ensure that adequate electricity capacity exists for 
planned development. 

Consistent.	 The Project’s electricity demands 
during construction and operations were 
calculated as part of the Project’s overall energy 
analyses within Section 4.5, Energy, of this Draft 
EIR. 

The Project’s dry utility plans depict the Project’s 
proposed underground electrical lines that would 
connect the Project’s proposed commercial 
buildings and multiple-family residential building 
[as well as the proposed single-family homes??] to 
the existing electrical main line that is within 
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Santa Ana Canyon Road. The new electrical lines 
would generally be installed within joint utility 
trenches that would also contain natural gas lines 
and telephone/CATV/technology conduits.  

A will serve letter was received from APU on 
August 10, 2023, conditionally confirming that 
APU would be able to provide electrical service to 
the Project. APU mentioned in their letter that 
final confirmation of service could be provided 
during final design once more precise electrical 
load information and other such information is 
provided (City of Anaheim 2023i). 

The Project would not require or result in the 
relocation or construction of any new or 
expanded electrical facilities that could cause 
significant environmental effects. The only 
electrical facilities that would be implemented are 
those described above, which are accounted for in 
the impact analyses contained throughout this 
Draft EIR. 

The Project would be required to ensure that 
adequate electricity capacity exists to serve its 
proposed uses. 

See also Section 4.16, Utilities and Service 
Systems, for additional information and analysis 
in this regard. 

Goal 6.1  Maintain a storm drain system that will adequately 
protect and enhance the health, safety and general 
welfare of residents, visitors, employees, and their 
property. 

Consistent.	As discussed in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, and Section 4.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, the Project would increase 
impervious surface coverage in the Project Site 
given that it is currently primarily undeveloped; 
however, the Project has been designed and 
would be required to capture, to detain, and treat 
stormwater pursuant to all applicable standards. 
The Project’s Preliminary Water Quality 
Management Plan confirms that the existing 
downstream storm drain system is capable of 
receiving flows from the Project. 

Moreover, the Project would re-zone 
approximately 43.22 acres – approximately 57% 
- of the Project Site, which would enable these 
lands to be retained in their existing, pervious 
open space condition. 

Policy 1 Improve the City’s storm drain system to address 
current deficiencies as well as long-term needs 
associated with future development to minimize flood 
damage and adequately convey rainfall and 
subsequent runoff from a 25-year frequency storm.  

Policy 3 Minimize the amount of impervious surfaces in 
conjunction with new development. 
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See also Section 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems, for additional information and analysis 
in this regard. 

Goal 7.1 Minimize, recycle and dispose of solid and hazardous 
waste in an efficient and environmentally sound 
manner. 

Consistent.	The Project would require the 
export of soil during construction. The Project 
would also generate other waste during 
construction. Projects requiring any building, 
construction, or demolition permits would be 
required to comply with all applicable laws and 
regulations including, without limitation, AB 939, 
SB 1016, and the CALGreen Code. Diversion 
through reuse, recycling, and/or composting of 
construction and demolition materials at City-
approved facilities or by the Republic Services 
can achieve compliance. To meet these demands, 
the Project would be required to meet CalGreen’s 
Construction and Demolition (C&D) recycling 
requirement, which requires that all new 
construction projects shall divert at least 65 
percent of the construction materials generated 
during the project.  

During operation of the Project, the Project would 
include recycling collection points for residents 
and employees to accommodate the solid waste 
generated during Project operation. 

See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
and Section 4.13, Public Services, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard. 

Policy 2 Reduce the volume of material sent to solid waste 
sites in accordance with State law by continuing 
source reduction and recycling programs and by 
ensuring the participation of all residents and 
businesses. 

Goal 8.1 Coordinate with private utilities to provide adequate 
natural gas and communications infrastructure to 
existing and new development in a manner 
compatible with the surrounding community. 

Consistent.	The Project includes connections to 
private utilities sufficient to serve the proposed 
uses. Utility service availability has been 
confirmed with each of the primary service 
providers. 

See Section 4.5, Energy, and Section 4.14, Utilities 
and Service Systems, for additional information 
and analysis in this regard.	



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.10-45 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Goal 10.1 Improve the City’s appearance by mitigating the 
visual impacts of utility equipment and facilities. 

Consistent.	The Project would underground all 
proposed electrical facilities.  

As detailed in the Specific Plan, all above-ground 
mechanical equipment would be screened from 
public views through the use of screen walls, 
landscaping, and/or by other means. 

See Section 3.0, Project Description, for 
additional information in this regard.	

Policy 2 Use a combination of architectural enhancements, 
equipment undergrounding, screen walls and 
landscaping to reduce or eliminate visibility of utility 
equipment and facilities, whenever feasible. 

Growth	Development	Element	

Goal 1.1 Provide a balance of housing options and job 
opportunities throughout the City. 

Consistent.	 The Project would provide up to 
maximum total of 504 residential units (both 
multiple-family and single-family), most of which 
would be higher-density apartment units (with a 
range of unit sizes and price points). Near the 
Project Site, most residential units are single-
family residential units; therefore, additional 
apartment units proposed by the Project would 
serve to further this goal of providing a variety of 
quality housing opportunities. Moreover, the 
Project would incorporate commercial uses, 
which would provide job opportunities.	

Policy 3 Ensure a balance of retail, office, industrial and 
residential land uses to enhance the economic base of 
the City when considering land use changes. 

Consistent.	 The Project would include a mix of 
residential, commercial, and open space land 
uses, which would enhance the City’s economic 
base through property tax and sales tax revenue.	

Policy 1 Encourage development of vacant and underutilized 
infill sites where public services and infrastructure are 
available or can be efficiently accommodated. 

Consistent.	 The Project would provide up to a 
maximum total of 504 residential units (as well as 
commercial and open space uses) on an infill site 
within City limits near existing infrastructure and 
public services.  

The Project includes connections to private 
utilities sufficient to serve the proposed uses. 
Utility service availability has been confirmed 
with each of the primary service providers. 

See Section 4.13, Public Services, and Section 4.14, 
Utilities and Service Systems, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Goal 1.4 Develop land use strategies and incentives to reduce 
the amount of vehicle miles traveled within the City. 

Consistent.	 The Project would increase vehicle 
miles traveled when compared to existing 
conditions in which the Project Site is 
undeveloped. 
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However, the Project would develop an infill site 
near existing public services and 
commercial/office uses and would include a 
maximum total of 504 residential units (primarily 
higher-density apartment units), along with 
commercial uses that would serve Project 
residents and employees as well as the 
surrounding neighborhoods, in an area of the 
metropolitan region that has a relatively dense 
concentration of jobs, in furtherance of this policy. 

See Section 4.15, Transportation, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard. 

Policy 2 Encourage higher density and/or mixed-use 
development along major transit corridors and/or at 
transit stops. 

Consistent.	The Project would be consistent with 
this policy by developing mixed uses, including 
higher density residential uses as well as 
commercial uses that would serve Project 
residents and employees as well as the 
surrounding neighborhoods, along a major 
transportation corridor with transit access.	

Goal 2.1 Reduce traffic congestion on the City’s arterial highway 
system. 

Inconsistent.	Consistent with this policy, a Traffic 
Impact Analysis report was prepared for the 
Project, which is provided as Appendix L. 
Necessary transportation improvements have 
been identified therein, which will be funded by 
the Developer. This would include a new traffic 
signal at Santa Ana Canyon Road and Deer Canyon 
Road; widening and/or restriping of Santa Ana 
Canyon Road to provide an eastbound 
deceleration right-turn lane and a westbound left-
turn lane 

Internal and external circulation plans have been 
submitted for review and have been refined in 
coordination with City staff. Also, the Project 
would include a sidewalk along Santa Ana Canyon 
Road and other transportation improvements. 
However, the Project would be inconsistent with 
this goal as it would increase vehicular 
congestion. However, pursuant to CEQA, 
vehicular delay in terms of LOS is no longer 
considered an environmental impact. 	
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Policy 7  Improve traffic flow by reducing the number of curb 
cuts and encouraging driveway consolidation along 
arterial highways in conjunction with future 
development. 

Consistent. As discussed in more detail in Section 
3.0, Project Description, the Project’s design has 
minimized the number of access points to the 
Project Site, thereby reducing the number of curb 
cut and encouraging driveway consolidation. The 
Project would include one new signalized 
intersection near where there is currently an 
unsignalized driveway. Also, the Project would 
add one additional new driveway to provide 
access to the commercial land uses within the 
eastern portion of the Project Site. 

See also the Traffic Impact Analysis report, which 
is provided as Appendix L, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard. 

Goal 2.2 Evaluate the traffic-related impacts of proposed 
developments and/or intensification of existing land 
uses and address said impacts. 

Consistent.	Consistent with this policy, a Traffic 
Impact Analysis report was prepared for the 
Project, which is provided as Appendix L. 
Necessary transportation improvements have 
been identified therein, which would be 
installed/funded by the Developer to ensure a 
proportionate fair share payment towards these 
improvements, which would serve the Project and 
other uses in the vicinity. This would include a 
new traffic signal at Santa Ana Canyon Road and 
Deer Canyon Road; widening and/or restriping of 
Santa Ana Canyon Road to provide an eastbound 
deceleration right-turn lane and a westbound left-
turn lane.  

Internal and external circulation plans have been 
submitted for review and have been refined in 
coordination with City staff. Also, the Project 
would include a sidewalk along Santa Ana Canyon 
Road and other transportation improvements. 

The foregoing improvements would ensure that 
the Project would not result in an exceedance of 
applicable LOS standards. 

See also Section 4.15, Transportation, and the 
Traffic Impact Analysis report (Appendix L), for 
additional information and analysis in this regard. 

Policy 1 Continue to review development projects to ensure 
traffic-related impacts are addressed appropriately. 

Policy 4 Prior to issuing building permits for new development 
forecast to generate 100 or more peak hour (morning 
or evening) trip ends, require traffic impact analyses 
be completed that identify arterial and intersection 
improvements that may potentially be needed to 
provide not worse than LOS E along Interstates/State 
Routes/Smart Streets (unless current operation is LOS 
F), and not worse than LOS D along the balance of the 
arterials on the City’s Circulation Element that are 
measurably impacted by the new development and are 
under the City’s jurisdiction. 

Policy 5 Require development projects that exceed LOS 
standards beyond acceptable levels to provide 
necessary improvements and/or funding to mitigate 
said impacts, if determined necessary by the City. 
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Goal 3.1 Ensure the adequate provision of police, fire, library, 
parks and recreation, school, flood control and other 
public services and facilities as development occurs in 
“developing” areas of the City. 

Consistent.	 Safety and the ability for public 
service providers to provide police, fire, and other 
services to the Project Site while maintaining 
existing service to others in the community is 
evaluated in more detail in Section 4.13, Public 
Services. The Project would not impair the City’s 
ability to serve the Project and other existing and 
planned uses while still maintaining adequate 
levels of police, fire, library, parks, recreation, 
school, and flood control services. 

The Project would provide open space, trail and 
recreational facilities for its residents and 
employees as well as the broader community; 
would install and maintain storm drain, lighting 
and security improvements; and would be 
required to pay all applicable development 
impact fees to ensure the development “pays its 
own way” – this would enable the City to utilize 
these fees, in combination with other fees/funds, 
as the City determines appropriate and consistent 
with its capital improvement planning to continue 
to maintain acceptable service levels. 

See also Section 4.13, Public Services, for 
additional information and analysis in this regard.	

Safety	Element	

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

Consistent.	A Geotechnical Investigation Report 
was prepared for the Project to document the 
environmental setting for the Project Site and 
identify design-related recommendations. As 
described in Chapter 4.6, Geology and Soils, the 
Project Site has been evaluated for geologic issues 
including seismicity, expansion, landslides, 
liquefaction, etc. and the Project has been 
determined to be geotechnically feasible by the 
Project’s geotechnical engineer. The Project Site 
has potentially expansive soils; therefore, 
additional soil sampling shall be conducted 
during final design and prior to issuance of a 
grading permit to confirm implementation of 
identified recommendations. Based on this 
additional sampling, the geotechnical consultant 
shall provide recommendations related to the 
expansion potential of the soils that are evaluated 

Policy 2 Minimize the risk to life and property through the 
identification of potentially hazardous geologic areas. 

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

Policy 5 Enforce the requirements of the California Seismic 
Hazards Mapping and Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Acts when siting, evaluating, and constructing 
projects within the City 
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Policy 6 Require that engineered slopes be designed to resist 
earthquake-induced failure. 

to the Property Owner/Developer, which shall be 
incorporated into the Project’s final design to the 
satisfaction of the City’s Public Works 
Department.  

Also, portions of the Project Site have high 
landslide susceptibility. The Project’s proposed 
buildings would be designed in accordance with 
applicable provisions of the 2022 California Green 
Building Standards Code, which contains 
stringent standards regulating the design and 
construction of excavations, foundations, 
retaining walls, and other building elements to 
control the effects of seismic ground shaking and 
adverse soil conditions. Project implementation 
would also be required to comply with all 
applicable standards and requirements, 
including, without limitation, the 
recommendations outlined in the Geotechnical 
Investigation Report prepared for the Project. 
Based on the Geotechnical Investigation Report 
and adherence to all applicable laws and 
regulations, the Project is geotechnically feasible 
provided that the recommendations in the report 
are reviewed and integrated in the context of the 
final Project design and are incorporated during 
the Project’s construction phase.  

See also Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for additional information and analysis 
in this regard.  

Policy 9 Require new construction, redevelopment, and major 
remodels located within potential landslide areas be 
evaluated for site stability, including the potential 
impact to other properties, during project design and 
review. 

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

Consistent.	 The Project would introduce 
additional residents, employees, and visitors to an 
area that is within the urban wildland interface 
and designated as a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone, similar to other lands in the 
vicinity.  

Through the addition of new residents, 
employees, and other site users, the Project would 
result in it taking longer (conservatively 
estimated to be approximately 24 additional 
minutes) for existing residents to evacuate during 
future wildfire events.  

However, as detailed in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would incorporate 
numerous design features that would help reduce 
fire risk, increase emergency access, and increase 

Policy 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 4 Minimize urban and wildland fire exposure for 
residents, business owners, and visitors by 
incorporating Fire Safe Design into existing and new 
developments 
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wildfire resilience with respect to the Project Site 
and surrounding neighborhoods. The foregoing 
would help to reduce the need for emergency 
access and evacuations in the first instance. Under 
the Emergency Operations Plan, evacuation is 
advised to occur through the most reasonable safe 
exits out of the City. Therefore, it is anticipated 
that the Project would be able to utilize Santa Ana 
Canyon Road to safely evacuate, consistent with 
the policies and programs in the Emergency 
Operations Plan. Moreover, the Project would be 
required to adhere to all applicable laws and 
regulations as well as plans and programs, 
including those set forth in the Building, Fire and 
CALGreen Codes, the General Plan, the Municipal 
Code, the City’s Emergency Operations Plan, the 
Be Ready Anaheim plan, and the City’s Know Your 
Way initiative. In addition, the Project would be 
required to implement MM	HAZ‐4	and MM	HAZ‐
5 to reduce impacts in this regard. 

An analysis of public services to accommodate the 
Project is provided in Chapter 4.13, Public 
Services.  

An analysis of wildfire risk to people and 
structures and an analysis of Project effects 
relating to emergency evacuation plans is 
provided in Chapter 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. 

Also, an overall analysis of wildfire is provided in 
Chapter 4.18, Wildfire. 

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

Consistent.	 As detailed in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would include fuel 
modification zones around all proposed buildings. 

See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
and Section 4.18, Wildfire, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 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; SAFETY 
ELEMENT 18 Anaheim Safety Element | City Council 
Adopted | January 2023  

Consistent.	 As detailed in Section 3.0, Project 
Description, the Project would be required to 
adhere to all of the standards and programs set 
forth in Policy 8, including, without limitation, 
utilizing fire-resistant building materials and 
incorporating fire sprinklers and fire hydrants. 
Defensible space and fuel modification zones 
would be provided around all proposed buildings. 
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•  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. 

See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
and Section 4.18, Wildfire, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 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. 

Consistent.	 Pursuant to the requirements set 
forth in Policy 13., a Fire Protection Plan has been 
prepared for the Project, which is provided as 
Appendix R (Fire Safe Planning Solutions 2024a). 
Hardening strategies have been incorporated into 
the Project’s design based on recommendations 
from the Project’s Fire Protection Plan, including 
recommendations for: fuel modification zones; 
landscaping; fire hydrant placement; etc. The 
Project would be required to adhere to all 
mandates and standards set forth in the approved 
Fire Protection Plan, and would be required to 
adhere to all other applicable standards and 
mandates including those set forth in the 
California Building and Residential Codes, the 
California Fire Code as adopted by the City of 
Anaheim, and the City of Anaheim Municipal Code. 

See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
and Section 4.18, Wildfire, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	
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Goal 3.1 A community resilient to the effects of flooding and 
dam inundation hazards. 

Consistent.	 The Project has been designed to 
minimize potential effects of flooding from rain 
events or from dam inundation events. 
Specifically, the Project’s structures are proposed 
to be constructed at higher elevations than the 
dam inundation zone for Prado Dam. The Project’s 
structures would also be outside of areas 
designated as floodplains. 

See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
for additional information and analysis in this 
regard.	

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

Consistent.	The Project would avoid impacts to 
the larger drainage feature on the Project Site; 
however, the Project would result in permanent 
impacts to some dry upland washes. Permanent 
impacts to these features would be mitigated for 
through the regulatory permitting process, as 
detailed more fully in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. 

The Project would re-zone approximately 43.22 
acres – approximately 57% – of the Project Site 
for open space, thereby enabling these lands to be 
retained in their existing open space condition 
along with their related habitat, scenic and 
aesthetic qualities.	

Policy 3 Require new development within a designated 
floodplain or fire hazard severity zone to submit fire 
and/or flood safety plan for approval by the Fire 
Department and Floodplain Administrator 

Consistent.	The Project Site is not located within 
a designated floodplain.	 Consistent with this 
policy, the Project has been designed in 
coordination with the City’s Fire and Rescue and 
Public Works staff. 

See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
and Section 4.18, Wildfire, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard. 

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

Consistent.	 During operation of the Project, 
based on conservative assumptions, the Project 
would increase the amount of time (by 
approximately 24 minutes) it would take to 
evacuate the Project Site and nearby 
neighborhoods/businesses during an evacuation 
event. However, as discussed in Chapter 4.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the increased 
delays for evacuation events would not be 
significant given that the Project would not result 
in any people or structures being placed at 

Policy 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.  



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.10-53 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

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

significant risk of loss, injury, or death from a 
wildfire event, nor would the Project impair 
implementation of an evacuation plan. Moreover, 
as detailed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the 
Project would incorporate numerous design 
features that would help reduce fire risk, increase 
emergency access, and increase wildfire 
resilience with respect to the Project Site and 
surrounding neighborhoods. The foregoing would 
help to reduce the need for emergency access and 
evacuations in the first instance. Under the 
Emergency Operations Plan, evacuation is 
advised to occur through the most reasonable safe 
exits out of the City. Therefore, it is anticipated 
that the Project would be able to utilize Santa Ana 
Canyon Road to safely evacuate, consistent with 
the policies and programs in the Emergency 
Operations Plan. Finally, the Project would be 
required to adhere to all applicable laws and 
regulations as well as plans and programs, 
including those set forth in the Building, Fire and 
CALGreen Codes, the General Plan, the Municipal 
Code, the City’s Emergency Operations Plan, the 
Be Ready Anaheim plan, and the City’s Know Your 
Way initiative. In addition, the Project would be 
required to implement MM	HAZ‐4	and MM	HAZ‐
5 to reduce impacts in this regard. 

 See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, and Section 4.18, Wildfire, for 
additional information and analysis in this regard. 

Noise	Element	

Goal 1.1 Protect sensitive land uses from excessive noise 
through diligent planning and regulation. 

Consistent.	 The Project would result in 
construction noise and operational noise from 
both mobile and stationary sources including, for 
example, vehicles, HVAC equipment, the rooftop 
deck, etc. Noise analyses have been conducted for 
the Project, which have determined that the 
Project would not result in any significant noise 
effects to nearby residences or other receptors. 
More information on Project noise effects is 
provided in Chapter 4.11, Noise. 

Policy 2 Continue to enforce acceptable noise standards 
consistent with health and quality of life goals and 
employ effective techniques of noise abatement 
through such means as a noise ordinance, building 
codes, and subdivision and zoning regulations. 

Policy 3 Consider the compatibility of proposed land uses with 
the noise environment when preparing, revising or 
reviewing development proposals. 

Policy 5 Encourage proper site planning and architecture to 
reduce noise impacts. 
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Policy 7 Require site-specific noise studies be conducted by a 
qualified acoustic consultant utilizing acceptable 
methodologies while reviewing the development of 
sensitive land uses or development that has the 
potential to impact sensitive land uses. 

Policy 3 Require that development generating increased traffic 
and subsequent increases in the ambient noise level 
adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses provide 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

Policy 3 Enforce standards to regulate noise from construction 
activities. Particular emphasis shall be placed on the 
restriction of the hours in which work other than 
emergency work may occur. Discourage construction 
on weekends or holidays except in the case of 
construction proximate to schools where these 
operations could disturb the classroom environment. 

Policy 4 Require that construction equipment operate with 
mufflers and intake silencers no less effective than 
originally equipped. 

Policy 5 Encourage the use of portable noise barriers for heavy 
equipment operations performed within 100 feet of 
existing residences or make applicant provide 
evidence as to why the use of such barriers is 
infeasible. 

Community	Design	Element	

Goal 1.1 Create an aesthetically pleasing and unified 
community appearance within the context of distinct 
districts and neighborhoods. 

Consistent.	As discussed in detail in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project has been designed consistent with 
aesthetic-related requirements contained in the 
City’s Community Design Element and in the AMC 
(e.g., Scenic Corridor Overlay regulations), and 
would be required to adhere to the foregoing as 
well as the development standards and design 
guidelines and policies set forth in the Specific 
Plan. 

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard. 

Policy 4 Pursue unifying streetscape elements for major 
corridors, including coordinated streetlights, 
landscaping, public signage and street furniture, to 
reinforce Anaheim’s community image. 

Consistent.	As discussed in detail in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project would including significant landscaping 
(approx. 11.50 acres in total) throughout the 
Project Site and its frontage that would similar to 
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and compatible with other landscaping that 
already exists along Santa Ana Canyon Road. 
Streetlights and signage would be incorporated 
that are similar to and compatible with existing 
streetlights along Santa Ana Canyon Road. All of 
the foregoing would facilitate implementation of 
a unified, cohesive streetscape and lighting 
design, which would reinforce Anaheim’s 
community image.	

Policy 5 Identify and preserve/enhance view corridors for 
major landmarks, community facilities, and natural 
open space in the planning and design of all public and 
private projects. 

Consistent. As discussed in detail in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project includes development of a thoughtfully-
sited, mixed-use development that would have 
high quality architecture and exterior building 
materials/finishes. Trees and other vegetation 
would need to be removed for the Project; 
however, the Project would replace trees that are 
removed and a tree re-planting and landscaping 
plan would be implemented to minimize visual 
effects of the Project. The Project would include 
buildings that would be similar to and compatible 
with other buildings along Santa Ana Canyon 
Road. As described in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, the 
Project has been designed to minimize visual 
effects to aspects of the visual resources that are 
important in this area of the City, which include 
views of ridgelines, slopes, and natural areas. The 
Project would be clustered and sited at the lower 
elevations, and thus generally retain public views 
of ridgelines, natural slopes, and natural areas in 
the upper portions of the Project Site. Also, 
approximately 43.22 acres of the Project Site 
would be re-zoned as Open Space, which would 
allow for retention of these lands in their existing 
open space condition with their related aesthetic, 
scenic and habitat qualities.  

However, the Project would result in 
development on currently vacant private 
property, which would represent change. This 
change would be especially evident for the 
residents of the single-family residences to the 
west of the Project Site and for those individuals 
that utilize informal access trails to regularly 
traverse the Project Site to access Deer Canyon 
Park Preserve. These individuals would 
experience change including additional human 
activity and ground disturbance that would occur, 
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and the concomitant environmental effects. In 
short, the existing conditions would not be 
preserved with implementation of the Project and 
development would occur. However, these effects 
have been evaluated in this Draft EIR and have 
been found to be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated to the extent feasible. 
Although these effects may not be significant 
pursuant to CEQA, it is reasonable to assume that 
some individuals in the vicinity would like to keep 
enjoying the undeveloped condition of the Project 
Site. 

Development standards and design policies have 
been developed in the Specific Plan that would 
guide future development in the Project Site. 
Moreover, the Project would be required to 
adhere to all other applicable mandates and 
standards such as the City’s Scenic Corridor 
regulations.  

The foregoing would ensure that view corridors 
are identified and preserved for major landmarks, 
community facilities, and natural open space in 
the planning and design of all public and private 
projects. 

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 7  Screen public and private facilities and above-ground 
infrastructure support structures and equipment, such 
as electrical substations, and water wells and recharge 
facilities, with appropriately scaled landscaping or 
other methods of screening. 

Consistent.	The Project would underground all 
proposed electrical facilities.  

As detailed in the Specific Plan and Section 3.0, 
Project Description, the Project would be 
required to implement sensitive site design and 
construction techniques to minimize visual 
impacts of public and private facilities. For 
example, all above-ground mechanical equipment 
would be screened from public views through the 
use of screen walls, landscaping, and/or by other 
means. 

The Project would also incorporate significant 
landscaping (approx. 11.50 acres in total) 
throughout the Project Site, including the nearby 
arterial corridor of Santa Ana Canyon Road, and 
would be required to prepare and implement 

Policy 8  Construct public and private facilities and support 
structures (e.g., water pipes, irrigation and electrical 
controls, vents) to blend with the surrounding 
environment. 

Policy 9 Minimize visual impacts of public and private facilities 
and support structures through sensitive site design 
and construction. This includes, but is not limited to: 
appropriate placement of facilities; undergrounding, 
where possible; and aesthetic design (e.g., cell tower 
stealthing). 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.10-57 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐3	
CONSISTENCY	OF	THE	PROJECT	WITH	GOALS	AND	POLICIES	

CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Goal 2.1 Attractively landscape and maintain Anaheim’s major 
arterial corridors and prepare/ implement distinctive 
streetscape improvement plans. 

distinctive streetscape improvement plans 
approved by the City.	

Policy 2 Use landscaping and facade articulation to break up 
long stretches of walls associated with residential 
development along major corridors. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project’s 
buildings would incorporate landscaping 
(approx. 11.50 acres in total) and façade 
articulation, which would help to ensure no long 
stretches of walls along major corridors. 

Policy 4 Ensure adherence to sign regulations, which address 
issues of scale, type, design, materials, placement, 
compatibility, and maintenance for uses along 
freeways, toll roads and major arterial corridors. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project’s 
signage would comply with applicable 
requirements contained in the AMC.	

Goal 4.1 Multiple-family housing is attractively designed and 
scaled to complement the neighborhood and provides 
visual interest through varied architectural detailing. 

Consistent.	 As detailed in the Specific Plan and 
Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project has 
been designed to include varied architectural 
detailing. The Project would be similar in scale to 
help ensure compatibility with nearby uses, with 
its use of exterior building materials similar to 
several buildings along Santa Ana Canyon Road in 
the City’s Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone. The 
Project’s proposed multiple-family residential 
building has been integrated into the Project Site, 
with the perception of its scale reduced through 
its siting on the lower elevations; the removal of 
soil from the Project Site; and through the 
construction of retaining walls, which allow for 
the building to be built near the toe of the existing 
slope. Therefore, while the building would be 
built at a greater density than the single-family 
residences to the west of the Project Site, the 
design of the building and its location within the 
Project Site result in it being appropriately scaled 
for the overall location of the Project Site on Santa 
Ana Canyon Road. 

The Project’s mid-century modern architectural 
style, along with other design elements reflecting 
articulation, balconies, window treatments, and 
appropriate use of varied colors and building 
materials, as further detailed in the Specific Plan, 
would ensure the Project is visually interesting 
and aesthetically pleasing, and not visually 
monotonous. 

Policy 1 Reduce the visual impact of large-scale, multiple-
family buildings by requiring articulated entry 
features, such as attractive porches, and detailed 
facade treatments, which create visual interest and 
give each unit more personalized design. 

Policy 2 Discourage visually monotonous, multiple-family 
residences by incorporating different architectural 
styles, a variety of rooflines, wall articulation, 
balconies, window treatments, and varied colors and 
building materials on all elevations. 
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Policy 3 Require appropriate setbacks and height limits to 
provide privacy where multiple-family housing is 
developed adjacent to single-family housing. 

Consistent.	 The Project has been designed 
consistent with required setbacks and building 
height limits pursuant to applicable mandates and 
standards, including those set forth in the City’s 
Scenic Corridor overlay regulations. Due to its 
placement at the toe of the existing slope 
generally within an existing canyon, the proposed 
multiple-family residential building would not 
result in any substantial privacy effects for 
neighboring single-family residences, which are 
built upon the top and set back from a hillside 
bluff to the west of the Project Site. 

See Section 3.0, Project Description, and the 
Specific Plan, for additional information in this 
regard. 

Policy 4 Reduce the visual impact of parking areas by utilizing 
interior courtyard garages, parking structures, 
subterranean lots, or tuck-under, alley-loaded designs. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project would include parking structures that 
would be partially underground and that would 
otherwise be screened from public views to 
minimize aesthetic effect of the Project.	

Policy 6  Provide usable common open space amenities. 
Common open space should be centrally located and 
contain amenities such as seating, shade and play 
equipment. Private open space may include 
courtyards, balconies, patios, terraces and enclosed 
play areas. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project would include significant and varied 
common and private open space amenities 
consistent with this policy.	

Policy 7  Where a multiple-story apartment building abuts 
single-story development, provide for a gradual 
transition in height by reducing the height of the 
building adjacent to the smaller scale use. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project’s grading, retaining walls, and placement 
of the proposed multiple-family residential 
building have been designed to minimize vertical 
intrusion for single-family residences to the west 
of the Project Site.  The Project would be required 
to adhere to all applicable development 
standards, including height limitations, in 
accordance with the Specific Plan and the City’s 
Scenic Overlay Corridor regulations. 

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	
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Policy 8  Provide safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle 
access from multiple-family development to nearby 
commercial centers, schools, and transit stops. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project would provide a sidewalk and a multi-use 
trail along Santa Ana Canyon Road and a multi-use 
trail that would improve access to Deer Canyon 
Park Preserve. 

The Project would provide Class III bicycle lanes 
within the streets in the Project Site as well as 
sidewalks and pedestrian paths to provide 
internal circulation in the Project Site. 

The foregoing improvements would provide safe 
and convenient pedestrian, bicycle and 
equestrian access from the Project Site to nearby 
recreational and open space amenities as well as 
nearby commercial centers and transit stops.	

Policy 9 Where possible, underground or screen utilities and 
utility equipment or locate and size them to be as 
inconspicuous as possible. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 new	
electrical facilities to serve the Project would be 
undergrounded. No overhead power lines are 
proposed by the Project. Above-ground utility 
facilities would be screened or landscaped from 
public views. 

Policy 10 Encourage multi-family housing developers to comply 
with Residential Voluntary Measure A4.106.9.2 of the 
California Green Building Standards Code that outlines 
the provision of long-term parking for multi-family 
buildings. 

Consistent.	As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project would comply with applicable parking 
requirements. 

Goal 11.1 Architecture in Anaheim has diversity and creativity of 
design and is consistent with the immediate 
surroundings.  

Consistent. As detailed more fully in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	 the 
Project includes development of a mixed-use 
development that reflects diversity and creativity 
in design while ensuring consistency with the 
immediate surroundings. The Project would have 
thoughtful site planning, as well as high quality 
architecture and exterior building 
materials/finishes. Trees and other vegetation 
would need to be removed for the Project; 
however, the Project would replace trees that are 
removed and a tree re-planting and landscaping 
plan (approx. 11.50 acres in total) would be 
implemented to minimize visual effects of the 

Policy 1 In areas of diverse character, encourage project design 
that represents architectural elements of the 
neighborhood or surrounding commercial areas. 

Policy 2 Encourage architectural designs that are visually 
stimulating and varied, yet tasteful, containing rich 
contrasts and distinctive architectural elements. 

Policy 3 Ensure that the scale, materials, style and massing of 
new development is consistent with its surroundings 
and any larger vision for an area. 
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Policy 4 Add visual richness to residential streets by 
discouraging the same building elevations on adjacent 
lots and avoiding repetitious elements and colors. 

Project. The Project would include buildings that 
would be similar to and compatible with other 
buildings, in massing and scale, along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road. As described in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, the Project has been designed to 
minimize visual effects to aspects of the visual 
resources that are important in this area of the 
City, which include views of ridgelines, slopes, and 
natural areas. The Project would generally retain 
public views of ridgelines, natural slopes, and 
natural areas in the upper portions of the Project 
Site. Also, approximately 43.22 acres of the 
Project Site would be re-zoned as Open Space, 
which would allow for the retention of these lands 
in their existing open space condition with their 
related aesthetic, scenic and habitat qualities. 

However, the Project would result in 
development on an undeveloped Project Site, 
which would represent change. This change 
would be especially evident for the residents of 
the single-family residences to the west of the 
Project Site and for those individuals that 
currently use informal access trails to regularly 
traverse the Project Site to access Deer Canyon 
Park Preserve. These individuals would 
experience change including additional human 
activity and ground disturbance would occur, and 
the concomitant environmental effects. In short, 
the existing conditions would not be preserved 
with implementation of the Project and 
development would occur. However, these effects 
have been evaluated in this Draft EIR and have 
been found to be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated to the extent feasible. 
Although these effects may not be significant 
pursuant to CEQA, it is reasonable to assume that 
some individuals in the vicinity would like to 
continue enjoying the undeveloped condition of 
the Project Site. 

Development standards and design policies and 
guidelines have been developed in the Specific 
Plan that would guide future development in the 
Project Site, which would add visual richness to 
residential streets by discouraging the same 
building elevations on adjacent lots and avoiding 
repetitious elements and colors. 
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CONTAINED	IN	THE	CITY’S	GENERAL	PLAN	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for additional 
information in this regard.	

Policy 5 Encourage energy and environmental efficiency – such 
as “Green Development Standards” (see Green 
Element) – in the design and approval of new projects. 

Consistent.	 The Project’s buildings would be 
constructed in accordance with all applicable 
laws and regulations including, without 
limitation, the then-current energy efficiency 
requirements contained in the State Building 
Code, CALGreen Code and in the AMC. More 
information on Project energy effects is provided 
in Section 4.5, Energy, and Section 4.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.	

Goal 21.1 Preserve the Hill and Canyon Area’s sensitive hillside 
environment and the community’s unique identity. 

Consistent.	As discussed in detail in the Specific 
Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description, the 
Project has been designed to preserve and respect 
the area’s sensitive hillside environment and 
unique identity. This occurs through the Project’s 
site plan that clusters buildings and located these 
at the lower elevations. Approximately 57% of the 
Project Site would be re-zoned as open space, 
which allows for the retention of these lands in 
their existing open space condition with their 
related aesthetic, scenic and open space qualities. 
The Project would be required to include re-
planting of all areas that are disturbed by grading 
and not permanently impacted. These areas 
would be landscaped (approx. 11.50 acres in 
total) in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of AMC Section 10.19 to ensure 
appropriate water conservation features are 
incorporated into development pursued under 
the Specific Plan. Landscaping would also be 
required to comply with the City’s Guidelines for 
Implementation of the City of Anaheim Landscape 
Water Efficiency Ordinance. 

Also, the Project would comply with the City’s 
Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone requirements, as 
described in more detail in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics. See also Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, for additional information and 
analysis in this regard.	

Policy 1 Reinforce the natural environment of the area through 
appropriate landscaping and the preservation of open 
space. 

Policy 2 Require compliance with the Scenic Corridor Overlay 
Zone to reinforce quality development standards and 
guidelines compatible with the hillside area. 

Policy 4 Encourage the siting of housing development below 
the existing ridgelines to preserve unimpeded views of 
existing natural contours. 

Consistent.	 As discussed in more detail in the 
Specific Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description,	
the Project would avoid direct impacts to 
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City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	Goal	or	Policy	 Consistency	Analysis	

Policy 5 Use grading techniques that incorporate rounded 
slopes or curved contours to minimize disturbance to 
the site and to blend with the existing topography. 

ridgelines and the slopes leading up to ridgelines 
within the Project Site. Most views of these 
ridgelines would be maintained with the Project, 
with the exception of from the viewpoint at Santa 
Ana Canyon Road and Deer Canyon Road. 

The Project would involve the siting of buildings 
in the lower elevations in clusters, and would 
include terraced, rounded, and curved retaining 
walls to blend with the existing topography and to 
minimize grading.  

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, for additional information 
and analysis in this regard.	

Policy 6 Where grading has occurred, revegetate primarily with 
drought-tolerant native species to control erosion and 
create a more environmentally sound condition. 

Consistent.	 As discussed in more detail in the 
Specific Plan and Section 3.0, Project Description 
the Project would include re-planting of all areas 
that are disturbed by grading and not 
permanently impacted. These areas would be 
landscaped (approx. 11.50 acres in total) in 
compliance with the applicable provisions of AMC 
Section 10.19 to ensure appropriate water 
conservation features and erosion control 
measures are incorporated into development 
pursued under the Specific Plan. Landscaping 
would also be required to comply with the City’s 
Guidelines for Implementation of the City of 
Anaheim Landscape Water Efficiency Ordinance. 

See Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, and Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional 
information and analysis in this regard.	
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Anaheim	Municipal	Code	

The Project’s proposed Specific Plan provides zoning and development standards for the 
uses within the Project Site. As required by Government Code Section 65451 and in 
accordance with Section 18.72.030 of the AMC, the Project’s Specific Plan includes a 
statement of its relationship to the City’s General Plan and includes text and images that 
specify the distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including open space, within 
the Project Site. The Project’s proposed Specific Plan sets forth regulations and development 
standards that would govern development within the Project Site. When a specific plan that 
also serves as zoning is adopted, such as the case here, the specific plan shall supersede the 
Zoning Ordinance Code (as indicated) and the specific plan becomes an independent set of 
regulations for the specific plan area. Accordingly, the provisions of the Specific Plan would 
govern development within the Project Site and would supersede provisions of the Zoning 
Code and other provisions with the AMC, as specified more fully therein. Where the Project’s 
Specific Plan is silent, with respect to a specific development standard, requirement or other 
regulation, the relevant section(s) and requirement(s) of Title 18, Zoning Ordinance Code, of 
the AMC would apply. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if there is a conflict between 
provision(s) in the Project’s Specific Plan and the AMC (including, without limitation, the 
Zoning Code), the Specific Plan would control and prevail.  

Even without a specific plan, authorization to deviate from requirements set forth in the AMC 
is allowed pursuant to Section 17.06.048.030 (Deviations regarding crib or retaining walls) 
and Section 17.06.280 (Alternate Methods). Section A.1 of the Project’s Specific Plan sets 
forth specific development standards that deviate from the AMC pursuant to Section 
18.72.030 of the AMC.  

These proposed deviations from the AMC related to grading, retaining walls, public views, 
road standards, and equestrian trail standards along with a rationale for each deviation are 
provided in Table 4.10-4. 



Land	Use	and	Planning	
 

 
4.10-64 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

TABLE	4.10‐4	
PROJECT	PROPOSED	DEVIATIONS	FROM	THE	PROVISIONS	OF	THE	AMC	AND	

SUPPORTING	RATIONALE	

Section	of	
Anaheim	Municipal	

Code	
Specific	Plan	Deviation	Alternative	

Development	Standard	 Justification	

Retaining	Walls	

18.46.120 Crib 
Retaining Walls 

 
17.06.048. 
Crib Walls 
and 
Retaining 
Walls 
.020.0201 Maximum 
Height 10’ 

 
.020.0202 Brow Ditch 

 Standard retaining walls taller than 6’ 
are allowed in specific plan.  

 Retaining walls (block or concrete) 
14’ or less are allowed. 

 Mechanical stabilized earth (MSE) less 
than 30’ for individual walls are 
allowed. 

 Structural designed walls 60’ or less as 
combined retaining wall (soil cement, 
caisson, tie backs, or similar structural 
design) are allowed as designed by 
geologist/soils engineer. 

 Brow ditch or V-ditch may be 
minimized if retaining walls do not 
cause a need for a brow ditch. 

 Terraces may be sloped, landscaped, 
and may include a support drainage 
system. 

 If greater natural open space areas 
are desired, then walls can be 
combined to reduce the number of 
terraces, the same as West Walls 
described below. 

 The Project Site has varied 
topography and geologic 
conditions that depend on slope 
stabilization designs to support 
development. 

 The Project Site has existing 
topographic constraints and 
existing development to the west 
that limit what the Project Site 
can improve on. Terraced walls 
are proposed to help stabilize 
slopes. 

 Proposed wall design and 
grading meets intent of City 
codes. If taller walls were 
permitted, then a smaller 
development footprint could 
increase open space. 

 Proposed grading and wall 
design consolidate slope impact. 
Hills Preserve provides terraced 
retaining/MSE walls in following 
intent of City codes, accordingly 
up to 14’ wall heights terraced as 
appropriate for slope stability. 
Some walls necessary for 
stability are over 30’ tall at the 
peak in specific areas for 
stabilization. Geologist/soils 
engineer designed slopes for 
stability purposes. 

 The project includes approval of 
a Specific Plan that ensures 
development direction for 
approximately 76 acres of land 
that allows development. 

Wall	Locations	
 Hills Club & Preserve Apartments - 

Multi-Family Lot 1 Area: 
 Wall Height ranges. All subject to 

geotechnical engineering design and 
soil stability requirements. Heights 
may vary +/- 3’. 

 East Wall: 0-14’ allow 3 terraces, 3 
walls 

 East Wall: 0-10’ allow 5 terraces, 5 
walls placed above 14’ wall terraces. 

 Wall terraces may be combined per 
geotechnical requirements. 

 If greater natural open space areas are 
desired, then walls can be combined to 
reduce the number of terraces. 

 West Walls: 0-30’ allow 1 terrace, 
and 2 walls not to exceed 60’ for 2 
terraces. 30’ or less walls may be 
combined if designed as one 
structural system. 
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Code	
Specific	Plan	Deviation	Alternative	

Development	Standard	 Justification	

 North Walls: 0-6’ allow 3 terraces, and 
3 walls 

 Below Surface Grade retaining walls 
permitted for structural foundation 
and parking garage including garage 
entry and exit. 

Preserve Estates - Single Family Area Lot 2-7 
 Wall Height ranges. All subject to 

geotechnical engineering design and 
soil stability requirements. Heights 
may vary +/- 4’. 

 Walls 0-6’: allowed up to 3 terraces, 3 
walls. 

 Walls 0-10’: allowed with 2 terraces, 2 
walls if not in public view. 

Preserve Place - Commercial Area Lot 8 
 Wall Height ranges. All subject to 

geotechnical engineering design and 
soil stability requirements. Heights 
may vary +/- 3’. 

 South Walls: 0-14’ 3 terraces, and 3 
walls 

 South Wall: 0-
10’ 5 terraces 
Integrated 
Building 
Retaining 
Walls 

 0-6’ may have 2 terraces, and 2 walls 
 0-10’ may have 2 terraces, and 2 walls 
 0-20’ depending on design (exterior 

staircase for fire safety) 
Scenic Corridor Walls 

 0-6’ for up to 3 landscaped terraces, 
and three 6’ walls. 

Public	View	

18.46.120.1201 
Crib and retaining 
walls visible from 
public rights- 
of-way shall be 6’ 
or less. Up to 
maximum 12’ with 
two terraced walls 
3’ or less. 
18.46.120.1202 Crib 

 Retaining walls may be visible from 
public view in specific plan area. Toe 
of walls may have landscape areas to 
screen walls subject to landscape 
architect design. 

Wall	Locations	
Hills Club and Preserve Apartments Multi-
Family Lot 1 

 Same as above, Retaining Walls. 
Preserve Estates - Single Family Area Lot 2-7 

 Project Site topography 
constrains opportunities to 
entirely eliminate walls from 
view, and also dictates the need 
for taller walls. 

 Same as above. 
 The terrain is very steep and 

geologic/soils conditions warrant 
walls to minimize building 
envelope and development 
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and retaining Walls 
not visible from 
public view (up to 
14’ or less) 

 Same as above, Retaining Walls. 
Preserve Place - Commercial Area Lot 8 

 Same as above, Retaining Walls. 
Scenic Corridor Walls 

 0-6’ for up to 3 landscaped terraces, and 
three 6’ walls for soil stabilization.	

footprint. 
 Santa Ana Canyon Road ROW is 

considered a public road and wall 
locations were placed to minimize 
public view from Santa Ana 
Canyon Road. 6’ vertical height of 
retaining / MSE walls with 
variable slopes are within the 
scenic view corridor that are 
planned to be landscaped within 
parameters of Scenic Corridor and 
Fuel Modification requirements. 

 Retaining / MSE walls in back of 
buildings may be taller than 6’ per 
specific plan located south of 
Preserve Place and east of Hills 
Club and Preserve Apartments. 

 All streets in Hills Preserve are 
private streets. 

 Retaining walls taller than 14’ 
may have special façade 
treatment to reduce hardscape 
appearance. Geologist/soils 
engineer designed. 

Grading	

17.060.110 
Excavation – 
Generally 
.030 Terracing 

 
17.06.120 
Fills – Generally 
.070 Terracing 

 Terraced walls may be separated less 
than 6’, but not less than 3’ in specific 
locations due to geologic conditions 
and site constraints. 

 Terraced walls allowed to have 6’ or 
less separation. Additional space 
between wall is allowed. 

 Brow ditch or V-ditch may be 
minimized if retaining walls do not 
cause a need for a brow ditch.	

 Existing topographic constraints 
do not fit “typical standard code 
and require geotechnical design. 

 Steep slopes on east and west side 
of canyon for Hills Club and 
Preserve Apartments do not “fit” 
parameters of grading codes that 
in essence create greater impact 
to slopes and require geotechnical 
input for design. 

  Allow terraces in smaller height wall 
locations, less than 4’ to not require 3” 
thick reinforced concrete v-ditch and 
replace with graded slopes and area 
drains between walls at specific 
locations.	

 Proposed grading and retaining 
walls reduce development 
encroachment (footprint). 

  Allow retaining walls or MSE walls to 
be combined as one with badder and 
separated by 3’ concrete drainage ditch 
where necessary. Refer to Cross 

 Project Site constraints require 
taller walls to reduce 
development footprint to 
implement consolidated 
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Sections sheet C-3.4 Section 1 
 There are 2 walls, one at 30’ and the 

other 28’ in vertical height. (Subject to 
Geotech engineer)	

development. Walls reduce 
encroachment towards 
neighboring properties to the 
west and reduce impact to open 
space. 

 Single family residences west of 
the property line will not see the 
combination walls. 

 Proposed grading provides 
greater open space. 

 Consolidating development 
footprint supports greater open 
space. 

 Provide terraces between wall to 
provide additional landscape 
areas (open space between walls). 

 Design does not reduce the ridge 
line of the hill or the summit of 
the adjacent hills. 

Roads 

Grading Design 
Manual Appendix B 
and Appendix C. I 
Policy Statements 1-6; 
II Design Criteria 1-4. 

Contoured grading allowed but not required in 
same slope, in specific plan based on slopes 
ranging from 1.5:1 to 4:1 or flatter at various 
locations. 
Curbed and concave toe of slopes can occur at 
any radius. 
Contour grading provided where feasible per 
geologist/soils engineer design. 
Grading Design Manual Appendix C Policy 
Statement (1975) not applicable per City public 
works Meeting 7-27-2023. 
Allow varied slopes to occur where appropriate. 

 Curved Linear Slopes. Radius’s may 
vary in slopes depending on existing 
topography. Specific plan to adjust 
and contour slopes as appropriate 
per geologist recommendations. 

 Transition with Natural Slopes. 
Allow varied slopes to reduce 
retaining wall heights. Allow 1.5:1 
slopes at steeper transition areas. 
Allow interceptor drains along 
daylight transition to direct natural 
surface drainage per geologist 
recommendations. 

 Varying Slope Ratios: Allow slope 

 1975 Policy is out of date and 
not conducive to the Project 
Site. 

 Grading Design Manual Appendix 
C Policy Statement (1975) not 
applicable per City public works 
Meeting 7-27-2023. 

 Reduce impact to existing open 
space. 

 Plans are designed to reduce 
impact to grading into existing 
hillside slopes. Current codes 
require grading and contouring 
beyond proposed development 
footprint which is not intent of 
municipal code or development 
when reducing the 
development footprint 
optimizes an increase in open 
space areas. 

 Provide a variety of slopes. 
 Reduce hillside cuts and 

terraced slopes with 1.5:1 slopes 
in specific areas to minimize 
retaining walls in or near 50’ and 
90’ scenic corridor or areas that 
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ratios to vary in range to support 
slope stabilization and geologic 
needs, per recommendations of 
geologist. 

 Planting Bays. Not required. Provide 
landscape areas at toe of retaining 
walls as appropriate without grading 
deeper into hillsides. 

 Landscape areas may be provided in 
any shape or form to screen walls per 
landscape architect design. 

are out of public view. Subject to 
Geologist/soils engineer design 
needs. 

 Follow geologic and soil expert 
requirements for slope 
stabilization. 

 Contour slopes where 
opportunity may exist based on 
soils report for slope 
stabilization. Walls, drainage 
system, and slope contouring are 
planned in transition slopes 
between natural contours, 
graded slopes, and walls. 

 Provide flexible landscape design 
that differs from 1975 policy. 

   Allow landscape architect to 
design landscaping within the 
Project Site constraints and 
provide design solutions that best 
fit the Project Site. 

 Allow landscape architect 
flexibility to work within fuel 
modification requirements and 
intent of code landscape 
requirements to provide solutions 
and themed character for the 
project. 

 Retaining walls support 
consolidated development. 

 Applicant meets intent of 
ordinance based on terrain 
constraints. Wall designs are 
subject to 
improvement/construction 
drawing process prior to grading 
permit approval. 

Hills	Club	and	Preserve	Apartments	

 Two walls along the west 
property line near single family 
residences are necessary for the 
road alignment and to reduce 
development footprint within the 
canyon. Two walls up to 30’ 
vertical height each (currently 58’ 
combined vertical height) are to 
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Code	
Specific	Plan	Deviation	Alternative	

Development	Standard	 Justification	

be designed to secure existing 
hillside and to have a rock façade. 

 Other terraced walls east of the 
proposed apartment building are 
planned to have 8’ terraces with 
landscaping and drainage system. 
Wider terraces provide 3:1 slopes 
with landscaping in between 
retaining walls. Refer to Hills 
Preserve Landscape plans that 
follow fuel modification plan 
program. 

 Terraced walls follow intent of 
City code and protect ridge line. 

Preserve	Place	
 Retaining walls south of the 

commercial site, are planned to 
have 8’ terraces with drainage 
system. Wider terraces provide 
3:1 slopes with landscaping. 
Geologist/soils engineer 
designed. Refer to Hills Preserve 
Landscape plans that follow fuel 
modification plan program. 

 Terraced walls follow intent of 
City code and protect ridge line. 

 Equestrian trail off-site 
improvements expand trail 
system along Santa Ana Canyon 
Road. 

 The project is meeting the intent 
of Standard Detail No. 170. The 
project is providing equestrian 
trail expansion in areas along the 
Santa Ana Canyon Road, and 
retaining walls are necessary for 
trail construction. 

 Walls within the scenic corridor 
support the proposed trail 
expansion per City staff request. 
The expanded trail implements 
the City trail program from Deer 
Canyon Road towards Festival 
shopping center 
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City Street Standard 
Detail No. 161-a 
Hillside Collector 

 Refer to Street Sections for Deer 
Canyon Road. 

 All roads in specific plan are private 
roads. All roads are easements. 

 All private roads have public access 
and public utility easements from 
back of sidewalk to back of sidewalk, 
or from back of 2’ shoulder, or from 
back of equestrian trail depending 
on street. Refer to tentative tract map 
19228 street cross section locations 
on Civil Sheets C-1.0. 

Deer	Canyon	Road	
 A public easement for Deer Canyon 

Road is provided for public access and 
use of the sidewalk, trail and road 
within private road easement. Further 
details provided on Tentative Tract Map 
19228 sheet C-1.0 and within Specific 
Plan. 

 Per City request May 2023. – Change 
in Hillside Collector cross section. 
Allow multi-use / equestrian trail 
maximum 10’ width starting from 
Santa Ana Canyon Road, providing 
approximately 18” to 24” of parkway, 
equestrian type rail or cable fence, an 8’ 
trail path where feasible extending 
equestrian trail design to south 
property line. 

 Equestrian trail shall follow the same 
road grade as Deer Canyon Road. 

 Deer Canyon Road has 25 mph design 
speed and reduced travel speed to 20 
mph. Refer to Specific Plan. 

 Per Fire Department, all road 
grades are 10% or less. 
Intersections are designed at 
6% or less. 

 Vertical curves allowed through 
intersections so long as it does not 
impact ADA requirements. 

 Allow a 4’ sidewalk to meander within 
the parkway area along the east side 
of Deer Canyon Road. 

 Implement Note 5 from City Standard 

 The Project is a consolidated 
development footprint to protect 
as much open space as feasible. 

 Deer Canyon Road design 
supports the intent of 
Standard Detail No. 161-a. 

 Constraining existing geologic 
features cause a pinch point 
on the property where Deer 
Canyon Road alignment 
needs to adjust to support 
consolidated development. 

 City Street Standard 161-a 
permits exclusion of on street 
parking and bicycle lane. 

 Refer to Sheet C-1.0 cross 
section B-B on Tentative Tract 
Map for slope, wall, and road 
relationship. Refer to Sheet C-4. 
Section A-A for site reference 
relative to Deer Canyon Road. 

 Public access is within public 
easement shown in street 
cross sections. City services, 
emergency 

 services, general public have 
access to private streets. 

 Road design supports fire truck 
access at 10% road grades. 

 Existing steep slope conditions 
and design speeds for horizontal 
and vertical curves, cause a 
need for adjustment in parkway, 
sidewalk locations, and bicycle 
use, to support a 48’ road area. 

 Fire lane is 20’ or 26’ 
depending on height of 
building following fire 
department guidelines. Fire 
lane fits within proposed 28’ 
curb to curb width and follows 
standards for Fire Department. 

 Traffic volumes are low for shared 
travel lane use. 

 Traffic volumes are low for 
shared use for bicycle and 
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No. 161-A related to Specific Plan. (5. 
Reference is made to adjustments to 
the sections by adopted circulation 
element exceptions, Specific Plan 
Documents, precise alignments on 
master plans. 

 Implement No Parking and No Bike 
Lane as shown on left side of City 
Standard No. 161-A for proposed 
Deer Canyon Road. Allow bicycles to 
share vehicle travel lanes and 
equestrian trail. 

 Sign road as a bike access for shared 
travel lanes, not a dedicated bicycle 
lane.	

automobile traffic. The 
anticipated traffic volume 
should not impede bicycle use 
from sharing a travel lane based 
on Traffic Study. 

 Deer Canyon Road has private 
street speed limit posting of 20 
mph or less. Reduced travel 
design speed in compliance with 
City standards and highway 
design manual. 

 Provides future Deer Canyon 
Park Preserve access connection. 
Deer Canyon Road has potential to 
connect to Deer Canyon Park 
through Development Agreement 
with Hills Preserve participating. 

City Street Standard 
Detail No. 161-a 
Hillside 
Collector(continued) 

	  Supports consolidated 
development to preserve open 
space. 

 The proposed development 
features require flexibility in 
right of way improvements for a 
private street with public 
easement for Deer Canyon Road 
and “B” Street to reduce a 
development footprint to the 
maximum extent possible. 

 The intent of the project is to 
protect greater amounts of open 
space committed for natural and 
passive uses throughout the 
property based on the narrow 
and steep canyon topography. 

 This is a hillside development 
area. Intersections are designed 
6% or less. 

 Roads are private with public 
access easement. 

 Terrain/topography does not 
support 100’ to 200’ landings 
prior to intersection without 
substantially grading more open 
space and hillside areas which is 
not intent of project. 

 Traffic Impact Analysis report 
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identifies that queuing distances 
work with “Keep Clear” street 
marking at “A” Street and Deer 
Canyon Road Intersection. 

City Street Standard 
Detail No. 162 
Private Street 

Street Cross Sections for A and 
“B” Street. “A” STREET 

 A public easement for “A” Street is 
provided for public access and use 
of the sidewalk and road within 
private road easement. 

 Easement is from 2’ north shoulder to 
south side back of sidewalk that varies 
in width. Details provided on Tentative 
Tract Map 19228 street cross sections 
sheet C-1.0 and plan view, and within 
Specific Plan. 

 No sidewalk along north side of “A” 
Street between Deer Canyon Road and 
Santa Ana Canyon Road. 

 Provide sidewalk on south side of “A” 
Street. 

 Allow varied public access for 
pedestrians based on terrain along 
south side of “A” Street. 

 Provide 10’ of landscaping on 
landscaped slopes along edge of curb 
along north side of “A” Street to 
support Scenic Corridor. 

 Allow retaining walls, drainage 
facilities, water quality basin, slopes 
from 1.5:1 to 3:1 from back of 2’ 
shoulder along north side of “A” street. 

 Allow 1.5:1 to 3:1 slope in specific 
areas between “A” Street and Santa 
Ana Canyon Road to minimize 
retaining wall heights to a 
maximum of 6’. 

 Implement Note 5 from City 
Standard Detail No. 161-A. and Note 
2 from City Standard Detail No. 162 

 See above related to Deer Canyon 
Road. 

 Existing steep topography 
constrains development 
solutions. 

 Steep terrain along Santa Ana 
Canyon Road north of proposed 
“A” Street narrows development. 
City property limits access to 
Santa Ana Canyon Road due to 
terrain and 10% road grade 
requirement. 

 Road, hillside, and grading is 
subject to improvement plan 
process. 

 “A” Street is necessary second 
emergency access required by 
Anaheim Fire Dept. 

 Project design requires design and 
grading solutions that impact 
existing slopes to provide required 
emergency access. 

 Fire department required road 
grades not to be greater than 10% 
when terrain is much steeper. 

 City required second access needs 
to adjust with terrain while 
following intent of scenic corridor 
requirements and hillside grading 
requirement. 

 “A” Street maintains 26’ fire lane. 
 Refer to Sheet C-1.0 cross sections 

D-D and E-E (main entry “A” Street 
and Santa Ana Canyon Road). 
Cross section dimension is 
minimum 28’ from curb to curb. 

 No land uses proposed between 
proposed “A” Street and Santa Ana 
Canyon Road. 

 There are no proposed land uses 
to the north of “A” Street to 
require pedestrian access. There is 
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no need for a sidewalk on the 
north side of the private street. 

 No parking is allowed on both 
sides of “A” Street a private street. 

 Curbs on “A” Street may be posted 
no parking and comply with Fire 
Department requirements. 

 Landscape design and grading 
solutions help resolve terrain 
challenges in Scenic Corridor. 

 North side of “A” Street in 
compliance with Scenic Corridor 
and will have 10’ or more of 
hillside landscape area adjacent to 
north curb supporting 50’ and 90’ 
scenic corridor. 

 Landscape will assist to screen the 
front of Preserve Place and Hills 
Club and Preserve Apartments. 
North of private street easement 
in the landscape area, on and off-
site improvements includes areas 
for retaining walls, water quality 
treatment, and landscaped slopes 
in support of design requirements 
for second emergency access. 

City Street Standard 
Detail No. 162 Private 
Street (continued) 

“B”	Street	
 A public easement for “B” Street is 

provided for public access and use 
of the sidewalk and road within 
private road easement. 

 Easement is from east curb face to 
back of sidewalk along west and north 
side. Further details provided on 
Tentative Tract Map 19228 and street 
cross sections, and within Specific 
Plan. Refer to Sheet C-1.0 Section F-F 
and G-G. 

 Implement Private Street Standard 162 
with deviations. 

 “B” Street Functions as private 
driveway not as a local residential 
street. 

 Specific Plan allows a wider area for 8’ 
loading/unloading zone and trash pick-
up, making the west side of the street 

 Hillside terrain requires flexible 
design solutions to support 
consolidated development. 

 Refer to cross section G-G and F-F 
on Tentative Tract Map Sheet C-
1.0. “B” Street alignment is 
constrained based on geologic 
features that cause a “pinch point” 
for the overall property area of the 
apartment site. Refer to Civil Sheet 
C-4 Section A-A. 

 East of “B” Street serves as a fuel 
modification area and reduces 
wildfire threat. Terraced wall area 
supports fuel modification 
program and helps reduce wild 
land fire threat from east to west. 

 “B” Street serves residences and 
services for Hills Club and 
Preserve Apartments, functioning 
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22’ between south and north parking 
structure entries. 

 Sidewalk not required on east side of 
proposed “B” Street. 

 Pedestrian path of travel will be along 
loading area and apartment building. 

 Long term parking not permitted on “B” 
Street. Temporary parking allowed in 
loading/service areas. 

 Bike Lane not required. 
 Allow meandering sidewalk. A 4’ 

sidewalk can meander within the 10’ 
parkway area along the west and 
north sides of “B” Street. 

 Allow bicycles to use “B” Street. Sign 
proposed street as a Bike access 
(shared access), not a dedicated 
bicycle lane. 

 Implement Note 5 from City Standard 
Detail No. 161-A. and Note 2 from City 
Standard Detail No. 162 

 Level or sloped landscape area allowed 
along east and south side of “B” Street 
with varied depth from 8’ to 11’. 

 Allow dry utilities within landscape 
parkway along east and west side of “B” 
Street. Adjust sidewalks and 
landscape as necessary. 

 Vertical Curve “B” Street 
 Reduce travel design speed from 25 

mph to 20 mph. Establish vertical 
curves at 100’ due to site constraints of 
topography and parking garage 
landing and entry location, and 
provide fire truck staging areas.	

as a private driveway. 
 “B” Street serves as a private 

driveway (back of building) for 
loading, unloading, trash pickup, 
resident parking garage access 
(ingress and egress), access for 
delivery services and facility 
maintenance, and fire truck 
staging for emergency access to 
upper floors of the building. 

 Due to grades parking garage 
access is at two different levels 
and the loading / trash collection 
area requires a relatively level 
grade as well as for emergency 
vehicle staging areas thus forcing 
road designs to adjust to public 
service design constraints. 

 Travel speed and design speed for 
“B” Street are reduced to support 
Fire Department, waste 
management, and delivery 
services. 

 Due to the nature and use of “B” 
Street, travel design speeds for 
vertical curve are reduced due to 
grade and access point needs to 
serve fire department and 
services. 

 A steep slope from “A” Street 
south towards the 1st parking 
garage access is required in order 
to provide more level service and 
emergency staging areas. 

 Due to existing topography, 
vertical curve road design 
adjustments are necessary for 
access to parking garage entries, 
loading and unloading areas, and 
staging areas for fire trucks that 
require a minimal percentage (1% 
to 3%) of grade difference. Road 
grades need to adjust to 
accommodate requirements for 
fire department. 
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City Street Standard 
Detail No. 162 
Private Street 
(continued) 

	  The wider street section allows for 
loading / unloading used for 
moving vans, delivery trucks, and 
trash dumpsters for waste 
management at the east side of the 
building. Refer to Sheet C-1.2 and 
Sheet C-3.1. 

 Curb to curb is 36’. 
 “B” Street maintains 26’ fire lane 

per City Fire Department. Provides 
access and staging space for Fire 
department aerial ladder trucks. 

 Steep slopes and retaining walls 
do not allow development on east 
side of “B” Street. 

 The proposed development 
requires flexibility in right of way 
improvements to reduce overall 
development footprint to the 
maximum extent possible. 
Therefore, retaining wall are used 
to shrink development footprint. 

 The purpose of the project is to 
protect greater amounts of open 
space committed for natural and 
passive uses within the overall 
project area of 76.2 acres and 46.3 
acres of open space. 

 Sidewalk to the east side of “B” 
Street is not necessary as there are 
no abutting land uses than 
retaining wall and open space 
areas. 

 Parallel parking is not within the 
drive aisle and parking is not along 
east side of “B” Street. 

 Loading/unloading area is on west 
side of “B” Street with curb 
adjacent sidewalk. The only 
temporary parking area. 

 Loading area and trash area is not 
within fire lane. 

 “B” Street designed to serve Hills 
Club and Preserve Apartments 
resident pedestrian needs, 
functions as a driveway. 
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 The pedestrian access is along the 
west side of “B” Street. 

 Vehicle speeds are posted at lower 
miles per hour than design speed. 

 Projected traffic volume on “B” 
Street should not impede bicycle 
use from sharing travel lanes on 
“B” Street and connect to “A” 
Street or Deer Canyon Road. 

 Land use abutting “B” Street to the 
east and south is retaining walls 
and open space that does not 
require sidewalk access. Nor are 
there pathways that can scale the 
retaining walls. 

 The east side of “B” Street is 
landscape parkway that varies 
between 8’-11’ at toe of retaining 
wall. This helps screen the lower 
retaining walls and to support 
grading requirements. 

City Street Standard 
Detail No. 170 Santa 
Ana Canyon Road 

Santa	Ana	Canyon	Road.	
Refer to the following cross sections on tentative 
tract map 19228. 

 I-I to L-L Sheet C-1.0 and Horizontal 
Alignment exhibit as separate exhibit 
within Civil Package Sheet C-8 cross 
sections 1-1 to 9-9. 

 City Street Standard No. 170 centerline 
to south right of way line is 54’ to 74’. 

 For specific plan purposes the Scenic 
Corridor is measured from current 
street centerline (74’) of right of way 
along Santa Ana Canyon Road. The 50’ 
and 90’ setback requirement for scenic 
corridor is from the back of the City 
Street Standard Detail No. 170 based on 
existing centerline. 

 Specific plan in coordination with 
Anaheim city staff concurred on the 
following horizontal alignment that is 
off-site or portions of adjacent/near 
project boundary of specific plan. Refer 
to TTM 19228 Sheet C-8. 

 Street median may go down to 4’. 
 Street median at “A” Street and Santa 

 Santa Ana Canyon Road was 
improved inconsistently between 
Imperial Highway and Festival 
Drive. 

 Standard Detail No. 170 shows 10’ 
travel lane with 6’ bicycle lane. 
City staff is requesting a wider 
travel lane 12’ than what the 
design standard illustrates. 

 This deviates from Standard Detail 
No. 170. Refer to Sections I-I to L-L 
on civil sheet C-1.0 and refer to 
Santa Ana Canyon Road exhibit 
civil sheet C-8. 

 The City staff is requesting a wider 
travel lane, 12’, based on 
supplemental references in 
Standard Detail No. 164-c. this 
helps with road design. It requires 
a deviation with Standard Detail 
No. 170 as right and left turn 
pockets are also proposed at 12’. 

 Santa Ana Canyon Road street 
conditions have varied street 
median, parkway, sidewalk, trail 
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Ana Canyon Road needs to provide 
emergency vehicle access. 

 North side of Santa Ana Canyon Road, 
hold proposed curb alignment (north 
bicycle lane stripe) per City direction to 
design from. 

 North of edge of curb is 8’ to include 3’ 
parkway and 5’ sidewalk design by 
others. 

 Travel lanes next to medians 12’ 
 Travel lanes right turn pocket and left 

turn pocket  
 12’ travel lane next to bicycle lane 12’ 
 1’ rumble strip next to bicycle lane and 

travel lane. 
 Bicycle lane 6’ 
 Landscape buffer 3’, provide 9’ buffer 

where feasible. 
 Minimum width equestrian trail 8’ 
 Minimum street centerline design 

radius 700’ to match existing condition. 
 No curb and gutter along south 

boundary unless necessary for 
drainage or safety purposes or unless 
Community Services Dept allows trail 
width less than 8’. 

and shoulder configurations 
between Imperial Highway and 
Festival Drive. 

 Street median widths are 
inconsistent and vary from 18’ to 
no median as double yellow 
striped line. 

 There is inconsistency between 
the location of the right of way and 
City Street Standard No. 170. For 
consistency 74’ from street 
centerline south was used to 
establish the street right of way 
location. 

 For consistency the scenic 
corridor setback limits of 50’ and 
90’ are measured from back of 74’ 
right of way in following standard. 

 Offsite property has steep slope 
constraints for Santa Ana Canyon 
Road improvements. 

 Significant steep slopes abut the 
south edge of existing pavement 
and constrain Santa Ana Canyon 
Road within City controlled 
property. 

 Hills Preserve property, south of 
Santa Ana Canyon Road area, is 
above the existing south slope. And 
required second access, “A” Street, 
was located to minimize road 
grade and terrain changes to 
accommodate emergency vehicle 
access requirements per Fire 
Department request. 

 A mutual horizontal design study 
of Santa Ana Canyon Road between 
Anaheim Public Works 
department and Salt Development 
evaluated this segment of road and 
prepared Civil Sheets C-8 to 
support varied road design based 
on concurrent city staff 
discussions. This supports City 
design direction, an equestrian 
trail connection from Deer Canyon 
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Road to “A” Street, and future 
pedestrian connection from “A” 
Street to Festival Drive. 

City Street Standard 
Detail No. 170 
Santa Ana Canyon 
Road (continued) 

 Equestrian Trail can be raised above 
landscape buffer to help reduce 
retaining wall elevations. 

 Landscape buffer can serve as drainage 
swale. Landscape buffer can be planted 
with vegetation. 

 Equestrian Trail may have retaining 
walls on north and south side of 8’ trail. 

 Retaining walls will be allowed in Scenic 
Corridor. 

 Equestrian trail to be constructed by 
Salt Development from right turn 
pocket transition lane west of Deer 
Canyon Road 

 to existing 8’ sidewalk east of “A” Street 
towards Festival Drive transition lane. 

 West of Deer Canyon Road. 
o Right turn pocket and transition 

lane to be provided. 
o 3’ landscape buffer 
o 8’ trail with retaining walls to merge 

into existing elevated trail. 
o Retaining walls designed based on 

existing topography needs. 
o Trail grade to target at 7% may be 

greater per Ordinance 643. 
 East of “A” Street 

o “A” Street transition lane will be east 
of “A” Street. 

o “A” Street is right turn in right turn 
out only. 

o East of “A” Street will be a 5’ 
sidewalk per TIA report VMT 
mitigations. 

o East of “A” Street equestrian 
trail will stop at existing 
sidewalk connection in SCE 
transmission line easement. 

 20. Refer to responsibility exhibit limits, 
Sheet C-8. 

 Turn pocket and acceleration lane, 
changes landscape buffer and 
street medians dimensions. 

 Design requirements for vehicles 
to decelerate into a right turn 
pocket requires width and length 
within the Standard Detail No. 170 
landscape area to stay within the 
74’ right of way from street 
centerline. At Deer Canyon Road 
intersection, there are constraints 
caused by development and steep 
grades adjacent 

 to Santa Ana Canyon Road that 
constrict this requirement 
therefore adjustments are 
necessary to balance the street 
design. 

 Existing Santa Ana Canyon Road 
from Imperial Highway to Festival 
Drive was improved 

 inconsistently. It appears to have 
approved deviations throughout 
this stretch of road. 

 The proposed horizontal 
alignment establishes continuity in 
design and adds equestrian trail for 
Santa Ana Canyon Road where 
Hills Preserve fronts along 
portions of the road with offsite 
sections east, west, and in the 
middle of the project frontage. 

 Very steep slopes abut the south 
edge of Santa Ana Canyon Road 
pavement and are within City 
property. Hills Preserve property is 
above the existing south slope. 
Access is at proposed “A” Street 
that connects to Santa Ana Canyon 
Road (east) and Deer Canyon Road 
(west). 

 Per multiple city discussions with 
Public Works Director, Planning 
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Director and public works staff, 
concurrence occurred on the 
requested deviation items for 
horizontal street alignment 1-19-
2024. 

 Controlled street intersections are 
provided to support traffic safety 
on Santa Ana Canyon Road. 

 A full signalized 3-way intersection 
is proposed at Deer Canyon Road 
and right turn in and right turn out 
only intersection for “A” Street. 

 Proposed “A” Street will have a 
right turn in and right turn out only 
intersection with an east bound 
acceleration lane. It will also have a 
4’ median where emergency 
vehicle access will be provided for 
west bound vehicles. 

 Traffic Impact Analysis supports 
the proposed intersection 
locations. Refer to Hills Preserve 
TIA. Refer to Circulation Element 
discussion above in pages 31 to 33. 

Equestrian	Trails	

City Trail Standard 
Detail 643 

 Specific plan allows equestrian trail to 
vary in width between 8’ and 10’ 
with/without parkway, fencing and trail 
width. 

 Refer to Santa Ana Canyon Road 
description above. Santa Ana Canyon 
Road Equestrian Trail 

 Areas offsite in City right of way, 74’ 
from Santa Ana Canyon Road Street 
Standard Detail No. 170, and do not 
front along Hills Preserve are subject to 
public works improvement. 

 Deer Canyon Road Equestrian Trail 
 Allow alternative trail materials for 

tread and path to support steeper 
grades, per Community Services 
Department guidelines. 

 Equestrian trail to have 18” to 24” 
parkway with fence (rail, log pole, or 
cable) between curb and gutter and 8’ 
trail 

 Proposed Santa Ana Canyon Road 
design supports equestrian trail 
expansion to Deer Canyon Park 
Preserve and Anaheim Hills 
Festival shopping center. 

 Portions of the horizontal 
alignment study demonstrate that 
a 7% grade will require retaining 
walls to support offsite trail that 
was previously built by west 
property owner, not adjacent to 
the Hills Preserve. 

 Offsite property owner did not 
develop trail adjacent to edge of 
pavement according to Standard 
Detail No. 170. Offsite trail is 
approximately +/- 17’ above edge 
of pavement. 

 Proposed Deer Canyon Road 
design supports equestrian trail 
expansion to Deer Canyon Park 
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Preserve. 
 Due to the existing topography 

and road design there is limited 
viable trail options. Options for 
differing materials for trail 
construction per city discussion 
allow for 10% trail grades in short 
segments. One portion of trail 
between “A” Street and 
underground parking garage exit, 
will have a max slope of 10% or 
less. A second portion of trail 
south of underground parking 
garage entry and north of “B” 
Street will have a slope between 
8% and 10%. 

 Trail designs subject to city 
engineer and community services 
review and approval. 

As described above in Table 4.10-4, the Project proposes several retaining walls that would 
be visible from Santa Ana Canyon Road that are taller than allowed by the AMC and that 
would require deviations from the AMC to approve. As required by MM	AES‐3,	these walls 
would be landscaped, or they would have a rock façade treatment to improve their 
appearance to viewers from Santa Ana Canyon Road. 

The City’s approval of the foregoing deviations as part of the Specific Plan adoption would 
ensure consistency with the relevant provisions of the AMC. 

Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone 

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and in the detailed General Plan 
consistency analysis above, to minimize impacts to scenic resources and to views in the 
Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone, the Project’s buildings have been sited and clustered within 
the lower elevations, and the grading approach has been developed so that the more visually 
significant ridgelines and hilltops on the Project Site would not be developed. Instead, these 
upper elevations of the Project Site (approx. 57%) would be zoned as Open Space, which 
would allow for the retention of these lands in their existing open space condition with their 
related aesthetic, scenic and habitat qualities. The Project would generally preserve public 
views of existing backdrop ridgelines from off-site perspectives, with the addition of new 
structures at the lower elevations of the Project Site in the foreground of most of these views. 
This retention of the natural landscape outside of the development footprint would be 
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accomplished through the export of soil from the Project Site and through the construction 
of retaining walls. However, the Project would result in: reduced acreage of visible open 
space areas in the Project Site; reduced acreage of visible vegetated areas in the Project Site; 
altered views of ridgelines, particularly for viewers at/near the intersection of Santa Ana 
Canyon Road at Deer Canyon Road who would no longer see ridgelines as they do in existing 
conditions; and views of retaining walls from some viewpoints along Santa Ana Canyon 
Road, which would be landscaped or otherwise visually-treated. Overall, these effects do not 
constitute a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista given that the Project would retain 
many other views of ridgelines and natural open space areas for other viewpoints from 
elsewhere along Santa Ana Canyon Road and from other vantage points. Also, the Project 
would minimize these visual effects through replacement tree planting and re-landscaping 
of the Project Site. Replacement tree planting would be conducted in accordance with a 
Specimen Tree Removal Permit that would be required for the Project. 

With approval of the discretionary actions described above, with issuance of a Specimen 
Tree Permit, and with implementation of MM	 AES‐3, the Project would not cause a 
significant environmental impact due to a conflict	with the AMC. 

Conclusion	

Because the Project would not substantially conflict with any of the applicable plans or 
policies, the Project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with 
a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect.  

With implementation of MM	BIO‐10	and MM	AES‐3, the Project would result in a less than 
significant impact related to this threshold and no mitigation is required.  

4.10.5 CUMULATIVE	IMPACTS	

Projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis consist of eight projects within the 
City of Anaheim. These related projects are described in more detail in Table 4-1, Cumulative 
Projects List, which is provided in Section 4.0.  

Neither the Project nor any of the cumulative projects would have the potential to physically 
divide an existing community because none involves the construction of a linear feature, 
such as an interstate, railroad tracks, or the removal of a means of access, which would 
impact mobility within an existing community and an outlying area.  

Implementation of the Project would not involve the creation of a physical barrier or other 
physical division within an established community. In contrast, for example, the Project 
would improve connectivity in the community through the provision of new sidewalks and 
multi-use trails and related roadway network improvements. Therefore, no significant 
cumulative impact in this regard would occur, and the Project’s contribution to this already 
less than significant cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. Also, the 
Project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not cause a significant 
environmental impact due to a conflict	with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
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for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The Project as well as 
other cumulative developments such as DEV 2020-00204 and DEV 2023-00043 would all be 
required to be consistent with the relevant General Plan and zoning designations (including 
obtaining approval for any necessary amendments thereto to allow for land uses and/or 
development densities that are currently not allowed). The Project, as well as other 
cumulative development, would be governed by the General Plan and the AMC, which would 
help to ensure consistency therewith. In addition, all cumulative development that involves 
discretionary review would be required to evaluate land use and planning impacts to the 
extent mandated under CEQA to help ensure, to the extent feasible, that development would 
not result in significant environmental impacts due to any physical division of an established 
community or inconsistency with the General Plan, AMC, and other land use planning 
regulations that have been adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts. As discussed 
above, the Project, and other cumulative development, would each be required on a project-
by-project basis to demonstrate consistency with the General Plan, AMC, and other 
applicable codes, ordinances, and policies. Moreover, each of these projects would be 
required to minimize potential effects to the community during the City design review 
process. The foregoing would ensure cumulative land use and planning impacts are less than 
significant. 

With respect to the Project’s contribution to this already less than significant cumulative 
impact, it would not be cumulatively considerable. As detailed above, the Project would be 
consistent with the General Plan, AMC, and other land use planning regulations that have 
been adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts. For example, the Project would 
result in up to approximately 1,664 new residents, a maximum total of 504 new housing 
units (primarily higher density multiple-family units, and additional employees within the 
City. The City is being required to plan for the construction of an additional 17,453 units over 
the next ten years. Therefore, the Project and the other cumulative projects that include new 
housing units would cumulatively help the City to achieve the City’s RHNA targets consistent 
with regional planning policies that are applicable to the City.  

Therefore, based on the foregoing, the Project in combination with other cumulative projects 
would not result in significant cumulative impacts related to this topic, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

4.10.6 MITIGATION	PROGRAM	

See Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR for the 
mitigation measures referenced in this section. 

4.10.7 SIGNIFICANCE	AFTER	MITIGATION	

With implementation of MM	BIO‐10	and MM	AES‐3, potentially significant impacts related 
to land use and planning would be reduced to less than significant levels.  
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4.11 NOISE	

This section is based in part on the following documents: 

 Psomas. 2024d. Supplemental Noise Analysis Memorandum for the Hills Preserve 
Project in the City of Anaheim, California. Pasadena, CA: Psomas. Attached as 
Appendix M. 

 Salt Development. 2023b. The Hills Preserve Skydeck (Roof Deck) Operations 
Memorandum. Salt Lake City, UT. Salt Development. Attached as Appendix N. 

4.11.1 EXISTING	CONDITIONS	

Noise	Basics	and	Terminology	

Characteristics	of	Noise 

“Sound” is a vibratory disturbance in air pressure created by a moving or vibrating source. 
“Noise” is defined as a sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired and may 
therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. Although the terms “sound” and 
“noise” are often used synonymously, perceptions of sound and noise are highly subjective 
(Caltrans 2013a). The effects of noise on people can include general annoyance; interference 
with speech communication; sleep disturbance; and, in the extreme, hearing impairment.   

Decibels	and	Frequency	

Noise effects can be caused by pitch or loudness. In its most basic form, a continuous sound 
can be described by its frequency or wavelength (pitch) and its amplitude (loudness). 
Frequency is expressed in cycles per second, or hertz. Frequencies are heard as the pitch or 
tone of sound. High-pitched sounds produce high frequencies; low-pitched sounds produce 
low frequencies. Higher-pitched sounds are louder to humans than lower-pitched sounds. 

Sound pressure levels are described in units called the decibel (dB) (Caltrans 2013a). 
Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner 
similar to the Richter scale used for earthquake magnitudes. The 0 point on the dB scale is 
based on the lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect. Changes 
of 3 dB or less are only perceptible in laboratory environments. Audible increases in noise 
levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more, as this level has been found to be barely 
perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. Only audible changes in existing 
ambient or background noise levels are considered potentially significant. Because decibels 
are logarithmic units, they cannot be added or subtracted by ordinary arithmetic means. A 
doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of traffic volume, would increase 
the noise level by 3 dB (Caltrans 2013a).  
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Perception	of	Noise	and	A‐Weighting	

A typical noise environment consists of a base of steady “background” noise that is the sum 
of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources. Superimposed on this background 
noise is the sound from individual local sources. The local sources can vary from an 
occasional aircraft or train passing by, to intermittent periods of sound (such as amplified 
music), to virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a major highway.  

The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum such as 
very high or low frequency sounds. To accommodate this phenomenon, the A-scale was 
devised; the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA or db[A]) approximates the frequency response 
of the average healthy ear when listening to most ordinary everyday sounds. When people 
make relative judgments of the loudness or annoyance of a sound, their judgments correlate 
well with the A-weighted sound levels of those sounds. Therefore, the “A-weighted” noise 
scale is used for measurements and standards involving the human perception of noise 
(Caltrans 2013a). 

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with acoustical energy. Due to 
subjective thresholds of tolerance, the annoyance of a given noise source is perceived very 
differently from person to person. The most common sounds vary between 40 dBA (very 
quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud). Normal conversation at 3 feet is approximately 60 dBA, while 
loud jet engine noises at 1,000 feet equate to 100 dBA, which can cause serious discomfort 
(Caltrans 2013a). Table 4.11-1 shows the relationship of various noise levels in dBA to 
commonly experienced noise events.  
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TABLE	4.11‐1	
NOISE	LEVELS	FOR	COMMON	ACTIVITIES	

Common	Outdoor	Activities	
Noise	Level	

(dBA)	 Common	Indoor	Activities	

– 110 Rock Band	

Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft) 100 – 

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft) 90 – 

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft) at 80 km/hr 
(50 mph) 

80 
Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft); Garbage 
Disposal at 1 m (3 ft) 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime Gas Lawn Mower at 
30 m (100 ft) 

70 Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft) 

Commercial Area, Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft) 60 Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft) 

Quiet Urban Daytime 50 
Large Business Office Dishwasher in Next 
Room 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 Theater, Large Conference Room 
(Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 30 Library 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 20 
Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 
(Background) 

– 10 Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 0 Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
dBA: A-weighted decibels; m: meter; ft: feet; km/hr: kilometers per hour, mph: miles per hour.  

Source: Caltrans 2013a. 

 

Two noise sources do not “sound twice as loud” as one source. As stated above, a doubling of 
noise sources results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Thus, for example, if one noise source 
produces a noise level of 70 dB, the addition of another noise source with the same noise 
level would not produce 140 dB; rather, they would combine to produce a noise level of 
73 dB. It is widely accepted that (1) the average healthy ear can barely perceive changes of a 
3 dBA increase or decrease in outdoor environments; (2) a change of 5 dBA is readily 
perceptible; and (3) an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (or half) as loud 
(Caltrans 2013a). Therefore, the generally accepted level at which changes in community 
noise levels become “barely perceptible” typically occurs at values greater than 3 dBA. 

Noise	Propagation	

From the source to the receiver, noise changes both in level and frequency spectrum. The 
most obvious change is the decrease in noise level as the distance from the source increases. 
The manner in which noise reduces with distance depends on the factors described below. 

Geometric	Spreading	from	Point	and	Line	Sources:	Sound from a small, localized source 
(approximating a “point” source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the 
source in a spherical pattern. For point sources, such as Heating, Ventilation, and Air 
Conditioning (HVAC) units or construction equipment, the sound level attenuates (or drops 
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off) at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (i.e., if the noise level is 70 dBA at 
25 feet, it is 64 dBA at 50 feet). Vehicle movement on a road makes the source of the sound 
appear to emanate from a cylindrical pattern rather than a point when viewed over some 
time interval. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 3 dBA per doubling of 
distance for line sources (FTA 2018a). 

Ground	Absorption:	To account for the ground-effect attenuation (absorption), two types 
of site conditions are commonly used in noise prediction: soft site and hard site conditions. 
Hard sites (i.e., sites with a reflective surface between the source and the receiver, such as 
parking lots or smooth bodies of water) receive no reduction from ground attenuation relate 
to absorption, and the changes in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) are simply the 
geometric spreading of the source. Soft sites are sites that have an absorptive ground surface 
(e.g., soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees) and receive a ground attenuation value 
of 1.5 dBA per doubling of distance (FHWA 2006a).   

Atmospheric	Effects:	Wind speed will bend the path of sound to “focus” (increase) it on the 
downwind side and make a “shadow” (reduction) on the upwind side of the source. At short 
distances, the wind has minor influence on the measured sound level. For longer distances, 
the wind effect becomes appreciably greater. Temperature gradients create effects similar 
to those of wind gradients, except that they are uniform in all directions from the source. On 
a sunny day with no wind, temperature decreases with altitude, giving a shadow effect for 
sound. On a clear night, temperature may increase with altitude, focusing sound on the 
ground surface (Caltrans 2013a). 

Shielding	by	Natural	and	Man‐Made	Features,	Noise	Barriers:	A large object in the path 
between a noise source and a receiver can significantly attenuate noise levels at that receiver 
location. The amount of attenuation provided by this “shielding” depends on the size of the 
object, proximity to the barrier, and the frequencies of the noise levels. Natural terrain or 
landform features as well as man-made features (e.g., buildings and walls) can significantly 
alter noise exposure levels at a receptor. For a noise barrier to work, it must be high enough 
and long enough to block the view from the receiver to a road or to the noise source. Effective 
noise barriers can reduce outdoor noise levels at the receptor by up to 15 dB whereas 
enclosures can achieve 20 dB or greater reductions in noise levels (FTA 2018a).  

Noise	Descriptors	

There are many ways to rate noise for various intervals, but an appropriate rating of ambient 
noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Several rating scales 
(or noise “metrics”) exist to analyze effects of noise on a community. These scales include 
the equivalent noise level (Leq), the community noise equivalent level (CNEL), and the day-
night average sound level (Ldn). Average noise levels over a period of minutes or hours are 
usually expressed as dBA Leq, which is the equivalent noise level for that period of time. The 
period of time averaging may be specified; for example, Leq(3) would be a 3-hour average. 
When no period is specified, a one-hour average is assumed. Noise of short duration (i.e., 
substantially less than the averaging period) is averaged into ambient noise during the 
period of interest. Thus, a loud noise lasting many seconds or a few minutes may have 
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minimal effect on the measured sound level averaged over a one-hour period (Caltrans 
2013a).To evaluate community noise impacts, Ldn was developed to account for human 
sensitivity to nighttime noise. Ldn represents the 24-hour average sound level with a penalty 
for noise occurring at night. /The Ldn computation divides the 24-hour day into two periods: 
daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The nighttime sound levels are 
assigned a 10 dBA penalty prior to averaging with daytime hourly sound levels. CNEL is 
similar to Ldn except that it separates a 24-hour day into 3 periods:1 daytime (7 a.m. to 7 
p.m.), evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.), and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The evening sound levels 
are assigned a 5 dBA penalty and the nighttime sound levels are assigned a 10 dBA penalty 
prior to averaging with daytime hourly sound levels (FHWA 2006a).   

Several other statistical descriptors are often used to describe noise including Lmax, Lmin, 
and L%, when assessing the annoyance factor.   

Lmax and Lmin are respectively the highest and lowest A-weighted sound levels that occur 
during a noise event. The L% signifies the noise level that is exceeded a certain percent of the 
time; for example, L10 denotes the level that was exceeded 10 percent of the time 
(Caltrans 2013a). A table containing noise-related terms and their definitions is provided as 
Table 4.11-2. 

 
1 CNEL and Ldn are within one dBA of each other and are normally exchangeable. 
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TABLE	4.11‐2	
SOUND	TERMINOLOGY	

Term	 Definition	

Sound A vibratory disturbance created by a vibrating 
object which, when transmitted by pressure waves 
through a medium such as air, can be detected by a 
receiving mechanism such as the human ear or a 
microphone. 

Noise Sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or 
otherwise undesirable. 

Ambient Noise The composite of noise from all sources near and 
far in a given environment. 

Decibel (dB) A unitless measure of sound on a logarithmic scale, 
which represents the squared ratio of sound 
pressure amplitude to a reference sound pressure. 
The reference pressure is 20 micropascals, 
representing the threshold of human hearing 
(0 dB). 

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA) An overall frequency-weighted sound level that 
approximates the frequency response of the 
human ear. 

Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) The average sound energy occurring over a 
specified time period. In effect, Leq is the steady-
state sound level that in a stated period would 
contain the same acoustical energy as the time-
varying sound that actually occurs during the same 
period. 

Maximum and Minimum Noise Levels (Lmax and 
Lmin) 

The maximum or minimum instantaneous sound 
level measured during a measurement period. 

Day-Night Level (DNL or Ldn) The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels 
occurring during a 24-hour period, with 10 dB 
added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring 
between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. (nighttime). 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels 
occurring during a 24-hour period, with 5 dB 
added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring 
between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB added 
to the A-weighted sound levels occurring between 
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Source: Data compiled by Psomas 2024. 

 

Traffic	(Mobile	Source)	Noise	

The level of traffic (or mobile source) noise depends on the three primary factors: (1) the 
volume of the traffic, (2) the speed of the traffic, and (3) the number of trucks in the flow of 
traffic. Generally, the loudness of traffic noise is increased by heavier traffic volumes, higher 
speeds, and greater number of trucks. Vehicle noise is a combination of the noise produced 
by the engine, exhaust, and tires. Because of the logarithmic nature of noise levels, a doubling 
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of the traffic volume (assuming that the speed and truck mix do not change) results in a noise 
level increase of 3 dBA. Based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) community 
noise assessment criteria, this change is “barely perceptible”; for reference, a doubling of 
perceived noise levels would require an increase of approximately 10 dBA. The truck mix on 
a given roadway also has an effect on community noise levels. As the number of heavy trucks 
increases and becomes a larger percentage of the vehicle mix, adjacent noise levels increase. 

Stationary	Noise	

A stationary noise producer is any entity in a fixed location that emits noise. Examples of 
stationary noise sources include machinery, engines, energy production, and other 
mechanical or powered equipment and activities such as loading and unloading or public 
assembly that may occur at commercial, industrial, manufacturing, or institutional facilities. 
Furthermore, while noise generated by the use of motor vehicles over public roads is 
preempted from local regulation, although the use of these vehicles is considered a 
stationary noise source when operated on private property such as at a construction site, a 
truck terminal, or warehousing facility. The emitted noise from the producer can be 
mitigated to acceptable levels either at the source or on the adjacent property through the 
use of proper planning, setbacks, block walls, acoustic-rated windows, dense landscaping, or 
by changing the location of the noise producer. 

As noted above, the effects of stationary noise depend on factors such as characteristics of 
the equipment and operations, distance and pathway between the generator and receptor, 
and weather. Stationary noise sources may be regulated at the point of manufacture (e.g., 
equipment or engines), with limitations on the hours of operation, or with provision of 
intervening structures, barriers or topography. 

Construction activities are a common source of stationary noise. Construction-period noise 
levels are higher than background ambient noise levels but ultimately cease once 
construction is complete. Construction is performed in discrete steps, each of which has its 
own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various 
sequential phases would change the character of the noise generated on each construction 
site and, therefore, would change the noise levels as construction progresses. Despite the 
variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant noise 
sources and patterns of operation allow construction–related noise ranges to be categorized 
by work phase. Table 4.11-3 shows typical noise levels of construction equipment as 
measured at a distance of 50 feet from the operating equipment. 
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TABLE	4.11‐3	
TYPICAL	CONSTRUCTION	EQUIPMENT	MAXIMUM	NOISE	LEVELS	

Type	of	Equipment	 Impact	Device?	(Yes/No)	

Specification	Maximum	Sound	
Levels	for	Analysis	

(dBA	at	50	feet)	

Impact Pile Driver Yes 95 

Auger Drill Rig No 85 

Vibratory Pile Driver No 95 

Jackhammers Yes 85 

Pneumatic Tools No 85 

Pumps No 77 

Scrapers No 85 

Cranes No 85 

Portable Generators No 82 

Rollers No 85 

Bulldozers No 85 

Tractors No 84 

Front-End Loaders No 80 

Backhoe No 80 

Excavators No 85 

Graders No 85 

Air Compressors No 80 

Dump Truck No 84 

Concrete Mixer Truck No 85 

Pickup Truck No 55 
Notes: 
dBA = A-weighted decibel 
Source: FHWA 2018a. 

 

Noise	from	Multiple	Sources	

As noted above, because sound pressure levels in decibels are based on a logarithmic scale, 
they cannot be added or subtracted in the usual arithmetical way. Therefore, sound pressure 
levels in decibels are logarithmically added on an energy summation basis. In other words, 
adding a new noise source to an existing noise source, both producing noise at the same level, 
will not double the noise level. Instead, if the difference between two noise sources is 10 dBA 
or more, the louder noise source will dominate, and the resultant noise level will be equal to 
the noise level of the louder source. In general, if the difference between two noise sources 
is 0–1 dBA, the resultant noise level will be 3 dBA higher than the louder noise source, or 
both sources if they are equal. If the difference between two noise sources is 2–3 dBA, the 
resultant noise level will be 2 dBA above the louder noise source. If the difference between 
two noise sources is 4–10 dBA, the resultant noise level will be 1 dBA higher than the louder 
noise source. 
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Groundborne	Vibration	and	Noise	

In contrast to airborne noise, groundborne vibration is not a common environmental 
problem. Whereas airborne noise transmits pressure waves through air, groundborne 
vibration is transmitted through a solid medium such as the ground or a structure. Some 
common sources of groundborne vibration are specific types of construction activities such 
as blasting, pile driving, and operating heavy earth-moving equipment. Trains and similar 
rail vehicles can also produce vibration. It is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses 
and trucks to be perceptible. The effects of groundborne vibration typically only cause a 
nuisance to people, but in extreme cases, excessive groundborne vibration has the potential 
to cause structural damage to buildings. Although groundborne vibration can be felt 
outdoors, it is typically only an annoyance to people indoors where the associated effects of 
the shaking of a building can be notable. Groundborne noise is an effect of groundborne 
vibration and only exists indoors, since it is produced from noise radiated from the motion 
of the walls and floors of a room, and may also consist of the rattling of windows or dishes 
on shelves. 

Vibration displacement is the distance that a point on a surface moves away from its original 
static position. The instantaneous speed that a point on a surface moves is described as the 
velocity, and the rate of change of the speed is described as the acceleration. Each of these 
descriptors can be used to correlate vibration to human response, building damage, and 
acceptable equipment vibration levels. During construction of a project, the operation of 
certain types of construction equipment can cause groundborne vibration, as noted above 
and described further below. During the operational phase of a project, although unusual, 
receptors may be subject to levels of vibration that can cause annoyance due to noise 
generated from vibration of a structure or items within a structure depending on the nature 
of the subject use(s). Analysis of this type of vibration is best measured in velocity and 
acceleration. 

The propagation of groundborne vibration is not as simple to model as airborne noise. This 
is because noise in the air travels through a relatively uniform medium, while groundborne 
vibrations travel through the earth, which may contain significant geological differences. 
Factors that influence groundborne vibration include: 

 Vibration	source:	Type of activity or equipment, such as impact or mobile, and depth 
of vibration source; 

 Vibration	path: Soil type, rock layers, soil layering, depth to water table, and frost 
depth; and 

 Vibration	 receiver:	 Foundation type, building construction, and acoustical 
absorption. 

Among these factors that influence groundborne vibration, there are significant differences 
in the vibration characteristics when the source is underground compared to at the ground 
surface. In addition, soil conditions are known to have a strong influence on the levels of 
groundborne vibration. Among the most important factors are the stiffness and internal 
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damping of the soil and the depth to bedrock. Vibration propagation is more efficient in stiff 
clay soils than in loose sandy soils, and shallow rock seems to concentrate the vibration 
energy close to the surface, and can result in groundborne vibration problems at large 
distance from the source. Factors such as layering of the soil and depth to the water table can 
have significant effects on the propagation of groundborne vibration. Soft, loose, sandy soils 
tend to attenuate more vibration energy than hard, rocky materials. Vibration propagation 
through groundwater is more efficient than through sandy soils.  

The three main wave types of concern in the propagation of groundborne vibrations are 
surface or Rayleigh waves, compression or P-waves, and shear or S-waves (Caltrans 2020a).  

 Surface or Rayleigh waves travel along the ground surface. They carry most of their 
energy along an expanding cylindrical wave front, similar to the ripples produced by 
throwing a rock into a lake. The particle motion is more or less perpendicular to the 
direction of propagation (known as retrograde elliptical). 

 Compression or P-waves are body waves that carry their energy along an expanding 
spherical wave front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal, in a push-
pull motion. P-waves are analogous to airborne sound waves. 

 Shear or S-waves are also body waves, carrying their energy along an expanding 
spherical wave front. Unlike P-waves, however, the particle motion is transverse, or 
perpendicular to the direction of propagation. 

The peak particle velocity (ppv) or the root mean square (rms) velocity is usually used to 
describe vibration amplitudes. The ppv is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the 
vibration signal and the rms is defined as the square root of the average of the squared 
amplitude of the signal. The ppv is appropriate for evaluating potential building damage and 
also used for evaluating human response. 

The units for ppv velocity are normally inches per second (in/sec). Often, vibration is 
presented and discussed in dB units in order to compress the range of numbers required to 
describe the vibration.  In this study, all ppv velocity levels are provided in in/sec and all 
vibration levels are in dB relative to one microinch per second. The threshold of perception 
is approximately 0.3 ppv. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities 
attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Even the more persistent 
Rayleigh waves decrease relatively quickly as they move away from the source of the 
vibration. Manmade vibration problems are, therefore, usually confined to short distances 
(500 feet or less) from the source (Caltrans 2020a). 

Construction generally includes a wide range of activities, some of which can generate 
groundborne vibration. In general, blasting and demolition of structures generate the 
highest vibrations. Heavy trucks can also generate groundborne vibrations, which vary 
depending on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Potholes, pavement joints, 
discontinuities, differential settlement of pavement, and other anomalies all increase the 
vibration levels from vehicles passing over a road surface. Construction vibration is normally 
of greater concern than vibration of normal traffic on streets and freeways with smooth 
pavement conditions (FTA 2018a).  
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Typically, developed areas are continuously affected by vibration velocities of 50 dB or lower. 
Human perception to vibration starts at levels as low as 67 dB. Annoyance due to vibration 
in residential settings starts at approximately 70 dB. 

Typical vibration source levels from construction equipment are shown in Table 4.11 4. 

TABLE	4.11‐4	
VIBRATION	LEVELS	OF	CONSTRUCTION	EQUIPMENT	

Construction	Equipment	
PPV	at	25	Feet	

(inches/second)	
Velocity	in	Decibels	(dB)	

at	25	Feet	

Water Trucks 0.001 57 

Scraper 0.002 58 

Bulldozer—small 0.003 58 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Concrete Mixer 0.046 81 

Concrete Pump 0.046 81 

Paver 0.046 81 

Pickup Truck 0.046 81 

Auger Drill Rig 0.051 82 

Backhoe 0.051 82 

Crane (Mobile) 0.051 82 

Excavator 0.051 82 

Grader 0.051 82 

Loader 0.051 82 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 86 

Bulldozer—Large 0.089 87 

Caisson drilling 0.089 87 

Vibratory Roller (small) 0.101 88 

Compactor 0.138 90 

Clam shovel drop 0.202 94 

Vibratory Roller (large) 0.210 94 

Pile Driver (impact-typical) 0.644 104 

Pile Driver (impact-upper range) 1.518 112 

Notes: 

PPV = peak particle velocity 

rms = root mean square 

dB = decibels 

Source: FTA 2018a. 
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Ambient	Noise	Environment	

Field	Survey	

To document the existing ambient noise environment on the Project Site and in the Project 
vicinity, a field survey was conducted on September 15, 2023. Four short-term noise 
measurements (15-20 minutes) were collected at the locations shown in Exhibit 4.11-1. 
Noise data were collected using a Larson Davis LxT Type 1 Sound Level Meter. The results of 
the field study are summarized in Table 4.11-5. Given that there are no existing urban uses 
on-site, there are no existing on-site stationary noise sources. Traffic noise as well as noise 
from birds and wind are the only existing noise sources.  

Also, each monitoring location is discussed individually below. Except for noise monitoring 
location NR-4, which was collected along the northern property line of the Project Site, the 
existing noise levels within the Project Site are relatively low. 	

TABLE	4.11‐5	
EXISTING	SITE	NOISE	MEASUREMENT	RESULTS	

Noise	Monitoring	
Location	

Maximum	
	(Lmax	dBA)	

Average		
(Leq	dBA)	

Minimum		
(Lmin	dBA)	

Noise	Sources	

NR-1 – 
Center of Property 

65.1 50.0 39.1 
Distant traffic noise. 

Background bird 
and wind noise.  

NR-2 – 
Southern Property 

Line 
63.0 47.7 35.0 

Distant traffic noise. 
Background bird 
and wind noise. 

NR-3 
Eastern Property 

Line 
59.4 46.2 37.9 

Distant traffic noise. 
Background bird 
and wind noise. 

NR-4 
Northern Property 

Line 
90.8 72.1 53.2 

Traffic noise from E 
Santa Ana Canyon 

Road and State 
Route 91. 

NR: noise reading; dBA: A-weighted decibel scale. 

Note: The Leq represents the equivalent sound level and is the numeric value of a constant level that over the given 
period of time transmits the same amount of acoustic energy as the actual time-varying sound level. The Lmin and 
Lmax represent the minimum and maximum root-mean-square noise levels obtained over a period of 1 second 
during the measurement. 

Source: Psomas 2023d, which is attached as Appendix M. 

 
Sensitive	Noise	Receptors	

Noise-sensitive receptors include those land uses that require serenity or are otherwise 
adversely affected by noise events or excessively noisy conditions. Furthermore, the City of 
Anaheim attempts to minimize exposure to excessive noise levels to residents, workers, and 
visitors to the City by adopting the noise-related California General Plan Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines (City of Anaheim 2004a). The land use categories requiring the 
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lowest noise thresholds are schools, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, convalescent 
facilities, and residences, all of which are considered as “noise sensitive receptors”.   

Exhibit 3-2 reflects existing off-site noise sensitive receptors and other existing uses in 
proximity to the Project Site, as well as undeveloped areas that are currently planned to 
accommodate future sensitive receptors (e.g. lands zoned for residential uses). 

As shown in Exhibit 3-2, Aerial Photograph, Santa Ana Canyon Road is north of the Project 
Site. Further to the north across Santa Ana Canyon road is a self-storage facility, SR-91, and 
a California Highway Patrol weigh station. A utility transmission corridor containing 
Southern California Edison (SCE) overhead power lines is immediately east of the Project 
site. Also, the Anaheim Hills Festival commercial center is approximately 350 feet to the east 
of the Project Site. Undeveloped, privately-owned parcels that are zoned Hillside Single-
Family Residential are located immediately south of the Project Site. Approximately 825 feet 
(0.16-mile) south of the Project Site is the Deer Canyon Park Preserve. The west boundary 
of the Project Site is adjacent to a single-family residential subdivision that is accessible via 
South Eucalyptus Drive [Avenue?]. The existing residential uses near the Project Site would 
be classified as sensitive receptors for noise; none of the other foregoing uses would be 
considered sensitive receptors for purposes of this analysis. 

As noted above, since the Project Site is vacant, there are no existing on-site sensitive 
receptors. 

4.11.2 REGULATORY	SETTING	

Federal	

U.S.	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development	

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has set a goal of 45 dBA Ldn 
as a desirable maximum interior noise standard for residential units developed under HUD 
funding (HUD 1984a). While HUD does not specify acceptable exterior noise levels, standard 
construction of residential dwellings constructed pursuant to standards established under 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations typically provides 20 dBA, or more, of 
attenuation with the windows closed. Based on this premise, the exterior Ldn should not 
exceed 65 dBA (CBSC 2023a). 

Noise	Control	Act	

The adverse impact of noise was officially recognized by the federal government in the Noise 
Control Act of 1972, which serves three purposes: 

 Promulgating noise emission standards for interstate commerce 

 Assisting state and local abatement efforts 

 Promoting noise education and research 
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This act authorized the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to publish 
descriptive data on the effects of noise and establish levels of sound “requisite to protect the 
public welfare with an adequate margin of safety.” These levels are separated into health 
(hearing loss levels) and welfare (annoyance levels). The EPA cautions that these identified 
levels are not standards because they do not take into account the cost or feasibility of the 
levels. 

For protection against hearing loss, 96 percent of the population would be protected if sound 
levels are less than or equal to an Leq(24) of 70 dBA. The “(24)” signifies an Leq duration of 
24 hours. The USEPA activity and interference guidelines are designed to ensure reliable 
speech communication at about 5 feet in the outdoor environment. For outdoor and indoor 
environments, interference with activity and annoyance should not occur if levels are below 
55 dBA and 45 dBA, respectively. 

At 55 dBA Ldn, 95 percent sentence clarity (intelligibility) may be expected at 11 feet, and 
no substantial community reaction. However, 1 percent of the population may complain 
about noise at this level and 17 percent may indicate annoyance. 

The Federal Office of Noise Abatement and Control (ONAC) was initially tasked with 
implementing the Noise Control Act. However, the ONAC has since been eliminated, leaving 
the development of federal noise policies and programs to other federal agencies and 
interagency committees.  

Among the agencies now regulating noise are the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), which limits noise exposure of workers to 90 dB Leq or less for 8 
continuous hours or 105 dB Leq or less for 1 continuous hour; the United States Department 
of Transportation (USDOT), which assumed a significant role in noise control through its 
various operating agencies; and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which regulates 
noise of aircraft and airports. Surface transportation system noise is regulated by a host of 
agencies, including the FTA. Transit noise is regulated by the federal Urban Mass Transit 
Administration, while freeways that are part of the interstate highway system are regulated 
by the FHWA.  

Finally, the federal government encourages local jurisdictions use their land use regulatory 
authority to site new development in such a way that “noise-sensitive” uses are either 
prohibited from being sited adjacent to a highway, or alternatively, that developments are 
planned and constructed in such a manner that minimize potential noise impacts. 

Since the federal government has preempted the setting of standards for noise levels that can 
be emitted by transportation sources, local jurisdictions are limited to regulating the noise 
generated by the transportation system through nuisance abatement ordinances and land use 
planning. 

Federal	Transit	Administration	Standards	and	Guidelines 

FTA has established industry accepted standards for vibration impact criteria and impact 
assessment. These guidelines are published in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
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Assessment document (FTA 2006). The FTA guidelines include thresholds for construction 
vibration impacts for various structural categories as shown in Table 4.11-6. 

TABLE	4.11‐6	
FEDERAL	TRANSIT	ADMINISTRATION	

CONSTRUCTION	VIBRATION	IMPACT	CRITERIA	

Building	Category	 PPV	(in/sec)	 Approximate	dB	

I. Reinforced-Concrete, Steel or Timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered Concrete and Masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

III. Non-engineered Timber and Masonry Buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings Extremely Susceptible to Vibration Damage 0.12 90 
Notes: 

PPV = peak particle velocity 

dB = decibels  

Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. 

	

State	

The State of California has established regulations that help prevent adverse impacts to 
occupants of buildings located near noise sources. In addition to the following documents, 
the State has also established land use compatibility guidelines for determining acceptable 
noise levels for specified land uses. 

General	Plan	Guidelines/California	Office	of	Noise	Control—Noise	
Compatibility	Standards	

Established in 1973, the California Department of Health Services Office of Noise Control was 
instrumental in developing regularity tools to control and abate noise for use by local 
agencies. One significant model is the “Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Environments Matrix,” which allows the local jurisdiction to delineate compatibility of 
sensitive uses with various incremental levels of noise.2  

The California Office of Noise Control has set acceptable noise limits for sensitive uses. 
Sensitive land uses, such as homes, are “normally acceptable” in exterior noise environments 
up to 65 dBA CNEL and “conditionally acceptable” in areas up to 70 dBA CNEL. A 
“conditionally acceptable” designation implies that new development should be undertaken 
only after a detailed analysis of the necessary noise reduction measures that would need to 
be incorporated into the new development to ensure that acceptable noise levels could be 
achieved (e.g., needed noise insulation features are incorporated in the design). By 
comparison, a “normally acceptable” designation indicates that standard construction could 

 
2 California Department of Health Services Office of Noise Control, “Land Use Compatibility for Community 

Noise Environments Matrix,” 1976. 
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occur with no special noise reduction requirements incorporated into the design of the new 
development (OPR 2017a). 

Government Code Section 65302 mandates that the legislative body of each county and city 
in California adopt a noise element as part of its comprehensive general plan. The local noise 
element must recognize the land use compatibility guidelines referenced above, which rank 
noise/land use compatibility in terms of normally acceptable, conditionally acceptable, 
normally unacceptable, and clearly unacceptable. As discussed further below, because the 
Project is subject to review under CEQA, the impact thresholds for potential noise and 
vibration impacts set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are relevant in applying the 
foregoing guidelines.  

California	Noise	Insulation	Standards	

The State of California has established noise insulation standards for new hotels, motels, 
apartment houses, and dwellings (other than single-family detached housing). These 
requirements are provided in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, also known as 
the California Building Standards Code or, more commonly, the California Building Code.  
Specifically, these provisions require that residential structures other than detached single-
family dwellings be designed to prevent exterior noise intrusion so that the interior Day-
Night Ldn or CNEL attributable to exterior sources does not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable 
room with closed windows, and specify the extent to which walls, doors, and floor ceiling 
assemblies must block or absorb sound (CBSC 2023a). When such structures are located 
within a 65-dBA CNEL (or greater) exterior noise contour associated with a traffic noise 
along a roadway, an acoustical analysis is required to ensure that interior levels do not 
exceed the 45-dBA CNEL threshold. These noise insulation	standards are achieved through 
design and/or building materials that would offset any noise source in the vicinity of the 
building. Title 24 standards are typically enforced by local jurisdictions through the building 
permit application process.  

California	Assembly	Bill	1307	

The State of California passed Assembly Bill 1307, which went into effect January 1, 2024, 
added Sections 21085 and 21085.2 to the Public Resources Code. This act was treated as an 
“urgency statute” that went into immediate effect; this was based on the current “substantial 
housing crisis” that California is facing, and thus the Act is “ensure housing projects are not 
subject to further uncertainty, delay, or risk of lawsuit.” Specifically, it provides that “…for 
residential projects, the effects of noise generated by project occupants and their guests on 
human beings is not a significant effect on the environment.” Therefore, this analysis does 
not address potential noise impacts from future Project residential occupants and their 
guests on sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity. 
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Local	

City	of	Anaheim	General	Plan	–	Noise	Element	

In the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan, the City adopted land use-noise compatibility 
standards, which are shown in Table 4.11-7 (City of Anaheim 2004a). The land use 
compatibility standards are used to identify “normally acceptable”, “conditionally 
acceptable”, “normally unacceptable”, and “clearly unacceptable” noise levels for varying 
land uses and may be used to ascertain construction noise impacts to the surrounding land 
uses.  

For single-family residential land uses impacted by construction, the “normally acceptable” 
and “conditionally acceptable” community noise levels according to the compatibility matrix 
would be 60 dBA and 70 dBA CNEL, respectively. If the noise levels from construction are 
below 65 dBA CNEL then no changes to the intended construction plans are required; 
however, if the levels are above 65 dBA CNEL then noise reduction measures may need to be 
considered to reduce the noise impact to the surrounding land uses. An analysis of Project 
consistency with the goals and policies from the Noise Element that are applicable to the 
Project are provided in Table 4.10-1 in Section 4.10, Land Use. 
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TABLE	4.11‐7	
LAND	USE	COMPATIBILITY	FOR	NOISE	EXPOSURE	

Land Use Category 

Community Noise Exposure 
Ldn or CNEL, dB 

 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 
Residential – Low-Density Single-Family, 
Duplex, Mobile Homes 

        
        
        
        

Residential – Multiple-Family Homes         
        
        
        

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels         
        
        
        

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,  
Nursing Homes 

        
        
        
        

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

        
        
        
        

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports         
        
        
        

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks         
         
         
        

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water  
Recreation, Cemeteries 

        
        
        
        

Office Buildings, Business, Commercial 
and Professional 

        
          
        
        

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

        
        
        
        

 Normally 
Acceptable 

 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

 Normally 
Unacceptable 

 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

Specified land use is 
satisfactory based upon 
the assumption that any 
buildings involved are of 
normal, conventional 
construction, without 
any special noise 
insulation requirements. 

New construction or 
development should be 
undertaken only after a 
detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirement is made 
and needed noise insulation 
features are included in the 
design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed 
windows and fresh air supply 
systems or air conditioning, 
will normally suffice. 

New construction or 
development should 
generally be discouraged. 
If new construction or 
development does 
proceed, a detailed 
analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements 
must be made and needed 
noise insulation features 
included in the design. 
Outdoor areas must be 
shielded. 

New construction or 
development should 
generally not be 
undertaken. Construction 
costs to make the indoor 
environment acceptable 
would be prohibitive, and 
the outdoor environment 
would not be acceptable. 

Ldn: day-night noise level; CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level; dB: decibels 

Source: City of Anaheim 2004a. 
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Anaheim	Municipal	Code	

As described further below, the AMC addresses specific types of noise and related standards. 
Of relevance here, first, it contains interior and exterior noise standards that must be 
adhered to (with certain exceptions) when designing and building new residential 
developments. Second, the AMC limits the generation of noise by stationary sources for 
extended periods from any premises in excess of 60 decibels at the property line. Third, the 
AMC addresses construction-related noise impacts. Specifically, the AMC exempts 
construction noise from AMC standards so long as the construction occurs during specified 
hours (i.e., 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., unless otherwise extended by City). Finally, the AMC also 
regulates the use of amplified sound.  

The following sections of the AMC that are relevant to this analysis are as follows: 

18.40.090.	Sound	Attenuation	for	Residential	Developments	

.010   Applicability. Residential developments involving the construction of two (2) or more 
dwelling units, or residential subdivisions resulting in two (2) or more parcels, and located 
within six hundred (600) feet of any railroad, freeway, expressway, major arterial, primary 
arterial or secondary arterial, as designated by the Circulation Element of the General Plan, 
shall comply with the provisions of this section. The construction of an Accessory Dwelling 
Unit or Accessory Dwelling Unit – Junior shall not constitute a residential development 
subject to the provisions of this section. 

.020   Study Required. A noise level analysis shall be performed for any new residential 
development or subdivision to determine the projected interior and exterior noise levels 
within the development. The study shall include mitigation measures that would be required 
to comply with applicable City noise standards, as identified in this section. The study shall 
be provided by the applicant, at its sole expense, to the City at the time of application for 
development of the residential development or subdivision. 

.030   Attenuation. Mitigation measures, without limitation, may include masonry walls, an 
earthen berm or a combination thereof. Masonry walls must comply with the requirements 
of Chapter 18.46 (Landscaping and Screening). The height of any proposed walls shall be 
determined by the approval authority based on the recommendation of a sound attenuation 
study prepared by a state-licensed acoustical engineer, unless a variance is granted by the 
approval authority, or City Council on appeal, in accordance with the procedures established 
in Chapter 18.60 (Common Procedures) for the processing of variances. 

.040  Single-Family Detached. Exterior noise within the private rear yard of any single-family 
lot and/or within any common recreation areas, shall be attenuated to a maximum of sixty-
five (65) dB CNEL. Interior noise levels shall be attenuated to a maximum of forty-five (45) 
dB CNEL, or to a level designated by the Uniform Building Code, as adopted by the City. 

.050   Single-Family Attached or Multiple-Family. Exterior noise within common recreation 
areas of any single family attached or multiple family dwelling project shall be attenuated to 
a maximum of sixty-five (65) dB CNEL. Interior noise levels shall be attenuated to a 
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maximum of forty-five (45) dB CNEL, or to a level designated by the Uniform Building Code, 
as adopted by the City. 

.060   Minor Deviations. Notwithstanding any provision of this Code to the contrary, the 
Planning Commission may grant a deviation from the requirements imposed by subsections 
.040 and .050 of this section pertaining to exterior noise levels in accordance with the 
procedures established in Chapter 18.60 (Common Procedures) for the processing of 
variances except that the findings set forth in Section 18.74.060 (Findings) of Chapter 18.74 
(Variances) shall not be required and provided that before any such deviation is granted by 
the Planning Commission, the evidence presented shows that all of the following conditions 
exist: 

.0601   The deviation from prescribed levels does not pertain to interior noise levels; 

.0602   The deviation does not exceed five (5) dB CNEL above the prescribed levels for 
exterior noise; and 

.0603   Measures to attenuate noise to the prescribed levels would compromise or conflict 
with the aesthetic value of the project. (Ord. 6000 § 3; November 8, 2005: Ord. 6101 § 33; 
April 22, 2008: Ord. 6317 § 14; March 3, 2015: Ord. 6419 § 10; August 29, 2017: Ord. 6483 § 
9; June 9, 2020.) 

Chapter	6.70.	Sound	Pressure	Levels	

6.70.010  Established. 

Sound produced in excess of the sound pressure levels permitted herein are hereby 
determined to be objectionable and constitute an infringement upon the right and quiet 
enjoyment of property in this City. 

No person shall within the City create any sound radiated for extended periods from any 
premises which produces a sound pressure level at any point on the property line in excess 
of sixty decibels (Re 0.0002 Microbar) read on the A-scale of a sound level meter. Readings 
shall be taken in accordance with the instrument manufacturer’s instructions, using the 
slowest meter response. 

The sound level measuring microphone shall be placed at any point on the property line, but 
not closer than three (3) feet from any wall and not less than three (3) feet above the ground, 
where the above listed maximum sound pressure level shall apply. At any point the 
measured level shall be the average of not less than three (3) readings taken at two (2) 
minute intervals. To have valid readings, the levels must be five (5) decibels or more above 
the levels prevailing at the same point when the sources of the alleged objectionable sound 
are not operating. 

Sound pressure levels shall be measured with a sound level meter manufactured according 
to American Standard S1.4-1961 published by the American Standards Association, Inc., New 
York City, New York. 
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Traffic sounds created by emergency activities and sounds created by governmental units, 
or their contractors shall be exempt from the applications of this chapter. Sound created by 
construction or building repair of any premises within the City shall be exempt from the 
applications of this chapter during the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. Additional work hours 
may be permitted if deemed necessary by the Director of Public Works or Building Official. 
(Ord. 2526 § 1 (part); June 18, 1968; Ord. 3400 § 1; February 11, 1975: Ord. 6020 § 1; April 
25, 2006.)  

Chapter	6.72.	AMPLIFIED	SOUND	

6.72.010			PURPOSE.	

This City Council enacts this legislation for the sole purpose of securing and promoting the 
public health, comfort, safety, and welfare of its citizenry. While recognizing that certain uses 
of sound-amplifying equipment are protected by the constitutional rights of freedom of 
speech and assembly, the City Council, nevertheless, feels obligated to reasonably regulate 
the use of sound-amplifying equipment in order to protect the correlative constitutional 
rights of the citizens of this community to privacy and freedom from public nuisance of loud 
and raucous noise. (Ord. 4059 § 1 (part); October 9, 1979; Ord. 5941 § 1 (part); 
September 14, 2004.) 

6.72.020			REGULATION	OF	AMPLIFIED	SOUND.	

Notwithstanding the provisions of Chapter 6.70 of this code, it shall be unlawful for any 
person to use or operate, or cause to be used or operated, within the City of Anaheim any 
sound-amplifying equipment in a fixed or movable position, or mounted upon any vehicle, 
except when used or operated in compliance with the following provisions: 

.010   In all residential zones and within two hundred feet of any boundary thereof, no sound-
amplifying equipment shall be operated or used for commercial purposes, except sound-
amplifying equipment may be used for commercial purposes upon a moving vehicle between 
the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. to announce the presence of such vehicle in an area or 
location for commercial purposes; provided that such sound-amplifying equipment shall not 
be used during periods that the vehicle is stopped, parked or otherwise in a stationary 
position. 

.020   In all residential zones and within two hundred feet of any boundary thereof, no sound-
amplifying equipment shall be operated or used for noncommercial purposes between the 
hours of 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. of the following day. 

.030			In all non-residential zones, except such portions thereof as may be included within 
two hundred feet of the boundary of any residential zone, the operation or use of sound-
amplifying equipment for commercial purposes is prohibited between the hours of 9:00 p.m. 
and 8:00 a.m. of the following day. 

.040   In all non-residential zones, except such portions thereof as may be included within 
two hundred feet of the boundary of any residential zone, the operation or use of sound-
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amplifying equipment for noncommercial purposes is prohibited between the hours of 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the following day. 

.050   Sound emanating from sound-amplifying equipment shall not be audible to a person 
of normal hearing acuity within an enclosed building (other than a building within which the 
sound emanate) at a distance in excess of two hundred feet from the sound-amplifying 
equipment. 

.060   In no event shall the sound-amplifying equipment be unreasonably loud, raucous, 
jarring or disturbing to a person of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, or 
disturb the peace or quiet of any neighborhood. 

.070   It shall be unlawful for any person to operate or use any sound-amplifying equipment 
within, upon or adjacent to the premises of any hospital, school, or publicly owned or 
operated arena, stadium, convention center or auditorium, while in use, in a manner which 
disturbs, disrupts or interferes with the conduct of any event, business or activity of any 
nature then occurring within such building or premises. Nothing contained in this subsection 
shall be deemed to prohibit any conduct which is otherwise prohibited by California Penal 
Code Sections 302 or 403, or any other provision of State law. (Ord. 4059 § 1 (part); October 
9, 1979; Ord. 5781 § 1; September 25, 2001; Ord. 5941 § 1 (part); September 14, 2004.) 

4.11.3 THRESHOLDS	OF	SIGNIFICANCE	

In accordance with the City of Anaheim’s Environmental Checklist, the Project would result 
in significant impacts related to noise if it would: 

a) Result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in a local 
general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies. 

b) Result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use 
plan or, where such plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the Project result in exposure of people residing or 
working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. 

4.11.4 IMPACT	ANALYSIS	

a)	 Would	the	Project	result	in	generation	of	a	substantial	temporary	or	permanent	
increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	in	the	vicinity	of	the	project	in	excess	of	standards	
established	in	a	local	general	plan	or	noise	ordinance	or	applicable	standards	of	
other	agencies?	

Less	Than	Significant	With	Mitigation	Incorporated.	



Noise	
 

 
 HILLS PRESERVE PROJECT 4.11-23 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Construction	Noise	

The Project would involve a substantial amount of grading and excavation activities to 
develop building pads and underground parking garages to accommodate the proposed 
Project. Construction of the proposed buildings and related infrastructure improvements 
would also result in additional noise generation. Certain off-site properties that are nearest 
to the Project Site would be subject to elevated noise levels temporarily during construction 
due to the operation of construction equipment and traffic noise from construction workers. 
Construction activities are carried out in discrete steps; each of which would have its own 
mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. Construction of the 
Project would generally occur over an 8-hour period per day and would be required to occur 
between the specified hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. No construction activity would occur at 
night, on Sundays, or on federal holidays in accordance with the applicable requirements 
contained in the AMC. 

Noise	from	Construction	Traffic	

In terms of construction-related noise, two types of short-term noise impacts would occur 
during site preparation and project construction. The first type would result from the 
increase in traffic flow on local streets associated with the transport of workers, equipment, 
and materials to and from the Project Site, which would incrementally increase noise levels 
on access roads leading to the Project Site. Typically, a doubling of the ADT hourly volumes 
on a roadway segment is required in order to result in an increase of 3 dBA in traffic noise 
levels, which, as discussed in the characteristics of noise discussion above, is the lowest 
change that can be perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. The Project’s 
construction trips would not be expected to double the hourly or daily traffic volumes along 
roadway segments in the vicinity of a construction work area associated with the Project 
because __of the high volume of trips that occur on Santa Ana Canyon Road and SR-91. For 
this reason, short-term intermittent noise from construction trips would not be expected to 
result in a perceptible increase in hourly or daily average traffic noise levels. Moreover, as 
explained further below, construction-related noise is exempted from otherwise applicable 
noise standards in the AMC. Therefore, short-term construction–related noise impacts 
associated with the transportation of workers and equipment to the Project Site would be 
less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

Noise	from	Construction	Equipment	

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during site 
preparation, grading, and construction activities (i.e., non-mobile source). Construction is 
performed in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, 
its own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the character of 
the noise generated on-site. Thus, the noise levels vary as construction progresses. Despite 
the variety in the types and sizes of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant 
noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction noise ranges to be categorized by 
work phase. 
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Noise from grading activities is typically the foremost concern when evaluating a project’s 
construction noise impact, as grading activities often require extensive use of heavy-duty, 
diesel-powered earthmoving equipment. For the Project, grading would have the greatest – 
and thus noisiest – construction equipment requirements, as multiple grading vehicles 
working in concert would be required to rough grade individual subdivision improvement 
areas within the Project Site. Other construction phases would have reduced equipment 
requirements and/or would involve less daily usage of equipment.  The estimated 
construction noise levels for a construction project are governed primarily by the equipment 
that produces the highest noise levels. Construction noise levels that were assumed for each 
generalized construction phase (i.e., ground clearing/demolition of the existing maintenance 
road/existing utilities, excavation, foundation/building construction, paving, and site 
cleanup) were based on a typical construction equipment mix for residential and commercial 
project types. Consistent with common construction practices, this analysis assumed that all 
construction equipment would be fitted with the original manufacturer-installed muffler 
equipment or manufacturer-approved equivalent mufflers or intake silencers to maintain, at 
minimum, published noise emission levels.  

Based on available information, it is assumed that the Project’s construction activities would 
be carried out in three development phases. The multiple-family residential component of 
the Project (Phase 1) would be located on the western portion of the Project Site. It is 
assumed that Phase 1 would be built first and would be open approximately in 2027. It is 
assumed that the commercial uses (Phase 2), which would be located on the northern 
portion of the Project Site, would be open approximately in 2029. It is assumed that the 
single-family residential component of the Project (Phase 3), which would be located on the 
southwestern portion of the Project Site, would be open in approximately 2031.   

This analysis takes into account existing sensitive receptors near the Project Site, as well as 
future on-site sensitive receptors since the proposed Project would be built over time. As 
discussed above, the degree to which noise-sensitive receptors would be affected by 
construction activities depends heavily on their proximity. The Project Site is located in an 
area containing existing residential, commercial, and open space land uses nearby. 
Estimated construction noise levels for the Project were developed using a three-
dimensional noise modeling software, SoundPlan Essentials, the results of which are 
depicted in Exhibits 4.11-2 through Exhibit 4.11-4. To provide a conservative analysis, no 
reduction was incorporated into the predicted noise levels that are presented in 
Exhibit 4.11-2 through Exhibit 4.11-4 for noise attenuation that may occur due to the 
presence of the off-site existing walls, structures, and vegetation.  

The noise exposure levels shown in Exhibit 4.11-2 through Exhibit 4.11-4 approximate noise 
exposure with the conservative assumption that equipment would be operated 
simultaneously at the locations indicated on the exhibits, which were chosen to represent a 
reasonable worst-case scenario for off-site sensitive noise receptors. When equipment 
operates in closer proximity to nearby land uses, construction noise would be higher, and 
conversely, noise levels would be lower when equipment are operating further away. Noise 
levels that were used in the SoundPlan Essentials modeling are based on estimates of noise 
levels for construction equipment that are provided within the Federal Transit 
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Administration’s Transit	Noise	 and	 Vibration	 Impact	 Assessment	Manual (FTA 2018). As 
noted above, this analysis assumes that all construction equipment would be fitted with the 
original equipment manufacturer or manufacturer approved equivalent mufflers or intake 
silencers to maintain, at minimum, published noise emission levels.  

Phase	One	of	Construction	

The Project’s first phase of construction would involve the development of the proposed 
multiple-family residential uses and related improvements which would occur near existing 
residences that are located to the west of the Project Site. The construction equipment that 
was assumed for the Project’s construction phases include scrapers, excavators, graders, 
backhoes, bulldozer, and trucks. As shown in Exhibit 4.11-2, construction activities for Phase 
1 would result in noise levels of between approximately 68 to 79 dBA Leq for the backyards 
of existing residences immediately west of the Project Site. Noise levels at these locations 
would be comparable to and sometimes noticeably higher than existing conditions of 
approximately 72 dBA Leq, which was measured nearby these existing residences at the 
western edge of the Project Site. As indicated by existing noise levels, these residences are 
already significantly affected by existing traffic noise from SR-91 and Santa Ana Canyon 
Road. Due to the presence of the hillside atop which these existing residences are located, 
the second row of existing residences would be exposed to substantially less noise than the 
first row of residences would experience due to Project construction. 

Phase	Two	of	Construction	

The second phase of the Project’s construction would involve the development of the 
Project’s proposed commercial uses and related improvements in the northeastern portion 
of the Project Site, which is located away from noise-sensitive uses, the closest of which is as 
close as 30 feet to the west of the Project Site. The locations of the modeled construction 
equipment for this construction phase are shown in Exhibit 4.11-3. As shown in 
Exhibit 4.11-3, the construction noise exposure levels at the existing off-site residential 
receptors would be relatively low. To the west and east of the construction area, existing 
residential uses would be exposed to construction noise levels in the low to high 40 dBA Leq 
range which is considered to be equivalent to the “Quiet urban daytime” category that is 
provided in Caltrans guidance that is summarized in Table 4.11-1. This noise range would be 
[consistent with?] existing noise levels in and adjacent to the Project Site. The hotel that is 
located to the east of the construction activities would experience noise levels of 58 dBA from 
construction, which would be similar to existing noise levels. 

Phase	Three	of	Construction	

The Project’s third phase would involve construction of up to six single-family residential 
lots and related improvements on the southern portion of the Project Site. This portion of 
the Project Site is near existing residential uses that are located approximately 30 feet, to the 
west of the Project Site. As shown in Exhibit 4.11-4, construction noise exposure levels at 
these existing off-site single-family residences to the west of the Project Site would, at their 
maximum, be up to the low 70 dBA Leq range during the third phase of construction. Existing 
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