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Question 4.17 a): Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Response to Question 4.17 a): Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts. Two types of short-term noise impacts would occur during 
construction of the proposed project. The first type would be from construction crew commutes and the 
transport of construction equipment and materials to the project limits and would incrementally raise 
noise levels on roadways leading to the site. The pieces of construction equipment for construction 
activities would move on site, would remain for the duration of each construction phase, and would not 
add to the daily traffic volume in the project vicinity. The results of the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) (Version 2022.1) contained in Appendix A of this IS/MND indicate that the building 
construction phase would generate the most trips out of all of the construction phases and have an 
acoustical equivalent traffic volume of 3,552 passenger car equivalent vehicles on The City Drive. The City 
Drive has an existing ADT volume of 20,590 near the project site based on the Workforce Re-Entry Center 
Traffic Impact Analysis.68 Based on the information above, construction‐related traffic would increase 
noise levels by up to 0.7 dBA. A noise level increase of less than 3 dBA would not be perceptible to the 
human ear in an outdoor environment. Therefore, short-term construction-related noise impacts 
associated with worker commutes and equipment transport to the project site would be less than 
significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated from construction activities. 
Construction is performed in discrete phases, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, 
consequently, its own noise characteristics. The proposed project anticipates demolition, site preparation, 
grading, building construction, paving, architectural coating, and utilities and trenching phases of 
construction. These various sequential phases change the character of the noise generated on a project 
site. Therefore, the noise levels vary 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 4.17.K lists the Lmax 
recommended for noise impact assessments for typical construction equipment included in the FHWA 
Highway Construction Noise Handbook (2006), based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment 
and a noise receptor. 

Table 4.17.L lists the anticipated construction equipment for each construction phase based on the 
CalEEMod (Version 2022.1) results contained in Appendix A of this IS/MND. Table 4.17.L shows the 
combined noise level at 50 ft from all of the equipment in each phase and the Leq noise level for each 
equipment at 50 ft based on the quantity, reference Lmax noise level at 50 ft, and the acoustical usage 
factor. As shown in Table 4.17.L, construction noise levels would reach up to 91.4 dBA Leq at a distance of 
50 ft. 

Table 4.17.K: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Description Acoustical Usage Factor1 

(%) Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) at 50 ft2 

Backhoe 40 80 
Compactor (ground) 20 80 

 
68  Linscott, Law & Greenspan (LLG). 2025. Workforce Re-Entry Center Traffic Impact Analysis. April 11. 
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Table 4.17.K: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Description Acoustical Usage Factor1 

(%) Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) at 50 ft2 

Compressor 40 80 
Crane 16 85 
Dozer 40 85 
Drill Rig Truck 20 84 
Dump Truck 40 84 
Excavator 40 85 
Flatbed Truck 40 84 
Man Lift (Forklift) 20 85 
Front-End Loader 40 80 
Generator 50 82 
Generator (<25KVA, VMS signs) 50 70 
Grader 40 85 
Jackhammer 20 85 
Pavement Scarifier 20 85 
Paver 50 85 
Pickup Truck 40 55 
Pneumatic Tools 50 85 
Pump 50 77 
Rock Drill 20 85 
Roller 20 85 
Scraper 40 85 
Tractor 40 84 
Vacuum Excavator (Vac-truck) 40 85 
Vibratory Pile Driver 20 95 
Welder/Torch 40 73 
Source: FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook, Table 9.1 (FHWA 2006). 
Note: The noise levels reported in this table are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
1 Usage factor is the percentage of time during a construction noise operation that a piece of construction equipment is 

operating at full power. 
2 Maximum noise levels were developed based on Specification 721.560 from the CA/T program to be consistent with 

the City of Boston, Massachusetts, Noise Code for the “Big Dig” project. 
CA/T = Central Artery/Tunnel 
FHWA = Federal Highway Administration 
ft = foot/feet 
Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level 

 

Table 4.17.L: Summary of Construction Phase, Equipment, and Noise Levels 

Construction 
Phase 

Construction 
Equipment Quantity 

Reference  
Noise Level 

at 50 ft 
(dBA Lmax) 

Acoustical  
Usage  

Factor1 (%) 

Noise Level  
at 50 ft 

(dBA Leq) 

Combined  
Noise Level  

at 50 ft  
(dBA Leq)  

Demolition 
Crushing/Processing 
Equipment2 1 85 20 78 

81.0 
Jackhammer 1 85 20 78 

Site Preparation 

Compressor (air) 1 80 40 76.0 

85.9 

Compactor (ground) 1 80 20 73.0 
Dump Truck 1 84 40 80.0 
Excavator 1 85 40 81.0 
Front End Loader 1 80 40 76.0 
Jackhammer 1 85 20 78.0 

Grading 
Dump Truck 1 84 40 80.0 

91.4 Excavator 1 85 40 81.0 
Generator 1 82 50 79.0 
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Table 4.17.L: Summary of Construction Phase, Equipment, and Noise Levels 

Construction 
Phase 

Construction 
Equipment Quantity 

Reference  
Noise Level 

at 50 ft 
(dBA Lmax) 

Acoustical  
Usage  

Factor1 (%) 

Noise Level  
at 50 ft 

(dBA Leq) 

Combined  
Noise Level  

at 50 ft  
(dBA Leq)  

Man Lift 1 85 20 78.0 
Front End Loader 2 80 40 79.0 
Vacuum Excavator (Vac-truck) 1 85 40 81.0 
Compressor (air) 1 80 40 76.0 
Drill Rig Truck 1 84 20 77.0 
Compactor (ground) 1 80 20 73.0 
Jackhammer 1 85 20 78.0 
Vibratory Pile Driver 1 95 20 88.0 

Building  
Construction 

Generator 2 82 50 82.0 

88.3 

Pumps 2 77 50 77.0 
Man Lift 3 85 20 82.8 
Compressor (air) 4 80 40 82.0 
Backhoe 1 80 40 76.0 
Compactor (ground) 1 80 20 73.0 
Crane 1 85 16 77.0 

Paving 

Paver 1 85 50 82.0 

85.9 
Roller 1 85 20 78.0 
Man Lift 1 85 20 78.0 
Dump Truck 1 84 40 80.0 

Architectural Coating 
Dump Truck 1 84 40 80.0 

82.1 
Pavement Scarafier 1 85 20 78.0 

Utilities/Trenching 

Dump Truck 1 84 40 80.0 

86.2 
Excavator 1 85 40 81.0 
Man Lift 1 85 20 78.0 
Excavator 1 85 40 81.0 

Source: Compiled by LSA Associates, Inc. (2025). 
1   The acoustical usage factor is the percentage of time during a construction noise operation that a piece of construction equipment operates 

at full power. 
2   It is assumed that noise generated from crushing/processing equipment would be similar to a rock drill.  
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
ft = foot/feet 

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level 
Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level 

 

Table 4.17.M shows that construction noise levels at the closest property line from the center of the 
project site would reach 78.3 dBA Leq. Although noise generated by project construction activities would 
be higher than the ambient noise levels and may result in a temporary increase in the ambient noise 
levels, construction noise would stop once project construction is completed. Also, construction-related 
noise levels would be below the FTA noise level standards of 80, 85, and 90 dBA Leq for residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses, respectively. Pursuant to Section 8.24.050 of the City’s Municipal Code,  
construction activities shall be limited to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through 
Saturday and between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Sunday or a federal holiday. The 
implementation of construction hour limits, as summarized in Regulatory Compliance Measure (RCM) N-
1, would minimize disturbance to nearby land uses. Therefore, noise generated from project construction 
activities would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
 

Table 4.17.M: Construction Noise Levels 

Land Use Direction 
Reference Noise 

Level at 50 ft 
(dBA Leq) 

Distance (ft) 
Distance 

Attenuation 
(dBA) 

Noise Level  
(dBA Leq) 

Theo Lacy Facility North 91.4 225 13.1 78.3 
Industrial East 91.4 910 25.2 66.2 
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Table 4.17.M: Construction Noise Levels 

Land Use Direction 
Reference Noise 

Level at 50 ft 
(dBA Leq) 

Distance (ft) 
Distance 

Attenuation 
(dBA) 

Noise Level  
(dBA Leq) 

Residence Southeast 91.4 980 25.8 65.6 
Office/Residence South 91.4 585 21.4 70.0 
Residence Southwest 91.4 1,120 27.0 64.4 
Commercial West 91.4 430 18.7 72.7 
Source: Compiled by LSA Associates, Inc. (2025). 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
ft = foot/feet  
Leq = equivalent continuous sound level 

 

Long-Term Operational Noise Impacts. The FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-
108) was used to evaluate traffic-related noise conditions along roadways in the project vicinity. This 
model requires various parameters, including traffic volumes, vehicle mix, vehicle speed, and roadway 
geometry, to compute typical equivalent noise levels during daytime, evening, and nighttime hours. The 
resulting noise levels are weighted and summed over 24-hour periods to determine the CNEL values. The 
Existing (2025) and Opening Year (2028), and Buildout Year (2050) without and with project ADT volumes 
were derived from the Workforce Re-Entry Center Traffic Impact Analysis.69 The standard vehicle mix for 
Southern California roadways was used for traffic on these roadway segments. Tables 4.17.N, 4.17.O, and 
4.17.P list the traffic noise levels for the Existing (2025), Opening Year (2028), and Buildout Year (2050) 
without and with project scenarios, respectively. These noise levels represent the worst-case scenario, 
which assumes that no shielding is provided between the traffic and the location where the noise contours 
are drawn. The specific assumptions used in developing these noise levels and the model printouts are 
provided in Appendix I of this IS/MND. 
 
Tables 4.17.N, 4.17.O, and 4.17.P show that project-related traffic would increase noise by up to 0.1 dBA. 
This noise level increase would not be perceptible to the human ear in an outdoor environment. 
Therefore, traffic noise from project-related traffic on off-site sensitive receptors would be less than 
significant. No noise mitigation is required. 

 
69  Linscott, Law & Greenspan (LLG). 2025. Workforce Re-Entry Center Traffic Impact Analysis. May 7. 
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Table 4.17.N: Existing (2025) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Traffic Conditions With Project Traffic Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline  
to 70 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 65 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 60 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from  

Centerline of 
Outermost  

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline  
to 70 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 65 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 60 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from  

Centerline of 
Outermost  

Lane 

Increase  
from  

Baseline 
Conditions 

(dBA) 
The City Drive North of Outlet Drive 20,590 < 50 93 178 64.5 20,730 < 50 93 178 64.5 0.0 
The City Drive Between Outlet Drive 
and Metropolitan Drive 23,190 < 50 101 193 64.8 23,320 < 50 102 193 64.8 0.0 

The City Drive Between Metropolitan 
Drive and SR-22 EB Ramps 22,815 < 50 93 187 65.5 23,305 < 50 94 189 65.6 0.1 

The City Drive South of SR-22 EB Ramps 16,160 < 50 76 149 64.2 16,300 < 50 76 150 64.2 0.0 
Metropolitan Drive West of The City 
Drive 10,760 < 50 < 50 89 61.7 11,060 < 50 < 50 91 61.8 0.1 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2025). 
Note: Traffic noise within 50 ft of the roadway centerline should be evaluated with site-specific information. 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 
dBA = A-weighted decibel  

EB = Eastbound 
ft = foot/feet 
SR-22 = State Route 22 

   

Table 4.17.O: Opening Year (2028) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Traffic Conditions With Project Traffic Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline  
to 70 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 65 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 60 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from  

Centerline of 
Outermost  

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline  
to 70 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 65 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 60 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from  

Centerline of 
Outermost  

Lane 

Increase  
from  

Baseline 
Conditions 

(dBA) 
The City Drive North of Outlet Drive 26,830 < 50 107 210 65.6 26,970 < 50 107 210 65.6 0.0 
The City Drive Between Outlet Drive 
and Metropolitan Drive 29,510 < 50 114 224 65.8 29,640 < 50 115 224 65.8 0.0 

The City Drive Between Metropolitan 
Drive and SR-22 EB Ramps 28,515 < 50 105 216 66.5 29,005 < 50 106 218 66.5 0.0 

The City Drive South of SR-22 EB Ramps 19,560 < 50 84 169 65.0 19,700 < 50 84 169 65.0 0.0 
Metropolitan Drive West of The City 
Drive 13,160 < 50 < 50 101 62.6 13,460 < 50 < 50 103 62.7 0.1 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2025). 
Note: Traffic noise within 50 ft of the roadway centerline should be evaluated with site-specific information. 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 
dBA = A-weighted decibel  

EB = Eastbound 
ft = foot/feet 
SR-22 = State Route 22 
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Table 4.17.P: Buildout Year (2050) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Traffic Conditions With Project Traffic Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline  
to 70 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 65 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 60 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from  

Centerline of 
Outermost  

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline  
to 70 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 65 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline  
to 60 dBA  
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from  

Centerline of 
Outermost  

Lane 

Increase  
from  

Baseline 
Conditions 

(dBA) 
The City Drive North of Outlet Drive 28,170 < 50 109 216 65.8 28,310 < 50 110 217 65.9 0.1 
The City Drive Between Outlet Drive 
and Metropolitan Drive 31,860 < 50 119 235 66.2 31,990 < 50 119 235 66.2 0.0 

The City Drive Between Metropolitan 
Drive and SR-22 EB Ramps 32,805 62 114 236 67.1 33,295 63 115 238 67.1 0.0 

The City Drive South of SR-22 EB Ramps 21,550 < 50 89 179 65.4 21,690 < 50 89 180 65.4 0.0 
Metropolitan Drive West of The City 
Drive 21,710 < 50 67 140 64.7 22,010 < 50 68 141 64.8 0.1 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2025). 
Note: Traffic noise within 50 ft of the roadway centerline should be evaluated with site-specific information. 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 
dBA = A-weighted decibel  

EB = Eastbound 
ft = foot/feet 
SR-22 = State Route 22 
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Long-Term Stationary Noise Impacts. The proposed project would include mechanical equipment such as 
rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units and exhaust fans. The HVAC equipment 
could operate 24 hours a day while exhaust fans would operate during specific times of the day. The City’s 
General Plan Noise Element and Section 8.24.040 of the City’s Municipal Code have stationary exterior 
noise limit of 55 dBA during daytime hours and 50 dBA during nighttime hours shown in Table 4.17.I that 
apply to residential properties. Mitigation Measure (MM) N-1 would require a memorandum prepared by 
an acoustical engineer during final design of the proposed project confirming that the HVAC equipment 
would comply with the City’s daytime and nighttime exterior noise standard. With the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure N-1, noise levels generated by the HVAC equipment would be less than significant. 
 
Long-Term On-Site Noise Impacts. 
Table 4.17.Q shows the existing exterior noise level at the building facade for each of the proposed 
buildings from the Newson Brown Acoustics, LLC. on-site noise assessment, provided in Appendix I. The 
existing exterior noise level was adjusted to the buildout year (2050) with project conditions by adding 2 
dBA (rounded up from 1.6 dBA) to the existing exterior noise level based on difference in noise levels 
between the two scenarios shown in Tables 4.17.N and 4.17.P. As shown in Table 4.17.O, an exterior-to-
interior noise reduction of 21 dBA is needed for Buildings 1 and 2 (vocational and retail/culinary buildings) 
to meet the City’s interior noise standard of 50 dBA CNEL for non-residential uses and an exterior-to-
interior noise reduction of 29 dBA is needed for Building 3 (housing building) to meet the City’s interior 
noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for residential uses. To calculate and estimate the noise reduction provided 
by an exterior wall assembly, the transmission loss at the octave band frequencies for wall material by 
type is combined to provide an overall noise reduction. The rating of the wall and window or windows 
within the assembly will have a rating often referred to as a sound transmission class (STC) rating. The 
program INSUL was used to estimate the window ratings to ensure that compliance is achieved. Based on 
standard wall construction, the following elements make up the assumed exterior wall assembly: 

• Corrugated Metal Panel Cladding System or Masonry Veneer; 

• Weather Resistive Barrier (WRB); 

• One layer of 5/8-inch thick exterior gypsum sheathing; 

• One layer of 7/8-inch-thick exterior cement plaster assembly over metal lath; and 

• Metal stud framing. 

In addition to the wall construction details, information from Greenworld Windows, which is energy and 
sound rated, was used to determine window STC ratings. Based on a review of the project site plan and 
architectural plans for the Building 3 floor plans, the S1.2 unit was analyzed as it has the largest glass-to-
exterior wall ratio. The calculations indicate that a minimum window STC rating of 30 or higher for 
habitable rooms (bedrooms, living rooms, and dining rooms) plus to addition of resilient channels to the 
wood stud frame would reduce interior levels to 45 dBA CNEL or below. For Buildings 1 and 2, standard 
construction and windows with a minimum STC of 30 would reduce interior noise levels to 45 dBA CNEL 
or below. The results of the INSUL model are shown in Appendix I. Should architectural details in the final 
design plans be less adequate than those assumed above, a supplemental memorandum may be required 
to confirm that interior noise levels are reduced to 45 dBA CNEL or below. 
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Table 4.17.Q: On-Site Noise Analysis 

Building 
No. Use 

Existing  
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

Adjustment 
(dBA) 

Buildout Year 
(2050) with Project  
Noise Level (dBA) 

Interior  
Noise Standard 

(dBA CNEL) 

Noise Reduction 
Needed to  

Meet Interior  
Noise Standard  

(dBA) 
1 Vocational  69 2 71 50 21 
2 Retail/Culinary 69 2 71 50 21 
3 Housing 72 2 74 45 29 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2025). 
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 
dBA = A-weighted decibel 

 
Regulatory Compliance Measure: 
 
RCM N-1  Construction Noise and Vibration. The Construction Contractor shall limit construction 

activities to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday and 
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Sunday or a federal holiday. 
Construction is prohibited outside these hours (Section 8.24.050 of the City of Orange 
Municipal Code). 

 
Mitigation Measure:  
 
MM N-1  Acoustical Memorandum. Prior to the issuance of the final occupancy permit, a qualified 

acoustical consultant shall prepare a memorandum to demonstrate that noise from on-
site HVAC equipment does not increase ambient noise levels by 3 dBA or more exceeding 
the City’s daytime and nighttime noise limit of 55 dBA and 50 dBA, respectively, at the 
off-site residential properties. 

Question 4.17 b): Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Response to Question 4.17 b):  

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.   

Short-Term Construction Impacts. This construction vibration impact analysis discusses the level of 
human annoyance using vibration levels in RMS (VdB) and assesses the potential for building damage 
using vibration levels in PPV (in/sec). Vibration levels calculated in RMS velocity are best for characterizing 
human response to building vibration, whereas vibration levels in PPV are best for characterizing damage 
potential.  
 
Table 4.17.R shows the reference vibration levels at a distance of 25 ft for each type of standard 
construction equipment from the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018). 
Project construction is expected to require the use of large bulldozers and loaded trucks which would 
generate ground-borne vibration levels of up to 0.089 in/sec PPV-max (0.062 in/sec PPV-RMS) and 0.076 
in/sec PPV-max (0.053 in/sec PPV-RMS), respectively, when measured at 25 feet. 
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Table 4.17.R: Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
Reference PPV/LV at 25 ft 

Maximum PPV (in/sec) RMS PPV (in/sec)1 
Pile Driver (Impact), Typical 0.644 0.451 
Pile Driver (Sonic), Typical 0.170 0.119 
Vibratory Roller 0.210 0.147 
Hoe Ram 0.089 0.062 
Large Bulldozer2 0.089 0.062 
Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.062 
Loaded Trucks2 0.076 0.053 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.025 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.002 
Sources: Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (Caltrans 2020). 
1 RMS vibration velocity is 70 percent of the maximum PPV. 
2 Equipment shown in bold is expected to be used on site. 
µin/sec = microinches per second 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
ft = foot/feet 
in/sec = inches per second 
LV = velocity in decibels 
PPV = peak particle velocity 
RMS = root-mean-square 
VdB = vibration velocity decibels 

The greatest vibration levels are anticipated to occur during the demolition, site preparation, and grading 
phase. All other phases are expected to result in lower vibration levels. The distance to the nearest 
buildings for vibration impact analysis is measured between the nearest off-site buildings and the project 
boundary (assuming the construction equipment would be used at or near the project boundary) because 
vibration impacts normally occur within the buildings. 
 
The formula for vibration transmission is provided below: 
 

PPVequip = PPVref x (25/D)1.1 

Table 4.17.S lists the projected vibration levels from various construction equipment expected to be used 
from the center of the project site to the nearest buildings in the project vicinity. As shown in Table 4.17.S, 
the closest building from the center of the construction area is approximately 225 feet and would 
experience a vibration level of up to 0.006 in/sec PPV-RMS. This vibration level would not have the 
potential to result in community annoyance because vibration levels would not exceed the Caltrans 
annoyance threshold of 0.04 in/sec PPV-RMS. Other building structures that surround the project site 
would experience lower vibration levels because they are farther away. 
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Table 4.17.S: Potential Construction Vibration Annoyance 

Land Use Direction Equipment/ 
Activity 

Reference 
Vibration Level 

at 25 ft 
(in/sec [PPV-RMS]) 

Distance to 
Structure (ft)1 

Vibration Level  
(in/sec [PPV-RMS]) 

Leo Lacy Facility North 
Large bulldozers 0.062 225 0.006 
Loaded trucks 0.053 225 0.005 

Industrial East 
Large bulldozers 0.062 975 0.001 
Loaded trucks 0.053 975 0.001 

Residence Southeast 
Large bulldozers 0.062 980 0.001 
Loaded trucks 0.053 980 0.001 

Office (Planned 
Residences) South 

Large bulldozers 0.062 780 0.001 
Loaded trucks 0.053 780 0.001 

Residence Southwest 
Large bulldozers 0.062 1,120 0.001 
Loaded trucks 0.053 1,120 0.001 

Restaurant West 
Large bulldozers 0.062 475 0.002 
Loaded trucks 0.053 475 0.002 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2025). 
Note: The Caltrans annoyance threshold is 0.04 in/sec PPV-RMS. 
1 Distance from the center of the project site to the building structure. 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
ft = foot/feet  

in/sec = inches per second  
PPV = peak particle velocity 

Similarly, Table 4.17.T lists the projected vibration levels from various construction equipment expected 
to be used at the project construction boundary to the nearest buildings in the project vicinity. As shown 
in Table 4.17.T, the closest building from the project construction boundary is approximately 5 feet and 
would experience a vibration level of up to 0.523 PPV-Max (in/sec). This vibration levels would have the 
potential to result in building damage because the building is conservatively assumed to be an older 
residential structure, and the anticipated project-related vibration levels would exceed the Caltrans 
vibration damage threshold of 0.30 PPV (in/sec). The implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2 would 
restrict heavy construction equipment (e.g., large bulldozers and loaded trucks) or require the use of light 
construction equipment (e.g., small bulldozers and trucks) within 10 ft from all building structures, which 
would reduce construction vibration levels to 0.244 PPV-Max (in/sec). Other building structures that 
surround the project site would experience lower vibration levels because they are farther away. These 
structures are also conservatively assumed to be older residential structures. The anticipated project-
related vibration levels, as presented in Table 4.17.T, would not exceed the Caltrans vibration damage 
threshold of 0.30 PPV (in/sec). Therefore, construction vibration impacts would be less than significant 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2. 
 
Long-Term Operational Impacts. Operation of the proposed project would not generate vibration. In 
addition, vibration levels generated from project-related traffic on the adjacent roadways (The City Drive 
and other roadways in the project vicinity) are unusual for on-road vehicles because the rubber tires and 
suspension systems of on-road vehicles provide vibration isolation. Therefore, vibration impacts from 
project-related operations would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 4.17.T: Potential Construction Vibration Damage 

Land Use Direction Equipment/ 
Activity 

Reference 
Vibration Level 

at 25 ft 
(in/sec [PPV-Max]) 

Distance to 
Structure (ft)1 

Vibration Level 
(in/sec [PPV-Max]) 

Leo Lacy Facility North 
Large bulldozers 0.089 5 0.523 
Loaded trucks 0.076 5 0.446 

Industrial East 
Large bulldozers 0.089 645 0.002 
Loaded trucks 0.076 645 0.002 

Residence Southeast 
Large bulldozers 0.089 650 0.002 
Loaded trucks 0.076 650 0.002 

Office (Planned 
Residences) South 

Large bulldozers 0.089 530 0.003 
Loaded trucks 0.076 530 0.003 

Residence Southwest 
Large bulldozers 0.089 805 0.002 
Loaded trucks 0.076 805 0.002 

Restaurant West 
Large bulldozers 0.089 145 0.013 
Loaded trucks 0.076 145 0.011 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2025). 
Note: The Caltrans building damage threshold for older residential structures is 0.30 PPV (in/sec). 
1 Distance from the project construction boundary to the building structure. 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
ft = foot/feet  

in/sec = inches per second  
PPV = peak particle velocity 

 
Mitigation Measure:  
 
MM N-2  Construction Equipment. The Construction Contractor shall restrict heavy construction 

equipment (e.g., large bulldozers and loaded trucks) or require the use of light 
construction equipment (e.g., small bulldozers and trucks) within 10 ft from all building 
structures. 

 
Question 4.17 c): For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Response to Question 4.17 c).  

No Impact. The closest airports to the project area are John Wayne Airport and Fullerton Municipal 
Airport, which are located approximately 7 miles south and 8 miles northwest of the project site, 
respectively. The project site is outside the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour of John Wayne Airport and 
Fullerton Municipal Airport based on the Airport Environs Land Use Plans for John Wayne Airport70 and 
Fullerton Municipal Airport,71 respectively. In addition, the proposed project is not located in the vicinity 
of a private airstrip. Therefore, the project would not expose people residing or working in the vicinity to 
aviation-related excessive noise levels, and no impact would occur. 
  

 
70  Orange County Airport Land Use Commission (OCALUC). 2008. Airport Environs Land Use Plan for John Wayne Airport. April 

17. Website: https://files.ocair.com/media/2021-02/JWA_AELUP-April-17-
2008.pdf?VersionId=cB0byJjdad9OuY5im7Oaj5aWaT1FS.vD (accessed May 2025). 

71  Orange County Airport Land Use Commission (OCALUC). 2019. Airport Environs Land Use Plan for Fullerton Municipal Airport. 
February 21. Website: https://files.ocair.com/media/2021-02/AELUP%20for%20FMA%2005092019.pdf (accessed May 
2025). 
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4.18 Population and Housing 

Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned 
population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of 
existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

 

Question 4.18 a): Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

Response to Question 4.18 a):  

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the development of the County of Orange 
Workforce Reentry Center on a previously developed site that is currently vacant following the demolition 
of existing structures on site to grade in April and May 2025. The proposed project would introduce new 
institutional and commercial uses within the project site, under which adult individuals involved in the 
criminal justice system or other County systems of care would participate in a reentry program with 
supportive housing and vocational training on-site. Retail stalls are proposed within the retail/culinary 
building, where program participants would produce and sell goods to the public in order to learn hands-
on production and retail skills. A supportive housing building is proposed on-site to house 52 program 
participants and two on-site managers. Therefore, a form of temporary housing is proposed for a currently 
underutilized parcel of land under the proposed project. The Workforce Reentry Center is intended to 
support adult individuals involved in the criminal justice system or other County systems of care, many 
who have come from the Collaborative Courts programs offered by the Superior Court of Orange County. 
The Collaborative Courts division provides a range of support services to participants to reduce recidivism 
and improve offender outcomes. It is likely that many individuals from the Collaborative Courts program 
in the County already reside in the County. As such, the proposed project’s population would consist of 
program participants and staff who likely already reside in the local area. In addition, it is anticipated that 
new staff would be drawn from the existing local workforce and would not result in significant regional 
population shifts. The proposed project would also create temporary construction jobs that would also 
be expected to be filled by the local workforce in the County or surrounding areas. 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ □ [g] 
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The Growth Management Element of the City of Orange’s 2010 General Plan accounts for a 27.5 percent 
increase in Orange’s population between 2008 and 2030.72 In 2010, Orange had a population of 
approximately 136,416.73 According to the Growth Management Element, Orange’s population is 
projected to increase to approximately 174,000 residents by 2030.74 As of January 1, 2024, Orange had a 
population of 138,621 people.75 Therefore, Orange has the capacity to accommodate the potential 
negligible population increase under the proposed project. 

The Growth Management Element of the City’s 2010 General Plan accounts for a 27.5 percent increase in 
the City’s population between 2008 and 2030.76 In 2010, the City had a population of approximately 
136,416.77 According to the Growth Management Element, City’s population is projected to increase to 
approximately 174,000 residents by 2030.78 As of January 1, 2024, the City had a population of 138,621 
people.79 Therefore, the City has the capacity to accommodate the potential negligible population 
increase under the proposed project. 

The County’s General Plan also contains a Growth Management Element. While the County’s General Plan 
Growth Management Element does not contain specific population statistics,80 the County’s population 
as of 2024 was 3,150,835.81 As such, similar to the City, the County has the capacity to accommodate the 
potential negligible increase in population under the proposed project. 

SCAG, as the metropolitan planning organization for the six county Los Angeles metropolitan region, is 
responsible for preparing and maintaining the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), (Connect SoCal 202482) which projects population growth over its planning horizon of 
2050. Per Connect SoCal 2024, the County is projected to have a population of 3,439,000 by 2050. The 
County has the capacity to absorb the potential minimal increase in population associated with the 
proposed project.  

The proposed project would include new utility connections to link the proposed buildings and features 
to existing large-scale infrastructure serving other land uses in the surrounding area. These connections 

 
72 City of Orange General Plan. Growth Management Element. 2010. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/home/

showpublisheddocument/202/637698172544070000 (accessed January 23, 2025). 
73 United States Census Bureau. QuickFacts. Orange city, California. Website: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/

table/orangecitycalifornia/POP010210#POP010210 (accessed January 23, 2025). 
74  136,416 * 1.275 = 173,930.4 
75 State of California Department of Finance (DOF). 2024. E-1 and E-1H Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, 

and the State, January 1, 2023 and 2024. Website: https://dof.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/352/Forecasting/
Demographics/Documents/E-1_2024_InternetVersion.xlsx (accessed January 23, 2025). 

76 City of Orange General Plan. Growth Management Element. 2010. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/home/
showpublisheddocument/202/637698172544070000 (accessed January 23, 2025). 

77 United States Census Bureau. QuickFacts. Orange city, California. Website: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/
table/orangecitycalifornia/POP010210#POP010210 (accessed January 23, 2025). 

78  136,416 * 1.275 = 173,930.4 
79 State of California Department of Finance (DOF). 2024. E-1 and E-1H Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, 

and the State, January 1, 2023 and 2024. Website: https://dof.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/352/Forecasting/
Demographics/Documents/E-1_2024_InternetVersion.xlsx (accessed January 23, 2025). 

80 County of Orange. 2020. General Plan Growth Management Element. November. Website: https://ocds.ocpublicworks.com/
sites/ocpwocds/files/2020-12/Chapter%20XI%20-Growth%20Management%202020.pdf (accessed January 23, 2025).  

81 State of California Department of Finance (DOF). 2024. E-1 and E-1H Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, 
and the State, January 1, 2023 and 2024. Website: https://dof.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/352/Forecasting/
Demographics/Documents/E-1_2024_InternetVersion.xlsx (accessed January 23, 2025). 

82 Southern California Association of Governments. Final Connect SoCal 2024. Website: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/
default/files/2024-05/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-final-complete-040424.pdf (accessed May 4, 2025). 
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would be limited to the project site and would not have the potential to induce unplanned population 
growth in the vicinity of the project site, especially given that the land immediately surrounding the 
project site is already developed and served by appropriate utilities and service providers. 

Ultimately, any population growth associated with the proposed project would be negligible in 
comparison to the overall population of the City and the County. Further, the proposed project does not 
contain any growth-inducing roadway or infrastructure improvements with the potential to result in 
population growth. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.18 b): Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Response to Question 4.18 b):  

No Impact. As previously mentioned, the proposed project includes the construction of three new 
buildings, including associated landscaping and hardscaping, for the proposed County of Orange 
Workforce Reentry Center. The project site is currently a vacant disturbed lot. As such, the proposed 
project would not result in the displacement of any housing or employment centers and would not require 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is 
required. 
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4.19 Public Services 

Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

a-i) Fire protection.     

a-ii) Police protection.     

a-iii) Schools.     

a-iv) Parks.     

a-v) Other public facilities.     
 

Question 4.19 a): Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

Question 4.19 a-i): Fire protection. 

Response to Question 4.19 a-i): 

Less Than Significant Impact. Fire protection and emergency medical services for the proposed project 
would be provided by the Orange City Fire Department (OCFD). The OCFD consists of eight fire stations 
with paramedic teams, four of which include ambulance service with an average response time of 
approximately five minutes.83 Based on the location of the project site, primary fire and paramedic 
services would be provided by Station No. 6, located 0.3 mile north of the project site at 345 The City Drive 
South. OCFD Fire Station No. 5, located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the project site at 1345 West 
Maple Avenue, is the second-closest station, and would respond in the event that Station No. 6 could not. 

The OCFD is the reviewing fire agency, as delegated by the State Fire Marshal, for the proposed project’s 
design of fire safety and suppression implementation. The proposed project’s fire suppression design 
includes a fire lane proposed throughout the project site perimeter. Emergency vehicle access would be 
provided at the three proposed driveways and surrounding the proposed buildings and parking lot. 

 
83 City of Orange General Plan Safety Element. 2010. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/home/showpublisheddocument/

214/637698172567530000 (accessed January 20, 2025). 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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Although the proposed project would result in an increase in population on site, the Workforce Reentry 
Center is intended to support adult individuals involved in the criminal justice system or other County 
systems of care. Therefore, the OCFD likely already serves the individuals proposed to reside and visit the 
project site, it would be unlikely that service ratios or response times would be impacted, and no new 
facilities would be necessary to maintain existing ratios. 

The proposed project would not result in any substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of or need for physically altered fire protection facilities and would require no additional 
expansion or staffing to maintain acceptable service ratios and response times. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.19 a-ii): Police protection. 

Response to Question 4.19 a-ii): 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Orange Police Department (OPD) provides police protection services 
within the City and would therefore serve the project site. The OPD headquarters is located at 1107 North 
Batavia Street, approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the project site. The OPD has three divisions, 
including field services, support services, and investigative services. Additionally, the OPD headquarters 
includes the Orange Emergency Operation Center. According to the Orange Police Department 2024 
Annual Report, the patrol unit received 95,570 calls for service, in which the average response time was 
four minutes.84 Although the proposed Workforce Reentry Center project would incrementally increase 
the need for police services in the area, the project site is located in an area that is within the existing 
service area of OPD. Further, the scale of the project would be minimal in the context of the OPD’s existing 
service area.  

It should be noted that the northern and northeastern boundaries of the project site are adjacent to the 
Theo Lacy Facility, a maximum-security adult jail complex operated by the OC Sheriff. Given the secure 
nature of the Theo Lacy Facility, law enforcement personnel, such as guards, are present 24/7 on site. A 
portion of the project site contains a recreational field that is behind the Theo Lacy Facility security 
perimeter but is not currently utilized. Under the proposed project, this security fencing would be 
removed and replaced by a security block wall to accommodate the project site boundary. The 
replacement of the existing security fence with a block wall would be subject to OC Sheriff approval in 
order to ensure that construction and operation could be undertaken in a secure manner. As a result, the 
proposed project would not result in any security risks at the Theo Lacy Facility and would not affect OC 
Sheriff staffing levels at this facility.  

Based on the analysis presented above, the proposed project would not require new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.19 a-iii): Schools. 

Response to Question 4.19 a-iii):  

 
84 City of Orange Police. 2024. 2024 Police Annual Report. Website: 

https://www.cityoforange.org/home/showdocument?id=4318&t=638163205533964554 (accessed May 14, 2025). 
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No Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of a Workforce Reentry Center for adult 
individuals involved in the criminal justice system or other County systems of care. A vocational building 
is proposed under the project to provide program participants with vocational classes and educational 
training. The proposed project would generate residential uses for program participants who opt to live 
on site within the proposed supportive housing. Because the Workforce Reentry Center is intended for 
adult participants, no school-aged children are intended to reside on the project site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not require expansion or additional staffing of off-site schools or other public 
facilities because the proposed project is intended to provide vocational training to adult individuals. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on existing public or private schools. No impact 
would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.19 a-iv): Parks.  

Response to Question 4.19 a-iv):  

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes outdoor amenities such as a garden area, 
grass turf, and lounge areas for passive recreation. Project participants would have access to passive 
recreation amenities provided onsite and local city parks. Nearby parks include parks in the neighboring 
cities of Santa Ana and Garden Grove. Neighborhood Park is the nearest park to the project site, located 
approximately 0.4-mile southwest of the project site at 740 South Vine Street. Although the proposed 
project would increase the number of individuals on the project site, the program participants are 
individuals that are likely to already reside elsewhere in the County, and therefore already use existing 
park facilities within the County. Therefore, the potential increased use of existing parks or recreational 
facilities in the area would be negligible, and the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts that would result in the need for new or physically altered park facilities. Impacts would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.19 a-v): Other public facilities. 

Response to Question 4.19 a-v): 

No Impact. The proposed project may result in a negligible increased demand for fire protection, police, 
and parks as the proposed project would introduce new land uses within the project site. The proposed 
Workforce Reentry Center is intended to provide program participants with a safe space to live and work 
on-site. Some program participants may commute to the Workforce Reentry Center for vocational training 
courses and report to work at an off-site location. Program participants are expected to be adult 
individuals involved in the criminal justice system or other County systems of care, such as the County of 
Orange Collaborative Courts division. Therefore, it is likely that most of the program participants and staff 
already reside elsewhere in the County and are supported by other existing public facilities. No additional 
demand on off-site public facilities in the project vicinity is required. Therefore, no impact would occur, 
and no mitigation is required. 
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4.20 Recreation 

Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Question 4.20 a): Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

Response to Question 4.20 a): 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves the construction and operation of the 
Workforce Reentry Center, which would offer workforce reentry support for adult individuals involved in 
the criminal justice system or other County systems of care. Proposed recreational components include a 
garden area, grass turf, and lounge areas for passive recreation. Some program participants would to live 
on site in supportive housing units and may use the proposed outdoor areas for recreational use. Other 
program participants may only attend vocational classes or work on-site daily, allowing them to commute 
throughout the City or the greater region. Although the proposed project would increase the number of 
individuals on the project site from its existing undeveloped condition, the program participants are 
individuals that are likely to already reside in the County. Therefore, the potential increased use of existing 
parks or recreational facilities in the area would be negligible. No substantial physical deterioration of the 
neighborhood or the regional parks would occur or be accelerated. Impacts are less than significant, and 
no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.20 b): Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Response to Question 4.20 b): 

Less than Significant Impact. As previously stated, a portion of the project site is currently developed with 
a former recreational field associated with the adjacent Theo Lacy Facility. However, the Theo Lacy Facility 
has ceased use of this field and limits outdoor recreational activities to an adjacent field, separated from 
the abandoned field by a chain-link fence. Therefore, the development of this field under the proposed 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ [g] □ 
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project would not affect the recreational needs of Theo Lacy Jail inmates. Construction of the proposed 
project would require the installation of a security wall between the recreational field to be developed 
under the proposed project and the adjacent recreational field to remain in use by the Theo Lacy Facility. 
During construction, inmate outdoor recreational activities would be temporarily relocated in order to 
maintain security of the premises. However, this relocation would be temporary in nature and would 
return to pre-project conditions following construction of the security wall. 

The proposed project includes the development of outdoor areas for passive recreation for program 
participants, staff, and visitors. The outdoor areas would include picnic areas, chairs and tables, garden 
area, grass turf, pet relief areas, and benches. These outdoor recreational improvements would be 
designed to blend with the proposed landscaping. Paved sidewalks would be implemented to provide 
clear pathways for program participants, staff, and visitors. These recreational amenities would assist in 
the goal of the Workforce Reentry Facility to provide program participants with a safe and supportive 
environment. Therefore, the proposed recreational amenities would result in a less than significant impact 
on the environment, and no mitigation is required. 
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4.21 Transportation 

Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Conflict with a program plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities? 

    

b) Would the project conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to 
a geometric design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency 
access?     

 

The analysis presented in this section is based upon information presented in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, California (TIA) and the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Screening 
Assessment for the Proposed Workforce Reentry Traffic Support, County of Orange, CA (VMT Screening 
Memorandum) prepared for the proposed project by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG), in April 
2025. These reports, collectively, are included as Appendix J to this IS/MND. 

Question 4.21 a): Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Response to Question 4.21 a):  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves the development of three buildings, as well 
as associated landscaping, hardscaping, and infrastructure improvements, to provide a facility to house 
adult individuals involved in the criminal justice system or other County systems of care and assist with 
their transition into the workforce. The project site is currently a vacant disturbed lot. As such, under 
existing conditions, the project site does not generate any vehicle trips. 

The proposed project would result in consistent human presence on the project site, including 
residents/program participants, staff, and temporary visitors. The proposed project would house up to 54 
people on-site, of which approximately 40 percent could have jobs off-site. In addition, it is assumed that 
roughly half of the individuals housed on-site would likely not have a car and would use other means of 
transportation, including walking, bicycling, and using transit. As such, it has been conservatively assumed 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 



County of Orange Workforce Reentry Center Project  Environmental Evaluation 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Page 180 

that approximately 11 people would leave the project site to attend work between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 
a.m. and arrive back between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. during the commuter peak hour.  

The educational aspects of the proposed project would include retail/culinary uses that would produce 
items that could be sold to the general public for profit. The project would include 7,675 sf of retail type 
uses, which could consist of merchandise/apparel, artwork, bistro/coffee, salon, tattoo removal, pet 
grooming, or fitness uses. The teaching/training component of the proposed project would include up to 
60 staff members with varying schedules between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with 20 percent starting at 
6:00 a.m. and 20 percent starting at 3:00 p.m., both of which are outside of the commuter peak hour. It 
has been conservatively assumed that the remaining 60 percent of the staff would arrive between 7:00 
a.m. and 8:00 a.m. and depart between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. during the commuter peak hour. It is 
anticipated that up to 20 students that do not live on-site would participate in the training/sales 
component of the proposed project. Conservatively, it is assumed that all 20 students would arrive 
between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. and depart between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. during the commuter peak 
hour. For more details regarding the assumptions made regarding vehicular trips to and from the project 
site, refer to the TIA, included in Appendix J. 

Four key intersections in the vicinity of the project site were selected for evaluation under the proposed 
project, as follows: 

• The City Drive at Outlet Drive 
• The City Drive at Metropolitan Drive 
• The City Drive at SR-22 Eastbound (EB) Ramps 
• SR-22 Westbound (WB) Ramps at Metropolitan Drive 

The Level of Service (LOS) at these key locations with and without the proposed project was used to 
evaluate the potential circulation effects associated with implementation of the proposed project. LOS is 
a qualitative assessment of the quantitative effects of such factors as traffic volume, roadway geometrics, 
speed, delay, and maneuverability on roadway and intersection operations. As shown in Table 4.21.A 
below, LOS can range from A, representing free-flow activity, to F, representing overcapacity operation. 
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Table 4.21.A: Level of Service Methodology 

Level of 
Service Description 

A No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic, and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication. Typically, 
the approach appears quite open, turns are made easily, and nearly all drivers find freedom of operation. 

B This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully utilized, and a 
substantial number are nearing full use. Many drivers begin to feel restricted within platoons of vehicles. 

C 
This level still represents stable operating conditions. Occasionally, drivers may have to wait through more 
than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most drivers feel 
somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so. 

D 

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the intersection. Delays to 
approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the peak period; however, enough cycles 
with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance of developing queues, thus preventing excessive 
backups. 

E 
Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level. It represents the most vehicles that any particular 
intersection approach can accommodate. Full utilization of every signal cycle is attained no matter how 
great the demand. 

F This level describes forced-flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity. These conditions 
usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction downstream.  

Source: Traffic Impact Analysis, Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, California (LLG 2025). 

 

As discussed in the TIA, existing intersection conditions were measured using the Intersection Capacity 
Utilization (ICU) methodology for signalized intersections and the methodology outlined in the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) for unsignalized intersections. The ICU method estimates the volume to capacity 
(V/C) relationship for an intersection based on the individual V/C ratios for key conflicting traffic 
movements. An intersection’s ICU value then translates to a LOS estimate, as shown in Table 4.21.B below. 

Table 4.21.B: Volume/Capacity Ratio Methodology 

Level of Service 
Volume-to-Capacity 
(ICU Methodology) 

A ≤0.60 
B >0.60 and ≤0.70 
C >0.70 and ≤0.80 
D >0.80 and ≤0.90 
E >0.90 and ≤1.00 
F >1.00 

Source: Traffic Impact Analysis, Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, California (LLG 2025). 
ICU = intersection capacity utilization 

 

The HCM method measures the LOS of unsignalized intersections using computed or measured control 
delay (in seconds per vehicle). The relationship between LOS and the delay at unsignalized intersections 
is shown in Table 4.21.C, below. 
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Table 4.21.C: Highway Capacity Manual Methodology 

Level of Service 
Signalized Intersection 

Delay (seconds) per Vehicle 
Unsignalized Intersection 

Delay (seconds) per Vehicle Level of Service Summary 
A ≤10.0 ≤10.0 Little or no delay 
B >10.0 and ≤20.0 >10.0 and ≤15.0 Short traffic delays 
C >20.0 and ≤35.0 >15.0 and ≤25.0 Average traffic delays 
D >35.0 and ≤55.0 >25.0 and ≤35.0 Long traffic delays 
E >55.0 and ≤80.0 >35.0 and ≤50.0 Very long traffic delays 
F >80.0 >50.0 Severe congestion 

Source: Traffic Impact Analysis, Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, California (LLG 2025). 

 

According to City standards, LOS D is the minimum acceptable condition for roadway segments during 
peak commute hours. As shown in Table 4.21.D below, under existing conditions, all four key study 
intersections operate at an acceptable level of service during both the AM and PM peak hour.  

Table 4.21.D: Existing Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Key Intersection Jurisdiction 
Time 

Period 

Minimum 
Acceptable 

LOS Control Type ICU LOS 
The City Drive at Outlet Drive Orange AM 

PM D 3 Phase Traffic 
Signal 

0.209 
0.241 

A 
A 

The City Drive at Metropolitan 
Drive Orange AM 

PM D 3 Phase Traffic 
Signal 

0.355 
0.364 

A 
A 

The City Drive at SR-22 EB Ramps Caltrans/Orange AM 
PM D 6 Phase Traffic 

Signal 
0.493 
0.597 

A 
A 

SR-22 WB Ramps at Metropolitan 
Drive  Caltrans/Orange AM 

PM D 4 Phase Traffic 
Signal 

0.339 
0.377 

A 
A 

Source: Traffic Impact Analysis, Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, California (LLG 2025). 
ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization 
LOS = Level of Service 

 

Roadway Facilities. Traffic generation potential of the proposed project was calculated using information 
found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. This 
calculation includes vehicular trips associated with the proposed on-site retail uses, as well as program 
staff, on-site housing, and outside students. Further, an internal trip capture of 15 percent on a daily basis, 
and 5 percent and 15 percent during the AM peak hour and PM peak hour, respectively, was applied to 
the commercial uses to account for the interaction with students and staff of the other on-site uses. As 
shown in Table 4.21.E below, the proposed project is forecast to generate 491 daily trips, with 81 trips (64 
inbound, 17 outbound) produced in the AM peak hour and 92 trips (24 inbound, 68 outbound) produced 
in the PM peak hour on a “typical” weekday. 
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Table 4.21.E: Project Trip Generation Rates and Forecast 

ITE Land Use Code/Project Description Daily 2-
Way 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total 

Generation Rates: 
822: Strip Retail Plaza <40k (TE/TSF) 54.45 60% 40% 2.36 50% 50% 6.59 
Proposed Project Generation Forecast: 
Retail (7,810 SF) 

Employee Reduction (10 Employees)1 

Subtotal 
Internal Capture (10% Daily, 5% AM, 15% PM) 

Subtotal 
Pass-by (15% Daily, 15% AM, 40% PM)2 

Retail Subtotal 
Staffing (60 Staff)3 

On-Site Housing (54 beds)4 

Outside Students (20 students)5 

 
425 
-20 
405 
-41 
364 
-55 
309 
120 

22 
40 

 
11 
-1 
10 
-1 
9 

-1 
8 

36 
0 

20 

 
7 
0 
7 
0 
7 

-1 
6 
0 

11 
0 

 
18 
-1 
17 
-1 
16 
-2 
14 
36 
11 
20 

 
26 
-1 
25 
-4 
21 
-8 
13 

0 
11 

0 

 
25 
-1 
24 
-3 
21 
-9 
12 
36 
11 
20 

 
51 
-2 
49 
-7 
24 

-17 
25 
36 
11 
20 

Total Trip Generation Forecast 491 64 17 81 24 68 92 
Source: Traffic Impact Analysis, Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, California (LLG 2025). 
1 A trip reduction was applied to the commercial component since the employees of the commercial uses will be comprised of students 

and staff that will already be on-site. 
2 Pass-By trips are trips made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a primary trip destination. Pass-by trips are attracted 

from traffic passing the site on adjacent streets, which contain direct access to the generator. 
3 Conservatively it has been assumed that 60% of the staff would arrive between 7:00 AM – 8:00 AM and depart between 5:00 PM – 

6:00 PM during the commuter peak hour. The remaining 40% of the staff would arrive outside of the peak hours. 
4 Approximately 40% of the people housed on-site could have jobs off-site and about half of the people housed on-site would likely not 

have a car and would use other means for transportation (i.e. walk, bike, bus, etc.). Therefore, it has conservatively been assumed 
that approximately 11 people would leave the site to attend work from 7:00 AM – 8:00 AM and arrive back between 5:00 PM – 6:00 
PM during the commuter peak hour. 

5 Conservatively, it has been assumed that all 20 students would arrive between 7:00 AM – 8:00 AM and depart between 5:00 PM – 
6:00 PM during the commuter peak hour. 

TE/TSF = Trip End per Thousand Square Feet 

 

The TIA modeled future traffic conditions with and without the proposed project using an ambient growth 
factor, which includes unknown and known future projects within the project site vicinity to represent 
cumulative conditions. Altogether, all 15 cumulative projects evaluated in the TIA are forecast to generate 
a total of 38,013 daily trips, with 2,226 trips forecast during the AM peak hour and 2,924 trips forecast 
during the PM peak hour.  

Peak hour level of service conditions were calculated for the four key study intersections with and without 
the addition of project traffic for the years 2028 (Opening Year) and 2050 (Buildout Year). According to 
ICU and HCM analysis presented in the TIA, the four key study intersections are forecast to continue 
operating at an acceptable LOS under both the AM and PM peak hours under Opening Year cumulative 
traffic conditions, both with and without project traffic. Similarly, in the Buildout Year cumulative traffic 
condition, the four key study intersections are forecast to continue operating at an acceptable LOS under 
both the AM and PM peak hours.  

As stated in Section 3.0, Project Description, of this IS/MND, the proposed project includes several off-site 
improvements that would allow for operation of an 8-phase traffic signal to improve vehicular access to 
the project site. Other modifications would include the addition of a southbound left-turn lane along The 
City Drive at its intersection with Metropolitan Drive and median modifications to allow for a dual left-
turn lane, single through lane and a dual right-turn lane. With these improvements, the TIA found that all 
project driveways would operate at an acceptable LOS under both the Opening Year and Horizon Year 
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scenarios. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an inconsistency with applicable plans and 
policies related to roadway performance.  

Transit Facilities. Under existing conditions, the project site is highly accessible via transit due to its 
proximity to several Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) bus stops. The closest bus stop to 
the project site is located along the northern curb of West Metropolitan Drive, just west of the intersection 
of West Metropolitan Drive with The City Drive South, approximately 250 feet from the project site. The 
project site is served by OCTA Routes 47 and 57. Route 47 operates on approximate 20-minute headways 
during weekdays and 30-minute headways during weekends, while Route 57 operates on approximate 
15-minute headways on weekdays and 20-minute headways on weekends.  

Route 47 includes a stop at the Fullerton Transportation Center, which provides both Metrolink and 
Amtrak service. Route 57 includes a stop at the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center 
(ARTIC) Station, which provides both Metrolink and Amtrak services, as well as long-distance bus services 
through Greyhound and FlixBus. As such, the project site has access to both local and regional connectivity 
options via public transit. While the project does propose improvements to The City Drive South and West 
Metropolitan Drive, these improvements would not affect the existing bus stop along West Metropolitan 
Drive or any other nearby bus stops. As such, the proposed project would not interfere with any applicable 
plans pertaining to transit facilities within the circulation system. 

Bicycle Facilities. According to the Orange County Bikeways Map Guide,85 no bicycle lanes currently exist 
along the cross-streets providing access to the proposed project. The project site is located in close 
proximity to the Santa Ana River Trail, which is classified as a Class I bicycle path along the Santa Ana River.  

It should be noted that the Santa Ana River Trail Bikeway, though located near the project site, is not 
directly accessible from the project site due to the presence of a large cinderblock perimeter wall. The 
proposed project does not include any changes to this perimeter wall, and access to the Santa Ana River 
Trail Bikeway would remain unchanged.  

The proposed project would provide bicycle parking to accommodate individuals choosing to utilize this 
alternative mode of transportation, consistent with Section 5.106.4. of the 2022 California Green Building 
Standards Code, Title 24, Part 11 (CALGreen), as amended. Specifically, the proposed project design would 
include 12 short-term bicycle parking stalls and nine long-term bicycle storage lockers for use by visitors, 
employees, or program participants. Because the proposed project would not interfere with any existing 
bicycle facilities and would provide bicycle parking on site, the proposed project would not interfere with 
any applicable plans pertaining to bicycle facilities within the circulation system. 

Pedestrian Facilities. The proposed on-site improvements under the proposed project would include new 
internal circulation sidewalks surrounding and between the proposed buildings. These sidewalks would 
be designed in an ADA-compliant manner and would be surrounded by landscaping where feasible to 
improve the pedestrian experience. The proposed off-site improvements under the proposed project 
would not remove or otherwise impair pedestrian movement.  

The proposed signalization of the main project driveway, located at the intersection of The City Drive 
South and West Metropolitan Drive, would include a pedestrian walk sign to ensure safe pedestrian 
crossings from between the north and south ends of the driveway. Further, existing pedestrian crossings 

 
85 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA). Orange County Bikeways Map Guide. Website: https://www.octa.net/pdf/

ocbikewaysmap.pdf (accessed January 22, 2025).  
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at the southern and western edges of the intersection would be maintained under the proposed project. 
All sidewalks and driveways adjacent to the proposed project would comply with applicable ADA curb cut 
and driveway regulations. Further, the proposed project would not impede access to any existing public 
pedestrian facilities along The City Drive South or West Metropolitan Drive. As such, the proposed project 
would not interfere with any applicable plans pertaining to pedestrian facilities within the circulation 
system. 

Based on the analysis presented above, the proposed project would not conflict with any City or County 
program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.21 b): Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? 

Response to Question 4.21 b):  

Less than Significant Impact. On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 
into law, which directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to establish new CEQA 
guidance for jurisdictions that removes the level of service (LOS) method, which focuses on automobile 
vehicle delay and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, from CEQA 
transportation analysis. Rather, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), or other measures that promote “the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a 
diversity of land uses,” are now used as the basis for determining significant transportation impacts in the 
State. 

As part of a January 2018 update to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.3 codifies that project-
related transportation impacts are typically best measured by evaluating the project’s VMT. Specifically, 
subdivision (b) focuses on specific criteria related to transportation analysis. Subdivision (b)(2) addresses 
VMT associated with transportation projects and states that projects that reduce VMT, such as pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit projects, should be presumed to have a less than significant impact. Subdivision (b)(4) 
stipulates that lead agencies have the discretion to formulate a methodology that would appropriately 
analyze a project’s VMT. 

The City adopted the City of Orange Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level 
of Service Assessment (City VMT Guidelines) in July 2020, pursuant to SB 743, to include VMT analysis 
methodology and thresholds. In addition, the County Board of Supervisors adopted the Guidelines for 
Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled under CEQA (County VMT Guidelines),86 at its November 17, 2020, 
meeting. Given that the roadways surrounding the project site are generally under the City’s jurisdiction, 
the TIA analyzes the proposed project within the context of the City VMT Guidelines, rather than the 
County VMT Guidelines.  

The City VMT Guidelines state that there are multiple types of screening that can be applied to screen 
projects from project-level assessment. If a project meets these screening criteria, it can be considered to 
have a less than significant impact on transportation and circulation and no further VMT analysis is 
required. A project can be screened out from a detailed VMT analysis under the City VMT Guidelines if 

 
86  County of Orange. 2020. Guidelines for Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled Under CEQA, September. Website: 

https://ocds.ocpublicworks.com/sites/ocpwocds/files/2022-12/Oak%20Grove_App%20H%20OC%20VMT%20Guidelines.pdf 
(accessed May 15, 2025). 
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the project site is within a Transit Priority Area (TPA), unless the project is inconsistent with the RTP/SCS, 
has a floor-to-area ratio (FAR) less than 0.75, provides an excessive amount of parking, or reduces the 
number of affordable residential units. According to the TIA, the project site is located within a SCAG-
designated TPA. However, based on calculations presented in the VMT Screening Memorandum, the 
proposed project’s FAR would be less than 0.75, making the proposed project ineligible for screening 
under this criterion. The City also has also established a Low VMT Screening criterion, under which 
residential and office projects located in a low VMT-generating area can be screened out. The TIA notes 
that, because the project site is in an area that has a higher VMT than the City’s average, the proposed 
project will not screen out under this criterion.  

Although the proposed project does not meet the screening criteria discussed above, it does meet another 
screening criterion under the City VMT Guidelines, known as the Project Type Screening. Under this 
criterion, a project can be screened out from a detailed VMT analysis if it is a certain project type that the 
City has determined to be local serving in nature. Such uses include local-serving retail uses less than 
50,000 square feet, as well as affordable, supportive, or transitional housing. As previously stated 
throughout this IS/MND, the proposed project contains a public-facing retail component under which 
program participants can gain customer service skills. These retail uses would operate out of the proposed 
16,166 sf retail/culinary building. As such, the retail portion of the proposed project would screen out 
under the Project Type Screening. Further, the supportive housing beds provided under the proposed 
project would qualify as affordable housing units. Therefore, the proposed project would screen out under 
the Project Type Screening. 

Based on the proposed project’s consistency with the Project Type screening criterion contained in the 
City VMT Guidelines as detailed above, the VMT Screening Memorandum determined that the proposed 
project is exempt from further VMT analysis and is presumed to have a less than significant impact under 
CEQA related to VMT. As such, the proposed project would not result in any inconsistencies with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.21 c): Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Response to Question 4.21 c): 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. With implementation of the proposed project, vehicle 
access to the property would continue to be provided via The City Drive South, which runs in a north-
south orientation and is classified as a Principal Arterial roadway in the City’s General Plan Circulation and 
Mobility Element.87 Specifically, the project site would be accessible via three driveways along The City 
Drive South. The driveway at the intersection of The City Drive South and West Metropolitan Drive would 
be integrated into the existing intersection traffic signal. Secondary access is proposed via right-turn only 
driveways located at both the northern and the southern portions of the site.  

The proposed project would include an internal circulation roadway connecting each driveway with 
proposed surface parking and each proposed building. Specifically, from the northernmost driveway, the 
internal circulation roadway would run south of the vocational/office building, loop around the eastern 
edge of the residential building, and then run to the south of the residential and retail/culinary buildings. 

 
87 City of Orange. 2015e. City of Orange General Plan Circulation and Mobility Element. December. Website: 

https://www.cityoforange.org/home/showpublisheddocument/192/637698172525970000 (accessed January 14, 2025). 
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This roadway would be designed in a manner compliant with minimum turn radii and would not include 
any sharp curves or turns that would result in hazardous conditions. The TIA prepared for the proposed 
project included a Sight Distance Evaluation, which found that the sight lines at the proposed project’s 
driveways are expected to be adequate as long as obstructions are minimized within areas designated as 
Limited Use Areas in the TIA, as included in Mitigation Measure (MM) TRA-1. 

Further, the signalization of the project’s driveway at the intersection of The City Drive South and West 
Metropolitan Drive and the corresponding lane restriping and median modifications to both roadways 
would ensure that the intersection can safely accommodate vehicles entering and exiting the project site. 
The left turn from West Metropolitan Drive onto The City Drive South and the left turn from the project 
site onto The City Drive South would operate as a lead-lag sequence, in which protected left turns can be 
leading or lagging the through traffic to ensure a smoother turn sequence at this intersection. In addition, 
a sign prohibiting northbound vehicles along The City Drive South from making right turns into the main 
project driveway during the red light would be installed at the intersection of The City Drive South and 
West Metropolitan Drive to eliminate any potentially dangerous intersection conditions. Lastly, the 
project site’s internal circulation roadway would include two stop signs for outbound vehicles turning 
west into the project driveway turn lanes to avoid collisions with inbound traffic traveling east into the 
project site. 

The TIA included a queuing analysis to determine the required stacking/storage lengths for all turning 
lanes providing access to each of the three proposed driveways. This analysis determined that existing 
and proposed turn lane storage is adequate to accommodate anticipated queuing, except for the 
westbound through/right-turn movement exiting the project site via the main project driveway at the 
intersection of The City Drive and Metropolitan Drive. However, the TIA notes that this issue could be 
addressed by restriping the outbound lanes to include an additional outbound through lane where a 
painted median is currently proposed, which would result in an improved queue that can be 
accommodated on site. The County’s adherence to this recommendation is mandated by MM TRA-1. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially contribute to vehicle queuing that could exceed 
the capacity of turn lanes and create hazards to through traffic at intersections in the vicinity of the project 
site. 

The proposed project would not introduce any new roadways, except for the proposed internal circulation 
roadway, which would be designed in compliance with all applicable width and turn radius requirements. 
The proposed project would be consistent with surrounding land uses and available infrastructure and 
would not introduce any incompatible uses into the project site or the project vicinity. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or 
incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of MM TRA-1. 

Mitigation Measure: 

MM TRA-1  Compliance with Traffic Impact Assessment Recommendations. Prior to the issuance of 
a certificate of occupancy, the Director of the Orange County Public Works Department 
shall ensure that the project conforms to the sight distance recommendations included 
in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), which was prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, 
Engineers (LLG), titled Traffic Impact Analysis Workforce Re-Entry Center, Orange, 
California, April 14, 2025. Specifically, the County shall adhere to the following 
recommendations:  
• Restripe the proposed outbound lanes to include an additional through lane; and 
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• Adhere to the following restrictions within the Limited Use Areas identified in Figures 
9-4 through 9-6 of the TIA: 
○ Hardscape and/or landscape shall not exceed a height of 30 inches; 
○ Fences or walls of any kind shall not be permitted; 
○ Maximum tree trunk size shall be 24 inches in diameter (maximum size at 

maturity); and 
○ Minimum tree spacing shall be 60 feet on center. 

Question 4.21 d): Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Response to Question 4.21 d):  

Less than Significant Impact. Emergency vehicle access to the project site would be provided via the three 
driveways previously described, and the proposed internal circulation roadway has been designed to 
accommodate the weight, length, and width of a fire apparatus consistent with the City’s Fire Truck 
Turning Radius Template, which would be verified with the OCFD. 

The proposed project is not expected to result in substantial traffic impacts or queuing on nearby streets 
during construction, as all equipment would be staged within the project site. Additionally, there are no 
major changes proposed to the existing circulation system surrounding the site during project operations, 
ensuring that emergency evacuation routes remain unaffected. Access to The City Drive South will remain 
unobstructed during both construction and operation. As discussed in Response to Question 4.21 a) 
above, the proposed project would contribute minimal peak-hour trips to surrounding roadways, which 
would not result in substantial delays to the movement of emergency vehicles along these roadways. As 
previously stated, with the intersection improvements proposed under the project, all four key 
intersections and all three project driveways are forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS in both the 
Opening Year and the Buildout Year scenarios.  

The proposed project would comply with Chapter 5 of the California Fire Code (CFC) requirements 
pertaining to emergency apparatus roadways and water supply. Further, the proposed project would be 
reviewed and approved by the OCFD and County staff as part of the City’s Design Review process to ensure 
the proposed project is compliant with all applicable codes and ordinances for emergency vehicle access. 
Therefore, with OCFD’s review of the project plans, project impacts related to emergency access would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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4.22 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Would the project cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value 
to a California Native American tribe, and 
that is: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k). 

    

b) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In 
applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

    

 

Question 4.22 a): Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k). 

Question 4.22 b): A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American 
tribe. 

Response to Questions 4.22 a) and b):  

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Effective July 1, 2015, Assembly Bill (AB) 52 requires 
meaningful consultation with California Native American Tribes on potential impacts to Tribal Cultural 
Resources, as defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074 as sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local register of 
historical resource. Per PRC Section 21080.3.1, a tribe must submit a written request to the relevant lead 
agency if it wishes to be notified of proposed projects in its traditionally and culturally affiliated area. The 
lead agency must provide written formal notification to the tribes that have requested it within 14 days 
of determining that a project application is complete or of deciding to undertake a project. The tribe must 
respond to the lead agency within 30 days of receipt of the notification if it wishes to engage in 
consultation on the project, and the lead agency must begin the consultation process within 30 days of 
receiving the request for consultation. Consultation concludes when either (1) the parties agree to 
mitigation measures to avoid a significant effect, if one exists, on a tribal cultural resource, or (2) a party, 
acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached. AB 
52 also addresses confidentiality during tribal consultation per PRC Section 21082.3(c). 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is a State agency that maintains the Sacred Lands File 
(SLF), an official list of sites that are of cultural and religious importance to California Native American 
tribes.  

In compliance with AB 52, letters have been distributed to local Native American tribes that are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project and have previously 
requested to be notified of future projects proposed by the County. The letters, which were sent on 
February 20, 2025, via certified mail, provided each tribe with an opportunity to request consultation with 
the County regarding the proposed project. The purpose of this effort was to provide Native American 
tribes with the opportunity for meaningful participation and to identify known tribal cultural resources on 
or near the project site. The record of tribal consultation efforts is included as Appendix K to this IS/MND. 
The following tribes received letters pursuant to AB 52: 

1. Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
2. Juaneño Band of Mission Indians 
3. Gabrieleño Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
4. Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

In compliance with AB 52, tribes had 30 days from the date of receipt of notification to request 
consultation on the proposed project. Information provided through the AB 52 tribal consultation process 
typically informs the assessment as to whether tribal cultural resources are present within the project site 
and the significance of any potential impacts to such resources. A response was received during the open 
tribal consultation period from a representative of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
on March 4, 2025. The Kizh Nation representative requested to initiate the formal consultation process 
with the County, which is currently still ongoing. However, the County has established a standard measure 
based on previous consultation proceedings to address potential tribal concerns regarding the proposed 
project. As such, Standard Condition (SC) TCR-1 is applicable to the proposed project, as discussed below.  

As discussed in Section 4.9, Cultural Resources, of this IS/MND, no known cultural resources have been 
documented within the project site boundaries or in the direct vicinity of the project site based on archival 
research and field surveys. In addition, limited potential exists for the proposed project to impact tribal 
cultural resources due to significant prior disturbance from past grading and development activities on 
the project site and in the surrounding area. Regulatory Compliance Measure (RCM) CUL-1, identified in 
Section 4.9, Cultural Resources, sets forth procedures for handling inadvertent discoveries of human 
remains, including those determined to be Native American.  
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In addition, the proposed project would incorporate MM CUL-1, also identified in Section 4.9, Cultural 
Resources. MM CUL-1 sets forth procedures for handling inadvertent archaeological discoveries, which 
includes tribal cultural resources. Pursuant to MM CUL-1, any tribal cultural resources encountered during 
construction of the proposed project would be evaluated in accordance with federal, State, and local 
guidelines to assess their significance and identify avoidance or other measures as appropriate. 

To date, no other responses from the Native American community have been received as part of the AB 
52 tribal consultation effort. As a result of the County’s consultation efforts, no known tribal cultural 
resources have been identified within the project site. As such, incorporation of MM CUL-1 and adherence 
to SC TCR-1 and RCM CUL-1 would ensure that impacts related to the inadvertent discovery of Native 
American resources would be less than significant.  

Standard Condition:  

SC TCR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Native American Resources. If unanticipated archaeological 
resources or deposits are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, Orange County 
Public Works (OC Public Works) shall implement the following measures. All work shall 
halt within a 50-foot radius of the discovery. OC Public Works shall retain a qualified 
professional archaeologist with knowledge of Native American resources to assess the 
significance of the find. If the resources are Native American in origin, OC Public Works 
shall coordinate with the Tribe regarding evaluation, treatment, curation, and 
preservation of these resources. The archaeologist shall have the authority to modify the 
no-work radius as appropriate, using professional judgment in consultation with OC 
Public Works. Work shall not continue within the no work radius until the archaeologist 
conducts sufficient research and evidence and data collection to establish that the 
resource is either: (1) not cultural in origin; or (2) not potentially eligible for listing on the 
California Register of Historical Resources. If a potentially eligible resource is 
encountered, then the archaeologist and OC Public Works, as lead agency, in consultation 
with the Tribe, shall arrange for either: (1) avoidance of the resource, if possible; or (2) 
test excavations to evaluate eligibility, and if eligible, attempt to resolve adverse effects 
through implementation of appropriate mitigation, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to, salvage excavation, laboratory analysis and processing, research, curation, and 
preparation of a report summarizing the find. The assessment of eligibility shall be 
formally documented in writing as verification that the provisions in the California 
Environmental Quality Act for managing unanticipated discoveries and Public Resources 
Code Section 5024 have been met. 
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4.23 Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded 
water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years? 

    

c) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of 
State or local standards, or in excess 
of the capacity of local infrastructure, 
or otherwise impair the attainment 
of solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

    

 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ [g] □ 
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Question 4.23 a): Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Response to Question 4.23 a):  

Less than Significant Impact.  

Water. As previously described, the project site was previously developed with various structures that 
were served by various wet and dry utilities. Demolition of these structures to grade occurred in April and 
May 2025. However, this demolition removed above-grade structures only, and did not involve ground 
disturbance activities, which would occur under the proposed project. The project site is currently a vacant 
disturbed lot; however, underground utility infrastructure associated with former development remains 
underlying the project site.  

Water demand within the project site, and much of northern and central portions of the County, is 
supplied by the OCWD. The OCWD water supply originates from the Coastal Plain of Orange County 
Groundwater Basin, which is managed and refilled by OCWD.88 

The City’s Water Division provides domestic water service in the City and constructs and maintains the 
City’s water supply system.89 The City’s primary source of water supply is groundwater supplied by the 
OCWD, as discussed above. In addition, the City’s groundwater supply is supplemented by imported water 
and surface water purchased from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWDSC) 
through the Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC). Specifically, according to the City’s 
2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the City’s water supply was approximately 77 percent 
groundwater, 18 percent purchased or imported water, and 5 percent surface water in the Fiscal Year 
2019–2020.90 It is projected that by the year 2045, the water supply mix would be approximately 85 
percent groundwater, 11 percent purchased or imported water, and 4 percent surface water. 

The proposed project would include additional connections to the existing water main located along The 
City Drive South to serve the proposed building and landscaping layout. According to the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) output for the proposed project, the proposed project is 
anticipated to generate an indoor water demand of approximately 8,199,345 gallons (approximately 25.2 
acre-feet [af]) annually and an outdoor water demand of approximately 311,280 gallons (approximately 
1.0 af) annually, for a total combined water demand of 8,510,625 gallons (26.2 af) annually. According to 
the 2020 UWMP, by 2025, the City’s water demand is projected to be approximately 27,233 af annually. 
In 2045, the total water demand is projected to reach 28,077 af annually, with demand totals increasing 
between 2025 and 2045. As such, water demand generated by the proposed project would represent a 
minimal contribution to the overall water demand within the service region. Specifically, water demand 
generated by the proposed project would amount to approximately 0.10 percent91 of the City’s 2025 
demand and 0.09 percent92 of the City’s 2045 demand. As such, it is anticipated that the water demand 

 
88  Orange County Water District (OCWD) How Water Works in Orange County. Website: https://www.ocwd.com/learning-

center/how-water-works-in-oc/ (accessed January 20, 2025).  
89  City of Orange Water Division. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/residents/water-division (accessed January 20, 2025). 
90  City of Orange. 2020b. Urban Water Management Plan Final. November. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/home/

showpublisheddocument/1540/637873464981170000 (accessed January 20, 2025). 
91  (26.2 af / 27,233 af) * 100 = 0.10 percent 
92 (26.2 af / 28,077 af) * 100 = 0.09 percent 
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for the proposed project can be met within the City’s existing service capacity, and any potential increase 
in water demand could be adequately served by existing water supply infrastructure serving the area, 
except for minor connections to facilities adjacent to the project site. 

Further, the proposed project would be required to comply with the principles of the State Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance, which require improvements in the efficiency of water use in existing and 
new urban irrigated landscapes. The County adopted a Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance on March 14, 
2016, to enforce the State mandate. The proposed project is subject to this ordinance and would be 
required to implement water-efficient landscaping design (i.e., drought-tolerant landscaping) within the 
project site. As discussed in Regulatory Compliance Measure (RCM) UTL-1, preparation of a project-
specific Landscape Plan demonstrating compliance with all applicable elements of the Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance would be required. Adherence to RCM UTL-1 would further ensure that project-
related water demand would not cause the existing water supply to be exceeded during operations of the 
proposed project. Impacts related to water facilities would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Regulatory Compliance Measure: 

RCM UTL-1 County of Orange Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Prior to the issuance of any 
grading or building permit, the Project Applicant shall prepare and submit a Landscape 
Plan to the Director of the County Public Works Department, or designee. The Director of 
the Orange County Public Works Department, or designee, shall confirm that the 
Landscape Plan for the proposed project is consistent with all applicable provisions 
outlined in the County’s Landscape Water Efficiency Ordinance, as codified in Ordinance 
No. 16-002. 

Wastewater Treatment. Under existing conditions, the project site is a vacant disturbed lot and no 
wastewater is being generated. Wastewater generated under the proposed project would be collected, 
treated, and disposed of by the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD). OCSD serves over 20 cities and 
across 479 square miles, with a service population of approximately 2.6 million people.93  

Because the project site was developed in the past, the site is already served by wastewater infrastructure 
in the form of OCSD-owned sewage conveyance facilities. Existing sewer mainlines include a 10-inch 
mainline along The City Drive South, a 72-inch mainline along the eastern boundary of the project site, 
and a 30-inch mainline that runs east to west located south of the proposed vocational/office building. 
The proposed project would require the installation of one or more new 4-inch sewer laterals to be 
extended as needed from the existing mainline sewer system. These installations would occur 
concurrently with other construction phases under which ground disturbance would already occur, and 
therefore would not result in substantial environmental impacts. 

Wastewater generated by the proposed project would be conveyed to OCSD facilities, ultimately reaching 
the OCSD Reclamation Plant No. 1, located approximately 7 miles southwest of the project site at 10844 
Ellis Avenue in Fountain Valley. OCSD Reclamation Plant No. 1 has a primary treatment capacity of 208 

 
93  Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD). n.d. Service Area of Orange County. Website: https://www.ocsan.gov/service-area/ 

(accessed January 15, 2025).  
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million gallons per day (mgd) and a secondary treatment capacity of 182 mgd.94 Between 2023 and 2024, 
the average daily influent to Reclamation Plant No. 1 was approximately 124 mgd.95 As such, Reclamation 
Plant No. 1 is currently operating below capacity, and has the potential to process additional wastewater 
volume. 

According to the CalEEMod output for the proposed project, the proposed project’s indoor water demand 
would amount to approximately 8,199,345 gallons annually, or approximately 22,464 gallons per day 
(gpd).96 In the absence of a project-specific wastewater generation estimate, wastewater generation for 
the project can be assumed to be 90 percent of the project’s indoor water demand, to account for 
evaporation and absorption losses. As such, the proposed project’s wastewater generation would be 
approximately 20,217.6 gpd.97 This volume represents a negligible contribution to the primary and 
secondary treatment capacities of Reclamation Plant No. 1, approximately 0.01 percent98 and 0.01 
percent,99 respectively. Furthermore, all of the proposed project’s plumbing fixtures would comply with 
California Plumbing Code flow rates as well as CALGreen plumbing fixture requirements. Ultimately, the 
maximum anticipated 20,217.6 gpd of wastewater generated by the proposed project would only 
represent a small fraction of the primary daily treatment capacity of Reclamation Plant No. 1; therefore, 
the proposed project could be adequately served by existing wastewater infrastructure, with the 
exception of new connections to each proposed building. Further, the installation of such connections 
would occur concurrently with ground disturbance activities during construction of the proposed project, 
which would minimize potential environmental impacts. As such, the proposed project would not 
necessitate the construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities that could cause a significant 
environmental impact. Impacts related to wastewater facilities would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

Stormwater Drainage. Refer to Section 4.14, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this IS/MND for further 
discussion related to the project site’s drainage characteristics. Project improvements would include the 
establishment of a new underground storm drain system, comprised of three parts, which would pretreat 
runoff in hydrodynamic separators before discharging into a separate infiltration system for each of the 
project site’s six Drainage Management Areas. Stormwater runoff not captured by this new system would 
drain as surface flow to the existing gutter along The City Drive South, as it does under existing conditions. 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the impervious surface area on the project site, 
which could potentially increase the volume of stormwater runoff generated within the project site prior 
to the incorporation of BMPs. However, establishment of the new underground retention/detention 
system as part of the proposed project would be capable of reducing 2-year, 24-hour storm peak flows to 
zero. As specified in RCM HYD-4, detailed in Section 4.14, Hydrology and Water Quality, a Final Hydrology 
Report would be approved by Orange County Public Works and would demonstrate that on-site drainage 
facilities are designed and adequately sized to convey and reduce runoff such that on-site and off-site 
drainage capacity would not be exceeded in a design storm. RCM HYD-4 represents adherence to local 
and state regulations or laws that serve to reduce impacts related to hydrology. With implementation of 

 
94  Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD). 2024. Adopted Budget, Fiscal Years 2024-2025 and 2025-2026. June 26. Website: 

https://www.ocsan.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Adopted-Budget-FY-2024-25-and-2025-26.pdf?id=45626& year=all 
(accessed January 15, 2025). 

95  Ibid. 
96 8,199,345 gallons per year / 365 days per year = 22,464 gpd 
97  22,464 * 0.90 = or approximately 20,217.6 gpd 
98  (20,217.6 / 208,000,000) * 100 = 0.01 percent 
99  (20,217.6 / 182,000,000) * 100 = 0.01 percent 
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RCM HYD-4, the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of downstream drainage facilities or 
cause the expansion of existing facilities, aside from the laterals and underground retention/detention 
system discussed above. As such, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of 
substantial new stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities beyond the 
improvements included as part of the proposed project. Therefore, impacts to stormwater drainage 
facilities would be less than significant with the incorporation of RCM HYD-4. No mitigation is required. 

Electric Power. Electric power is provided to the project site by Southern California Edison (SCE). SCE 
services approximately 15 million people across its 50,000-square mile service area.100 According to the 
California Energy Commission (CEC), total electricity consumption in the SCE service area in 2022 was 
approximately 85,870 gigawatt-hours (GWh).101 Total electricity consumption in the County in 2022 was 
approximately 20,244 GWh.102 Refer to Section 4.10, Energy, of this IS/MND for further discussion related 
to the project’s impacts with respect to existing and projected supplies of electricity. As stated in Section 
4.10, the proposed project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
fuel or energy and would incorporate renewable energy or energy efficiency measures into building 
design, equipment uses, and transportation, which would help reduce the electricity demand of the 
proposed project. 

Although the project site is currently a vacant disturbed lot, there is potential that portions of the project 
site could still be served by existing electrical infrastructure associated with past development. The 
proposed project would upgrade and relocate electrical facilities within the site to serve the new facility 
locations and needs. Specifically, the proposed project includes new pull boxes and conduit conductors, 
which would follow applicable codes, standards, and criteria. A new electrical enclosure is proposed 
adjacent to the new cell tower location, as discussed later in this response. The electrical enclosure would 
include a main switchboard, a battery energy storage system, and conductor conduits.  

CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.29 was used to calculate the approximate annual electricity demand of the 
proposed project. Based on the CalEEMod outputs, the estimated electricity demand associated with the 
operation of the proposed project is 994,786 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year. This would represent 
approximately 0.005 percent of the total electricity consumption in the County in 2022103 and 
approximately 0.001 percent of the total electricity consumption in the SCE service area in 2022.104 As 
such, the proposed project’s electricity demand would be minimal compared to overall regional and 
service area consumption.  

The proposed project would comply with the California Green Building Standards Code (California Code 
of Regulations, Title 24). Additionally, the proposed project would be required to adhere to all federal, 
State, and local requirements for energy efficiency, which would substantially reduce electricity usage. 
Because the proposed project would replace existing development that generates energy demand, would 
represent a small fraction of electricity demand within the region and service area, and would meet Title 
24 requirements, the proposed project would not necessitate the construction of new or expanded 

 
100  Southern California Edison. n.d.-a. About Us. Website: https://www.sce.com/about-us (accessed January 25, 2025).  
101  California Electricity Commission (CEC). 2022a. Electricity Consumption by Entity. Website: 

http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/ elecbyutil.aspx (accessed January 15, 2025). 
102  California Electricity Commission (CEC). 2022b. Electricity Consumption by County. Website: 

http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx (accessed January 15, 2025). 
103  (994,786 / 20,243,721,856) * 100 = 0.005 percent  
104  (994,786 / 85,870,000,000) * 100 = 0.001 percent 
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electric power facilities that could cause a significant environmental impact. Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Natural Gas. The natural gas service provider for the project site is the Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCal Gas). SoCal Gas provides natural gas services to approximately 21.1 million consumers across 
24,000 square miles.105 According to the CEC, total natural gas consumption in the SoCal Gas service area 
in 2022 was approximately 5,027 million therms (MMBtu).106 Total natural gas consumption in the County 
in 2022 was approximately 573 MMBtu.107 Refer to Section 4.10, Energy, of this IS/MND for further 
discussion related to the project’s impacts with respect to existing and projected supplies of natural gas. 

Although the project site is a vacant disturbed lot, there are existing natural gas connections to the project 
site associated with past development. However, these connections would be rerouted or replaced to 
serve the reconfigured layout of the project site under the proposed project. As such, the proposed 
project would upgrade and relocate natural gas facilities within the site to serve the new facility’s needs. 
Natural gas would solely be used for cooking, including culinary training, within the proposed buildings. 
All heating and cooling equipment within the proposed facilities would be electric and would not utilize 
natural gas. As such, natural gas usage would be limited under the proposed project. 

CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.29 was used to calculate the approximate annual natural gas demand of the 
proposed project. Based on the CalEEMod outputs, the estimated potential natural gas demand 
associated with the operation of the proposed project is 968 thousand BTU  per year. This would represent 
approximately 0.17 percent of the total natural gas consumption in the County in 2022108 and 0.02 percent 
of the total natural gas consumption in the SCE service area in 2022.109 As such, the proposed project’s 
electricity demand would be insignificant in the context of the overall regional and service area and would 
not necessitate the construction of new large-scale natural gas infrastructure.  

Because the proposed project would limit natural gas usage to culinary purposes, the proposed project 
would not necessitate the construction of substantial new or expanded natural gas facilities that could 
cause a significant environmental impact. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Telecommunications. Cable, internet, and telephone services are provided to the City’s residents by major 
third-party purveyors. Cellular service available in the City is provided by all major cellular networks, 
including the project site. The project site is currently served by telecommunications services. It is 
reasonable to assume that training activities during operation of the proposed project, particularly the 
office administration, marketing, and IT programs, would rely upon telecommunications services, 
including cellular and Internet services.  

It should be noted that an existing cell tower, approximately 70 feet tall and disguised as a faux tree, is 
currently located toward the southern project site boundary. The communications company that owns 
the tower leases an approximately 750 sf concrete block enclosure and an approximately 100 sf area just 

 
105  Southern California Gas Company (SoCal Gas). n.d.-a. About Us. Website: https://www.socalgas.com/about-us (accessed 

January 15, 2025).  
106  California Electricity Commission (CEC). 2022c. Gas Consumption by Entity. Website: http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/ 

gasbyutil.aspx (accessed January 15, 2025). 
107  California Electricity Commission (CEC). 2022d. Gas Consumption by County. Website: http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/ 

gasbycounty.aspx (accessed January 15, 2025). 
108  (968,000 / 573,000,000) * 100 = 0.17 percent 
109  (968,000 / 5,027,000,000) * 100 = 0.02 percent 
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outside the enclosure. Under the existing agreement, the cell tower can be relocated under certain 
conditions. The cell tower would be demolished prior to construction of the proposed project and 
relocated to a new location to the west of the current location, yet still along the southern project site 
boundary. During project construction, the cell tower tenant would likely have a carrier on wheels on site 
to support the project site during demolition of existing cell tower and construction of the replacement 
cell tower. This demolition and construction process would occur independently of the proposed project, 
and the cell tower would not experience any service interruptions during construction of the proposed 
project. Further, once the proposed project is operational, the communications company would retain 
full access to the tower for maintenance or other purposes. As such, the increased demand associated 
with the development of the proposed project would not substantially increase demand for 
telecommunications services within the relevant telecommunication providers’ overall service region. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not necessitate the construction of new or expanded 
telecommunications facilities that could cause a significant environmental impact. Impacts would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Summary. As the proposed project would generally replace existing uses on-site, the supply and 
distribution network of utilities and service systems would generally remain unchanged, except for minor 
connections to existing infrastructure serving the site. The water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, 
natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications demands generated by the proposed project would not 
exceed existing supply or service capacities. Levels of service to users in the surrounding community would 
not be adversely affected. Effects related to utility improvements and connections proposed as part of 
the project would be less than significant with adherence to applicable regulations and standards, 
including landscape irrigation standards required under RCM UTL-1. No project-specific mitigation is 
required. 

Question 4.23 b): Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Response to Question 4.23 b):  

Less than Significant Impact. Water is supplied to the project site by the City’s Water Division via 
groundwater supplies from OCWD or imported or surface water via MWDOC.  

According to the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City’s projected water supply is able to meet projected water 
demands for the years 2025 through 2045 during normal years, single dry years, and multiple dry years. 
In 2020, the City’s actual water supply was 26,993 af.110 At the time of the preparation of the 2020 UWMP, 
the projected 2025 water supply is approximately 27,233 af. By 2045, total water supply is projected to 
reach approximately 28,077 af, marking an increase in supply between 2025 and 2045. Although projected 
water supplies increase incrementally, projected water demand also increases incrementally. In 2020, the 
actual water demand was 26,993 af. Total water demand in 2025 is projected to be approximately 27,233 
af annually. In 2045, total water demand is projected to reach approximately 28,077 af annually, with 
demand totals increasing between 2025 and 2045.111  

 
110  City of Orange. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Final, November 2021. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/

home/showpublisheddocument/1540/637873464981170000 (accessed January 15, 2025). 
111  City of Orange. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Final, November 2021. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/

home/showpublisheddocument/1540/637873464981170000 (accessed January 15, 2025). 
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As discussed in the Response to Question 4.23 b), the proposed project would generate a water demand 
of approximately 8,199,345 gallons annually, or approximately 0.10 percent of the total water demand 
estimate for 2025 contained in the 2020 UWMP. This demand would be considered negligible compared 
to overall water supply and demand within the region and the City. Furthermore, the proposed project’s 
design would incorporate low-flow water fixtures wherever possible in compliance with the CALGreen 
Code and would be compliant with the County’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance pursuant to RCM 
UTL-1.  

Based on the proposed project’s relatively minor contribution to regional and service area water demand 
and the various water conservation measures to be incorporated into the project’s design, water demand 
generated by the proposed project would be adequately served by the City’s Water Division’s current and 
projected water supplies during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Impacts related to water supplies 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.23 c): Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? 

Response to Question 4.23 c):  

Less than Significant Impact. As stated in Response to Question 4.23 a), wastewater generated at the 
project site is collected, treated, and disposed of by OCSD. The proposed project is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial increase in wastewater generation within the project site. Furthermore, other than 
the installation of new 4-inch sewer laterals to be extended as needed from the existing mainline sewer 
system, the proposed project would not require, nor would it result in, the construction or relocation of 
new or expanded wastewater treatment or collection facilities. It is anticipated that this existing mainline 
sewer system would be capable of conveying the flows generated by the proposed project.  

Wastewater generated at the project site would be conveyed to OCSD Reclamation Plant No. 1 in Fountain 
Valley. As previously discussed, Reclamation Plant No. 1 currently operates below capacity and would 
therefore have the ability to process wastewater generated by the proposed project without exceeding 
wastewater treatment requirements. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts related to wastewater 
generation are less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

Question 4.23 d): Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Response to Question 4.23 d):  

Less than Significant Impact.  

Construction. The proposed project would generate construction waste that would require disposal and 
processing using local solid waste service systems. OCWR operates a Construction & Demolition (C&D) 
Program, which requires certain construction projects to divert 65 percent of construction and demolition 
waste away from landfills.112 The proposed project would be subject to the C&D Program. 

 
112  OC Waste & Recycling (OCWR). n.d. Construction & Demolition (C&D) Program. Website: https://www.oclandfills.com/CD 

(accessed January 15, 2025). 
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OCWR provides a list of agency-approved haulers and diversion facilities113 available to transport and 
process materials waste from construction projects within the County. Pursuant to the C&D Program, 
construction waste from the proposed project would be hauled and processed by the approved 
companies to achieve the mandatory 65 percent diversion rate. In addition, as part of the C&D Program, 
the County shall prepare a Compliance Work Plan, and a Final Compliance Report to be submitted to 
OCWR upon completion of the proposed project’s construction. These documents would assist OCWR in 
confirming that the proposed project has satisfied the 65 percent construction waste diversion 
requirement. Upon satisfaction of this requirement, construction of the proposed project would not 
generate waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure. 
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Operation. Solid waste disposal needs from operations of the project site would be served by Waste 
Management (WM) of Orange County. WM provides solid waste, green waste, and recyclable materials 
hauling services to the County. Waste collected from the project site by WM is ultimately disposed of at 
one of the three landfills within the OCWR system. These include the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill in the 
City of Irvine, which accepts commercial waste only; the Olinda Alpha Landfill in the City of Brea, which 
accepts both public and commercial waste; and the Prima Deshecha Landfill in the City of San Juan 
Capistrano, which also accepts both public and commercial waste. All three landfills are categorized as 
Class III landfills and only accept non-hazardous municipal solid waste.114 In 2019, approximately 
3,013,489 tons of solid waste were disposed of between the County’s three landfills.115 

The Frank R. Bowerman Landfill is the closest OCWR landfill to the project site, located at 11002 Bee 
Canyon Access Road in the City of Irvine, approximately 11 miles from the project site. The Frank R. 
Bowerman Landfill is permitted to process a maximum of 11,500 tons per day (tpd), with an 8,500 tpd 
annual average. The landfill has enough projected capacity to serve residents and businesses until 
approximately 2053.116 The Frank R. Bowerman Landfill is dedicated solely to commercial waste, and 
though the proposed project does include a commercial component, this landfill may not accept all waste 
generated by the proposed project. As such, solid waste hauled from the project site could ultimately end 
up at the Olinda Alpha Landfill or the Prima Deshecha Landfill in addition to the Frank R. Bowerman 
Landfill. The Olinda Alpha Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 8,000 tpd, although the average 
disposal rate at this landfill is closer to 7,000 tpd. This facility is projected to operate sufficiently until the 
year 2035.117 The Prima Deshecha Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 4,000 tpd, though the site 
averages approximately 1,400 tpd. This facility is projected to operate through the year 2102.118 As such, 
both landfills that could potentially serve the waste disposal needs of the proposed project are currently 
accepting waste at below-capacity levels. The County adopted an updated Countywide Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (CIWMP) in 2021,119 which includes a Siting Element (SE). The SE demonstrates that 

 
113  OC Waste & Recycling (OCWR). 2024. C&D Debris Diversion Approved Facilities and Franchise Waste Haulers, September. 

Website: https://oclandfills.com/sites/ocwr/files/2024-10/Final%20C%26D%20Approved%20Facilities%20-%20revised% 
2009.2024.pdf (accessed January 15, 2025). 

114  County of Orange General Plan Public Services & Facilities Element. 2004. Website: https://ocds.ocpublicworks.com/
sites/ocpwocds/files/import/data/files/59953.pdf (accessed January 15, 2025). 

115 County of Orange Waste & Recycling (OCWR). 2021. Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. March. Website: 
https://oclandfills.com/sites/ocwr/files/2024-09/2021%20CIWMP%20Final.pdf (accessed January 15, 2025). 

116  County of Orange Waste & Recycling (OCWR). n.d. Frank R. Bowerman Landfill. Website: https://oclandfills.com/landfills/
frank-r-bowerman-landfill (accessed January 15, 2025). 

117  Ibid. 
118  Ibid. 
119 County of Orange Waste & Recycling (OCWR). 2021. Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. March. Website: 

https://oclandfills.com/sites/ocwr/files/2024-09/2021%20CIWMP%20Final.pdf (accessed January 15, 2025). 
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the County has at least 15 years of landfill capacity to dispose of non-diverted waste and also sets forth 
procedures for selecting potential new landfill locations. As such, the County is constantly evaluating its 
landfills with respect to current and future capacity, and this evaluation has not identified any potential 
capacity issues that could be exacerbated by the proposed project. 

According to the CalEEMod output for the proposed project, it is anticipated that the proposed project 
would generate 195.4 tons per year, or 0.54 tpd,120 of solid waste. This amounts to approximately 0.005 
percent121 of the maximum daily capacity of the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill, 0.007 percent122 of the 
maximum daily capacity of the Olinda Alpha Landfill, and 0.014 percent123 of the maximum daily capacity 
of the Prima Deshecha Landfill. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase solid 
waste generation within the project site beyond a volume that can be adequately processed by existing 
regional infrastructure. Based on the daily capacities and long-term operational projections of the landfills 
potentially serving the project site, solid waste generated during operations of the proposed project 
would represent a negligible contribution to the daily and long-term capacities of solid waste processed 
at these facilities. The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local or regional infrastructure. Therefore, the project would 
result in a less than significant impact with respect to solid waste and landfill facilities, and no mitigation 
would be required. 

Question 4.23 e): Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Response to Question 4.23 e):  

Less than Significant Impact. The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) changed 
the focus of solid waste management from landfill to diversion strategies (e.g., source reduction, recycling, 
and composting). The purpose of the diversion strategies is to reduce dependence on landfills for solid 
waste disposal. AB 939 established mandatory diversion goals of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 
2000.  

AB 341 (2011) amended the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 to include a provision 
declaring that it is the policy goal of the State that not less than 75 percent of solid waste generated be 
source-reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020 and annually thereafter. In addition, AB 341 
required the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) to develop 
strategies to achieve the State’s policy goal. CalRecycle has conducted multiple workshops and published 
documents that identify priority strategies to assist the State in reaching its goal. 

SB 1383 (2016) establishes methane emissions reduction targets in a statewide effort to reduce emissions 
of short-lived climate pollutants (SLCP) in various sectors of the State economy. SB 1383 establishes the 
following targets to reduce the 2014 statewide level of organic waste that is disposed of: divert and recycle 
at least 50 percent of all organic waste materials currently disposed at solid waste landfills by January 1, 
2020, and at least 75 percent by January 1, 2025. CalRecycle has the regulatory authority required to 
achieve the organic waste disposal reduction targets and establishes an additional target, which is that no 

 
120 195.4 tons per year / 365 days per year = 0.54 tpd 
121 (0.54 tpd / 11,500 tpd) * 100 = 0.005 percent 
122  (0.54 tpd / 8,000 tpd) * 100 = 0.007 percent 
123  (0.54 tpd / 4,000 tpd) * 100 = 0.014 percent 
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less than 20 percent of currently disposed edible food should be recovered for human consumption by 
2025. 

As discussed above in Response to Question 4.23 d), the County adopted the CIWMP in 2021. In addition 
to the SE, the CIWMP also contains a Summary Plan (SP). The SP discusses procedures for each jurisdiction 
within the County to comply with applicable AB 939 mandates. Further, the proposed project would be 
consistent with all applicable goals and policies related to waste management included in the City’s 
General Plan Infrastructure Element124 and the County’s General Plan Public Services & Facilities 
Element,125 both of which account for the applicable federal, state, and local waste regulations in effect 
at the time each document was prepared (2015 and 2005, respectively). The proposed project would 
include four standard solid waste bins per building, for a total of 12 solid waste bins, an easily accessible 
location within the project site. In addition, the proposed project would include four 96-gallon dedicated 
organics carts adjacent to the standard waste bins. The inclusion of these carts would allow for the 
diversion of organic waste from landfills consistent with SB 1383 as described above. As such, the waste 
generated by operations of the proposed project would not substantially alter diversion rates and would 
be diverted in accordance with relevant legislature before incorporation into the regional waste stream. 

The proposed project would comply with all applicable standards related to solid waste diversion, 
reduction, and recycling during project construction and operation. Therefore, the proposed project is 
anticipated to result in less than significant impacts related to potential conflicts with federal, State, and 
local management and reduction statutes and regulations pertaining to solid waste, and no mitigation 
would be required.  

  

 
124  City of Orange. 2015f. General Plan Infrastructure Element. December. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/home/ 

showpublisheddocument/204/637698172548000000 (accessed January 15, 2025). 
125  County of Orange. 2004. General Plan Public Services & Facilities Element. Website: https://ocds.ocpublicworks.com/

sites/ocpwocds/files/import/data/files/59953.pdf (accessed January 15, 2025). 
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4.24 Wildfire 

If located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and 
other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Question 4.24 a): Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

Response to Question 4.24 a):  

Less than Significant Impact. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has 
mapped areas of significant fire hazards in the State through its Fire and Resources Assessment Program 
(FRAP). CAL FIRE released a set of updated maps on March 24, 2025. These maps designate areas of 
California as different fire hazard severity zones (FHSZ), based on a hazard scoring system using subjective 
criteria for fuels, fire history, terrain influences, housing densities, and occurrence of severe fire weather 
where urban conflagration could result in catastrophic losses. As part of this mapping system, CAL FIRE is 
responsible for wildland fire protection for land areas that are generally unincorporated and they are 
classified as State Responsibility Areas (SRAs). In areas where local fire protection agencies (e.g., Orange 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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County Fire Authority [OCFA]) are responsible for wildfire protection, the lands are classified as Local 
Responsibility Areas (LRAs). CAL FIRE currently identifies all of the City as an LRA.  

In addition to establishing local or State responsibility for wildfire protection in a specific area, CAL FIRE 
categorizes areas into Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ), including Moderate, High, and Very High 
classifications. According to the CAL FIRE Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zones map for the 
City, the majority of the CIty is not designated as a FHSZ.126 However, the eastern portion of the City 
contains FHSZ, with the severity level generally increasing from Moderate to High to Very High from west 
to east. As indicated by a tool developed by CAL FIRE to compare the updated 2025 maps to the older 
maps that were previously in place, the size of the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) within 
the City has increased based on current designations by the State Fire Marshal.127 According to a map of 
the County, the City’s northeastern edge is adjacent to a portion of the City of Anaheim designated as 
VHFHSZ in a SRA, while the eastern and southeastern edges is adjacent to a portion of unincorporated 
County land designated as VHFHSZ in a LRA. 

The project site is approximately 5 miles west of the nearest FHSZs. The project site is located within an 
urbanized area where wildfire is not considered a likely risk to people or structures. In the event of a fire 
emergency, Orange City Fire Department Station #6 is located approximately 0.3 mile north of the project 
site at 345 The City Drive South, meaning the fire response time to the project site would likely be 
substantially shorter than average Orange City Fire Department response times.  

Primary access to the project site would be provided by The City Drive South, which runs in a north-south 
orientation and is classified as a Principal Arterial roadway in the City’s General Plan Circulation and 
Mobility Element, meaning it is an eight-lane divided roadway.128 The project site is bound to the north 
by the existing Theo Lacy Facility, to the east by a vehicle storage lot and the Santa Ana River, to the west 
by The City Drive South, and to the south by SR-22. 

SR-22 is an east-west freeway that crosses through the southern portion of the City. Five SR-22 
interchanges are located in the City, including one at The City Drive South, approximately 800 feet west 
of the project site. Fire access to the project site would be provided either by two driveways along The 
City Drive South. According to Figure PS-4, Generalized Evacuation Corridors, of the City’s Public Safety 
Element,129 The City Drive South is designated as an evacuation corridor within the City. However, as 
noted by the City’s Emergency Operations Plan, evacuation routes for emergency situations are 
contingent upon the scale and location of the emergency and would change depending on the direction 
of evacuation required by the situation. 

Furthermore, the project proposes improvements to The City Drive South, including modifications to the 
signal, lane geometry, and storage capacities at The City Drive South/West Metropolitan Drive. The 
existing median on The City Drive South would be modified to provide for a left-turn lane, and an existing 
monument sign would be relocated further north in the median. Restriping along The City Drive South 

 
126  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2025. Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zones, 

City of Orange – Orange County. March 24. 
127 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2025. Compare Old (2007-2011) With New (2025) 

Recommended FHSZ in LRA. Website: https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-
mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones (accessed April 2, 2025). 

128  City of Orange. 2015e. City of Orange General Plan Circulation and Mobility Element. December. Website: 
https://www.cityoforange.org/home/showpublisheddocument/192/637698172525970000 (accessed October 17, 2024). 

129  City of Orange. 2015a. City of Orange General Plan Public Safety Element. Website: https://www.cityoforange.org/
home/showpublisheddocument/214/637698172567530000 (accessed October 17, 2024). 
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and West Metropolitan Drive is proposed to provide for a left-turn lane on The City Drive South and 
convert an existing left-turn lane on West Metropolitan Drive into a through lane. All equipment 
associated with construction of the proposed project would be staged within the project site itself and 
would not interfere with operations of The City Drive South under normal or emergency circumstances.  

The proposed project does not include any characteristics (e.g., permanent road closures or long-term 
blocking of road access) that would physically impair or otherwise conflict with an emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

As discussed in Section 4.21, Transportation, of this IS/MND, the proposed project would not result in a 
substantial delay in vehicular circulation along The City Drive South. Therefore, operations of the proposed 
project would not introduce congestion along a designated evacuation route and would not interfere with 
an established emergency plan. 

The OCFD is the fire agency with reviewing authority over the proposed project, as delegated by the State 
Fire Marshal, for the fire safety design of the proposed structures and access roads. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be reviewed and approved by the OCFD as part of the design review process to 
ensure compliance with all applicable codes and ordinances for emergency vehicle access. Therefore, 
because the project site is not identified by CAL FIRE as facing wildfire risks and the OCFD would review 
site access plans for the proposed project, impacts of the proposed project to emergency response and 
evacuation plans would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Question 4.24 b): Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

Response to Question 4.24 b):  

No Impact. As stated in the Response to Question 4.24 a) above, the project site is not within a VHFHSZ 
or SRA as designated by CAL FIRE. The project site is located in an urbanized portion of the City and is 
surrounded by existing development. Therefore, the project site faces little to no wildfire risk. As discussed 
in Section 4.11, Geology and Soils, of this IS/MND, the project site is relatively flat and slopes gently from 
0.5 percent to 3.0 percent to the southwest. The proposed project would not introduce any new features 
to the project site that would exacerbate wildfire risk. Accordingly, the proposed project would have no 
impact related to pollutants from wildfire or spread of wildfire, and no mitigation is required. 

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

Response to Question 4.24 c):  

No Impact. As previously discussed, the project site is located within an urbanized area of Orange and is 
not located in a VHFHSZ or SRA as designated by CAL FIRE. Therefore, the project site faces minimal 
wildfire risks. 

The project site is currently a vacant disturbed lot; however, underground utilities remain from previous 
development. Therefore, although the proposed project would include the establishment of new utility 
connections to serve the proposed structures, the proposed project would not result in any large-scale 
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infrastructure installation or maintenance that would place the project site at greater risk of wildfire. The 
proposed project would have no impacts associated with exacerbated wildfire risks, and no mitigation is 
required.  

Question 4.24 d): Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Response to Question 4.24 d):  

No Impact. As previously discussed, the project site is located within an urbanized area of Orange and is 
not located in a VHFHSZ or an SRA as designated by CAL FIRE. Therefore, the project site faces little to no 
wildfire risk, and post-fire conditions are not a concern for the project site. The proposed project does not 
propose any land use changes within the project site that would include any features that would increase 
the exposure of people or structures to post-fire risks. Accordingly, the proposed project would have no 
impact related to post-fire risk conditions, and no mitigation is required.
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4.25 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Does the project have the potential 
to substantially degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that 
are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    

 

Question 4.25 a): Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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Response to Question 4.25 a):  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the discussion in Section 4.8, Biological 
Resources, the proposed project is anticipated to result in less than significant impacts related to habitat, 
wildlife species, and/or plant and animal communities due to the disturbed nature of the project site. As 
such, with adherence to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCM) BIO-1 through BIO-3, the proposed 
project would not threaten or eliminate a plant or animal community, nor would it substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  

As discussed in Section 4.9, Cultural Resources, Response to Question 4.9 a), the project site does not 
contain any buildings or structures that meet any of the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) criteria or qualify as “historical resources” as defined by CEQA. Further, the project 
site is not designated as a historical/archaeological landmark by the City of Orange or the County of 
Orange. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource. 

As discussed in Section 4.9, Cultural Resources, there are no recorded cultural resources within the project 
site. Mitigation Measure (MM) CUL-1 establishes procedures in the event of the discovery of an unknown 
cultural resource. With implementation of MM CUL-1, impacts to unknown cultural resources would be 
less than significant. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.11, Geology and Soils, MM GEO-2 has been 
incorporated to address the discovery of paleontological resources should they be unearthed during 
construction. With the application of MM GEO-2 potential impacts to previously undiscovered 
paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

As discussed in Section 4.22, Tribal Cultural Resources, the County sent letters to local Native American 
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project and 
have previously requested to be notified of future projects proposed by the County, pursuant to Assembly 
Bill (AB) 52. The County did not receive any communication from three of the four tribes that requested 
notification regarding the proposed project. Standard condition measure(s) have been preemptively 
incorporated into the proposed project that are anticipated to adequately address the concerns of the 
responding Tribe, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, regarding the proposed project. 
As such, Standard Condition (SC) TCR-1 and Regulatory Compliance Measure (RCM) CUL-1 are applicable 
to the proposed project and would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than 
significant level. 

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project does not have the potential to substantially degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Impacts would 
be less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures identified above. 

Question 4.25 b): Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 
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