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

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

(a) The Draft [Supplemental] Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) or a revision of  the 
Draft; 

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

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

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

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

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (DSEIR) for the Tustin Legacy Specific Plan Amendment during the public review period, which 
began March 17, 2017, and closed May 1, 2017. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA 
and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and 
the circulated DSEIR comprise the FSEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

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

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

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DSEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number (A-1 through A-10 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations; no letters were received from residents). Individual comments have been numbered for each 
letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DSEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DSEIR for public review.  

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

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

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

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

This section provides all written responses received on the DSEIR and the City’s responses to each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 
sections of  the DSEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the 
DSEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

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

 
Number 

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

A1 Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County May 1, 2017 2-3 

A2 California Department of Transportation District 12  May 1, 2017 2-7 

A3 City of Irvine April 19, 2017 2-13 

A4 Irvine Ranch Water District May 1, 2017 2-21 

A5 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California April 18, 2017 2-25 

A6 Orange County Fire Authority April 3, 2017 2-29 

A7 OC Public Works April 27, 2017 2-33 

A8 Orange County Transportation Authority May 1, 2017 2-39 

A9 South Orange County Community College District May 1, 2017 2-43 

A10 Southern California Gas Company April 4, 2017 2-47 

Note:  Comment letter attachments are provided in the Appendices of this FSEIR. A comment letter from the State Office of Planning and 
 Research (OPR) is provided as Appendix C, of this FSEIR; the letter attaches a letter from Caltrans which was responded to in 
 Responses to Comments A2. 
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LETTER A1 – Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County (ALUC) (2 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County, dated May 
1, 2017. 

A1-1 The comment is introductory, including a description of  the project. The comment does 
not address the adequacy of  the DSEIR and no response is needed. 

A1-2 The comment addresses Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 77 imaginary surfaces overlying the project site, and requests that a 
requirement be added to the Specific Plan and to the DSEIR that buildings and 
structures onsite shall not penetrate such imaginary surfaces. DSEIR Section 5.3, Land 
Use and Planning, Page 5.3-14, is hereby revised as follows: added text is shown 
underlined and deleted text in strikeout. 

However, the Specific Plan area is within the AELUP-designated notification area and is 
subject to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notification and height restrictions 
pursuant to Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 (FAR Part 77). As under the Approved 
Specific Plan, structures that exceed height restrictions outlined in the AELUP would 
require an obstruction evaluation by FAA and the airport land use commission to 
determine whether hazards to airport operations would result. As determined in the 
Initial Study for this DSEIR, height restrictions applicable to the Specific Plan area have 
not changed. Buildings and structures in the Specific Plan area shall not penetrate FAR 
Part 77 imaginary surfaces. Therefore, impacts related to the Modified Project’s AELUP 
consistency remain less than significant. 

A1-3 The comment asks whether the project would permit development of  heliports; states 
that any such proposal must be submitted to the ALUC for review and must comply 
with several regulations. The project would permit development of  heliport or helipad, 
as noted on Specific Plan Page 3-34.1 Any proposal for development of  a heliport or 
helipad would be submitted by the City to the ALUC for review. The City acknowledges 
that any heliport must comply with State permitting procedure and with all conditions 
of  approval set forth by the FAA, the ALUC, and Caltrans. The comment does not 
assert an inadequacy of  the DSEIR and no EIR revision is needed. 

                                                      
1 A heliport is an airport for helicopter use, with appurtenant buildings and facilities. A helipad is a helicopter landing and/or parking 
area on an airport.  
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LETTER A2 – California Department of  Transportation District 12 (2 pages)  
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A2. Response to Comments California Department of Transportation District 12, dated May 1, 
2017. 

A2-1 The comment is introductory, including a description of  the project. The comment does 
not address the adequacy of  the DSEIR and no response is needed. Please note the 
reference to the 261 is SR-261 and reference to the 605 is not relevant since it is not near 
the project. 

A2-2 The commenter questions the traffic impacts to the ramps to and from the Interstate 5 
(I-5) freeway at two streets. Specifically, the commenter questions whether development 
of  6,813 residential units and 239,797 average daily trips could only result in one vehicle 
existing the SB 1-5 during peak hours at the Tustin Ranch Road SB off-ramp. This 
DSEIR is a “Supplemental” EIR. As required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15162 and 15163, the DSEIR focuses on Modified Project impacts determined to be 
potentially significant as compared to the previously adopted MCAS Tustin Specific Plan 
(Adopted Specific Plan), which was analyzed by the FEIS/EIR. For a further 
explanation of  the approach and type of  EIR, please refer to DSEIR Sections 1.1, 
Introduction, 1.2.2, Type and Purpose of  this SEIR, 2.1, Purpose of  the Environmental Impact 
Report, 2.3.3, Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts, and 3.3, Project Background.  

The project trip distribution of  12 percent on Tustin Ranch Road south of  Walnut 
Avenue as derived from the traffic model represents the distribution of  the entirety of  
the trips to and from the Project area and does not translate into project trips being 
added to the baseline/no-project (i.e., Adopted Specific Plan) results. The traffic model 
takes into account the proposed Project land use changes which affect the traffic 
patterns, both project-related and non-project related, on the roadway system. Also both 
uses have opposite distribution patterns. For example, due to employment, residential 
trips are mostly outbound in the morning whereas non-residential trips are inbound. 
The change in traffic patterns due to the land use differences between the Adopted and 
Proposed Specific Plan is the main reason that the reduction of  non-residential and 
increase in residential uses show only incremental volume changes. 

Also note that the ITAM model run assignments reflect how a roadway that is at or 
approaching capacity and becoming more congested, will result in trips distributing to 
other lower volume roadways in the network. Because of  this, not all roadways in the 
study area would show similar increases due to the Project. 

A2-3 As detailed starting on Page A-107 of  the Initial Study (Appendix A of  the DSEIR), the 
Modified Project would not result in changes that would conflict with policies, plans or 
programs related to transit. The following transit bus services pass through or alongside 
the project site:  
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Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA; “OCBus”) Routes: 

 59: north-south from City of  Anaheim to City of  Irvine; operates on Barranca 
Parkway and Red Hill Avenue next to project site.  

 70: east-west from City of  Tustin to the Community of  Sunset Beach; operates on 
Edinger Avenue in and next to the project site.  

 71: north-south from City of  Yorba Linda to City of  Newport Beach; operates on 
Red Hill Avenue next to the project site. 

 72: east-west from City of  Tustin to the Community of  Sunset Beach; operates on 
Warner Avenue, Barranca Parkway, Tustin Ranch Road, and Red Hill Avenue in and 
next to the project site. 

 90: northwest-southeast from City of  Tustin to City of  Dana Point; operates on 
Edinger Avenue in the project site. 

 472: north-south from City of  Tustin to City of  Newport Beach; operates on 
Edinger Avenue and Red Hill Avenue next to the project site. 

 473: north-south from City of  Tustin to City of  Irvine; operates on Edinger Avenue 
and Harvard Avenue in and next to the project site.2 

Irvine iShuttle Route:  

 401B: north-south from City of  Tustin to City of  Irvine; operates on Edinger 
Avenue and Jamboree Road in the project site.3 

A2-4 Please refer to Response to Comment A2-3. The need for future transit is largely based 
on factors that are determined by OCTA. Any increase in usage to the Tustin train 
station or demand for transit not realized by OCTA will be a local effort or 
collaboration with neighboring agencies depending on the need. 

A2-5 The comment recommends provision of  additional bicycle support facilities including 
bike storage and bike signals. As part of  the City’s General Plan, the City has a Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan that guides future development to include all users by providing 
bike lanes and bike detection wherever feasible. The City also conditions large employers 
to encourage non-vehicular modes of  transportation by participating in Transportation 

                                                      
2 All routes from Orange County Transportation Authority, “OCBus System Map,” February 12, 2017, 
http://www.octa.net/ebusbook/RoutePdf/SystemMap.pdf. 
3 Orange County Transportation Authority, “iShuttle Route 400A & 401B,” February 12, 2017, 
http://www.octa.net/ebusbook/RoutePDF/Route_A_Timetable.pdf. 
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Demand Management (TDM) measures that include providing on-site amenities such as 
bike storage, locker facilities, and showers (City of  Tustin Municipal Code Article 9, 
Chapter 9, Transportation Demand Management). Future development within the 
Specific Plan would be required to comply with the City’s TDM measures. 
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LETTER A3– City of  Irvine (3 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from City of Irvine, dated April 19, 2017. 

A3-1 The comment is introductory, including the trip rates used for the Adopted Project and 
the Modified Project, and part of  the traffic analysis conducted for the Modified Project. 
Please note that the Nonresidential Land Use Trip Budget tracking system is separate 
from the average daily trips used to analyze traffic impacts in the DSEIR. As described 
in Section 3.4.1.3, Nonresidential Land Use/Trip Budget, the tracking system was developed 
as a mechanism for managing the forecast vehicular trips generated by the nonresidential 
land use mix in the Specific Plan area. In order to manage the availability of  roadway 
capacity for the remaining, undeveloped land, the trip budget tracking system would 
continue to be monitored with the Modified Project. Although all land uses are 
accounted for in the total average daily trips (ADT) for the Modified Project, the trip 
budget applies only to nonresidential uses. The tracking system establishes a maximum 
limit on the ADT from nonresidential uses for each neighborhood. That limit is 
identified in the trip budget, which summarizes the square footage of  nonresidential 
uses in each neighborhood by planning area and the corresponding ADT. 
Implementation and administration of  the trip budget is provided in Section 4.1.5, 
“Non-residential Land Use/Trip Budget,” of  the Specific Plan. Note that the 
commenter is correct that the City uses the most recent ITE trip generation rate to 
determine vehicle trips. 

 As demonstrated on Table 5.7-4 of  the DSEIR, the trip generation used to analyze 
traffic impacts associated with the Modified Project as compared to the Adopted 
Specific Plan incorporates all land uses and would result in an overall net increase of  
12,322 average daily trips. 

A3-2 The traffic analysis included an extension of  Bell Avenue from Red Hill Avenue to 
Armstrong Avenue as a secondary arterial which is now referred to as Victory Road. As 
mentioned in the IS/NOP if  needed, direct connection of  this road between Armstrong 
Avenue and Tustin Ranch Road would be analyzed, but it was deemed not necessary. 
Also mentioned in the IS/NOP is Carnegie Avenue, as a discontinuous roadway, which 
in the analysis serves as a local collector roadway intersecting with Red Hill Avenue and 
Barranca Parkway. 

A3-3 Peter Anderson was contacted and the traffic modeling files utilized for the traffic 
analysis were forwarded by Stantec to his attention. 

A3-4 The internal trip capture percentage was based on the results of  the ITAM Year 2035 
Cumulative Conditions With Tustin Legacy Specific Plan Amendment using a special 
traffic modeling procedure referred to as a select-zone run in which project trips are 
isolated. In the select zone run using the traffic model, only the vehicular trips generated 
from the project zones are distributed onto the circulation system. Trips not distributed 
onto the circulation system are considered the project internal trip capture which are 
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trips that begin and end within the project site. The select-zone run showed that 10 
percent of  the project trips remain internal to the Specific Plan area. 

A3-5 The 2035 No Project and 2035 With Project ADT are based on separate ITAM Year 
2035 Cumulative Conditions model run assignments. The trip distribution for the 
Project was developed based on the results of  the ITAM Year 2035 Cumulative select 
zone run under the With Project conditions. The trip distribution shown in Figure 2-3 
of  the Traffic Study represents the distribution of  the entirety of  the trips to and from 
the Project site, which differs from the incremental increases due to the Project as seen 
by a comparison of  Figures 5-1 and 5-2. The ITAM model run assignments reflect how 
a roadway that is at or approaching capacity and becoming more congested, will result in 
trips distributing to other lower volume roadways in the network. Because of  this, not all 
roadways in the study area would show similar increases due to the Project. 

A3-6 The analysis of  the arterial road system is based on intersection capacity since this is the 
defining capacity limitation on an arterial highway system. There can be exceptions in 
cases where certain facilities have long distances between signalized intersections, 
however, that is not the case for this study area. Therefore, peak hour intersection 
performance is the most representative measure for evaluating the study area arterial 
road system. Furthermore, the Irvine Link Analysis defers to peak hour data and the 
results of  the impact analysis show that there are no project impacts at the Irvine 
intersections on a peak hour basis. As a result, the traffic study has not been revised to 
incorporate a roadway link analysis for roadways in the City of  Irvine. 

A3-7 The commenter requests a phasing schedule and interim year scenario for the Modified 
Project in order to update ITAM. As stated in DSEIR Section 3.4.1.8, Phasing, Modified 
Project buildout is expected by 2035. The timing of  specific developments under the 
Modified Project depends on market demand for planned land uses, the timing of  
environmental cleanup work, and is currently unknown. Therefore, no DSEIR revision 
is required. However, assumptions on future approved project that should be included in 
the ITAM interim year modeling conditions were forwarded to Peter Anderson. These 
assumptions are as follows: 

 TAZ 619 900 Students Heritage Elementary School (Buildout Enrollment) 

 TAZ 620 32,500 SF Learning Center/Institutional (ATEP Phase 1) 

 TAZ 624 892 Students High School (1/2 of  buildout) 

 TAZ 643 390,000 SF Office (The Flight Phase 1 Development) 

 Victory Road (formerly Bell Avenue extension) between Red Hill Avenue and 
Armstrong Avenue as four-lane secondary arterial. 
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 Moffett Drive from Park Avenue to the current terminus just west of  Meridian 
Way/Sonora Street as a two-lane local roadway. 

 Park Avenue northerly extension to Moffett Drive as a four-lane secondary arterial. 

 Access to TUSD (i.e., TAZ 624 centroids) on the southwest corner of  Tustin Ranch 
Road/Valencia Avenue. 

A3-8 Refer to Response to Comment A3-1. The purpose of  the trip budget is largely an 
administrative process for tracking non-residential trips. However, the analysis includes 
all proposed land uses, both residential and non-residential, to determine traffic impacts. 
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LETTER A4 – Irvine Ranch Water District (2 pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from Irvine Ranch Water District, dated May 1, 2017. 

A4-1 The comment includes a notification that as developments under the Specific Plan are 
proposed, developers will be required to consult with IRWD for possible updates to the 
March 2017 Tustin Legacy Sub-Area Master Plan (SAMP) Amendment. The City 
concurs that notification will be forwarded to developers as needed.  

A4-2 The commenter asks about a source cited as IRWD 2016 on DSEIR Page 5.8-13. The 
source is IRWD’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan issued in 2016, as stated on Page 
5.8-27. 

A4-3 The comment asserts that some of  the statements on pages 5.8-13 through 5.8-17 are 
incorrect. The commenter states that Page 5.8-14 under the Groundwater section, has 
no mention of  IRWD’s Dyer Road Wellfield from which most of  the District’s local 
groundwater supply is supplied. However, the sources of  IRWD groundwater are 
accurately identified in the DSEIR as the Main Orange County Groundwater Basin, 
Irvine Subbasin, and Lake Forest Subbasin. IRWD wells and wellfields are not identified 
in detail in the DSEIR, and such identification is not needed for understanding water 
sources. No DSEIR revision is required.  

 The commenter also states that the DSEIR implies that groundwater from the former 
Marine Corps Air Station-El Toro, which is contaminated with volatile organic 
compounds, is used for recycled water. Pursuant to the commenter’s request, DSEIR 
Section 5.8, Utilities and Service Systems, Page 5.8-14, is hereby revised as follows; added 
text is shown underlined and deleted text in strikeout.  

IRWD operates two treatment plants that clean up contaminated 
groundwater and have combined capacity of  about 3.7 mgd; the treated 
water is used as recycled water part of  IRWD’s non-potable supply 
(IRWD 2015). 

Pursuant to the commenter’s request, DSEIR Section 5.8, Utilities and Service Systems, 
Page 5.8-15, is revised as follows; added text is shown underlined and deleted text in 
strikeout.  

Nonpotable water sources include recycled water, raw imported water, 
groundwater treated at the Irvine Desalter, and surface water from 
Irvine Lake. and groundwater treated at the Shallow Groundwater Unit 
Treatment Plant and the Principal Aquifer Treatment Plant. 
 

Pursuant to the commenter’s request, DSEIR Section 5.8, Utilities and Service Systems, 
Page 5.8-15, is revised as follows; added text is shown underlined and deleted text in 
strikeout. 
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IRWD obtains raw imported water from the Municipal Water District 
of  Orange County. Some of  the groundwater treated at the Irvine 
Desalter Shallow Groundwater Unit Plant is used for irrigation. 

A4-4 The comment asserts that some of  the information in pages 5.8-13 through 5.8-17 is 
not consistent with information provided in the Tustin Legacy Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) approved by the IRWD Board of  Directors on July 13, 2015.  In response to this 
comment letter, IRWD was contacted to determine the specific inconsistencies 
referenced. 

Pursuant to the commenter’s request, DSEIR Section 5.8, Utilities and Service 
Systems, Page 5.8-14, is revised as follows; added text is shown underlined and 
deleted text in strikeout. 

Groundwater 

Over half  of  IRWD’s water is groundwater from the Main Orange 
County Groundwater Basin (Basin), the Irvine Subbasin, and the Lake 
Forest Subbasin. The Basin and the Irvine Subbasin are managed by 
the Orange County Water District. The primary groundwater source is 
the Dyer Road Wellfield in the Basin. Groundwater from the Irvine 
Subbasin is generally higher in total dissolved solids, color, and nitrates 
than groundwater from the Basin. IRWD operates the Irvine Desalter, 
which treats some of  the groundwater from the Irvine Subbasin for 
potable use; has 5 mgd capacity; and produces about 4.6 mgd treated 
water. Some groundwater from near the former Marine Corps Air 
Station El Toro is contaminated with volatile organic compounds. 
IRWD operates two treatment plants that clean up contaminated 
groundwater and have combined capacity of  about 3.7 mgd; the treated 
water is used as recycled water (IRWD 2015). 

Pursuant to the commenter’s request, DSEIR Section 5.8, Utilities and Service 
Systems, Page 5.8-14, is revised as follows; added text is shown underlined and 
deleted text in strikeout. 

IRWD has drilled seven groundwater wells in the west Irvine, Tustin 
Legacy, and Tustin Ranch portions of  the Basin, and; four of  the wells 
previously produced groundwater but none of  the wells are currently 
used as production wells. IRWD has acquired a site for another well 
and treatment facility in addition to the seven aforementioned wells. 
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LETTER A5 – Metropolitan Water District of  Southern California (2 pages; see Appendix A) 
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A5. Response to Comments from Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), 
dated April 18, 2017. 

A5-1 The comment is introductory, including descriptions of  the project and of  the MWD. 
The comment does not address the adequacy of  the EIR and no response is needed. 
The commenter also provides attachments including a map and MWD’s guidelines that 
have been incorporated into Appendix A of  this FSEIR. 

A5-2 The comment states the project could impact MWD’s East Orange County Feeder No. 
2, a 79-inch diameter pipeline extending in rights-of-way of  Red Hill Avenue and 
Barranca Parkway; and that any plans for projects near MWD’s pipelines or facilities 
must be submitted to MWD’s Substructures Team for review and approval. Please note 
that the following statement has been added to the Specific Plan: 

 “Projects proposed within the Tustin Legacy Specific Plan shall be consistent 
with the ‘Guidelines for Developments in the Area of  Facilities, Fee Properties, 
and/or Easements of  the Metropolitan Water District of  Southern California.’ 
All submitted designs and/or plans shall clearly identify MWD facilities and 
rights-of-way.” 

Additionally, persons or entities conducting excavations must request underground 
service alerts at least two days before the beginning of  excavation pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 4216. Compliance with such Section would prevent 
excavation damage to the pipeline.  

A5-3 The comment notes that MWD has issued a 2015 Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), 
superseding 2004 and 2007 IRPs discussed in DSEIR Section 5.8, Utilities and Service 
Systems. Please note that the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Modified Project 
was adopted by the Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) on July 13, 2015. At that time, 
the 2015 IRP was not yet approved and the WSA relied upon the 2004, 2007, and 2010 
IRPs to guarantee water supplies to the project. Furthermore, IRWD’s approach to 
determining available water supply was conservative because it evaluated the percentage 
reduction of  MWD’ State Water Project (SWP) water supplies documented in the 2007 
IRP of  22 percent (or 16 percent of  overall water supplies) through 20 years. Total 
average MWD deliveries documented in the WSA were 1,968,000 acre-feet per year for a 
20 year period (see Page 5.8-16 and 5.8-17 of  the DSEIR).4 The 2015 IRP reports an 
average supply reliability target for SWP and Colorado River of  2,034,833 acre-feet for a 
25 year; 1,134,833 acre-feet from SWP and 900,000 acre-feet from the Colorado River 
(see Table 6-1 of  the 2015 IRP). The WSA relied on supplies less than those reported 
under the 2015. The WSA  meets the requirements of  CEQA Guidelines Section 15155, 
and no new impacts would occur. 

                                                      
4  Total average MWD deliveries were calculated by using the average SWP deliveries, applying a 22 percent reduction of SWP 
deliveries, and adding Colorado base average supplies (1,682,000 -370,000+656,000=1,968,000 AF) 
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LETTER A6 – Orange County Fire Authority (1 page) 
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A6. Response to Comments from Orange County Fire Authority, dated April 3, 2017. 

A6-1 The comment states that OCFA has no comments on the DSEIR. No response is 
needed. 
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LETTER A7 – OC Public Works (2 pages) 
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A7. Response to Comments from OC Public Works, dated April 27, 2017. 

A7-1 The comment is introductory in nature and does not address the adequacy of  the EIR; 
no response is needed. 

A7-2 The comment identifies two OC Public Works channels the project site is tributary to – 
Peters Canyon and Barranca – and states that both have deficient segments. Project site 
drainage, including the two identified channels, was described in the Initial Study on 
Page A-76 (Appendix A of  the DSEIR).  

As stated, major storm drainage channels and storm drains in and surrounding the site 
include Peters Canyon Channel extending through the eastern part of  the project area; 
Barranca Channel along the southern site boundary; the Santa Ana-Santa Fe Channel 
just north of  the north site boundary; and the Barranca Storm Drain in Red Hill Avenue 
along the west site boundary. Storm drains in the part of  the project area east of  Peters 
Canyon Channel drain to Peters Canyon Channel. The main storm drain systems onsite 
are in the western part of  the site and drain to the Barranca Channel. 

Buildout of  the Specific Plan Amendment would include development of  a new 
drainage system for the site and would require improvements to Peters Canyon Channel, 
Barranca Channel along the south site boundary, and to the Santa Ana-Santa Fe Channel 
along the north site boundary. 

Projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan Amendment would comply with 
requirements of  the municipal stormwater permit (MS4 Permit, Order No. R8-2009-
0030) issued by the Santa Ana RWQCB, and the drainage area management plan issued 
by OC Public Works. Compliance with requirements of  the aforementioned permit and 
plan, including LID requirements described above in Section 5.9.2.b, would limit rates 
and volumes of  runoff  from the site. No new significant impacts associated with 
implementation of  the Modified Project would occur. 

Furthermore, the cities of  Tustin and Irvine and the Orange County Flood Control 
District entered into an agreement (D02-119) establishing that the City of  Tustin would 
be responsible for building infrastructure to support development of  Tustin Legacy, 
including improvements to Peters Canyon Channel to accommodate 100-year storm 
flows. The Peters Canyon Channel (Channel) improvement project from north of  
Edinger Avenue to the City limits north of  Warner Avenue consists of  widening of  the 
channel on the eastern side and construction of  a concrete channel lining. The project 
will also provide improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle trail on the east side of  the 
channel.  

A7-3 The comment states that Modified Project development could increase runoff  impacts, 
including impacts to OCFCD (Orange County Flood Control District) facilities. As 
stated starting on Page A-76 of  the DSEIR (Appendix A), Specific Plan Amendment 
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implementation would involve construction of  a network of  new storm drains and 
would require improvements to three existing drainage channels. New LID requirements 
for infiltration, evapotranspiration, and/or runoff  detention have been introduced since 
certification of  the FEIS/EIR. Thus, runoff  rates and/or volumes from the site after 
buildout of  the Specific Plan Amendment are expected to be less than would have 
resulted from buildout of  the Adopted Specific Plan. No new significant impact would 
occur. 

As part of  the 2004 Master Runoff  Management Plan for Tustin Legacy, described 
above, peak flow discharges and storm drain sizes were determined for each Planning 
Area based on their full buildout condition (commercial, residential, etc.). Prior to 
approval of  individual projects within Tustin Legacy, the project must demonstrate that 
the proposed project peak flows are equal to or less than the ultimate condition peak 
flows in the master plan. For projects that will only occupy a portion of  a Planning 
Area, the runoff  management plan includes subareas with detailed hydrology 
calculations and peak flow limits to ensure the full buildout of  the Planning Area will 
remain within the total allowable discharge. This analysis is reviewed and approved by 
the City of  Tustin.  

As part of  the Tustin Legacy Specific Plan, several of  the Planning Areas are subject to 
land use changes. These changes include an overall increase in 2,212 residential units and 
an overall decrease in 1,755,306 square feet of  commercial spread out over 
approximately 8 of  the Planning Areas. The remaining Planning Areas will remain 
unchanged. The net increase in residential units will increase the net acreage of  
residential development, and the net acreage of  commercial development will decrease. 
Commercial development is modeled at 90 percent impervious cover, and residential 
development is modeled at 80 percent (assuming high density) in accordance with OC 
Hydrology Manual parameters. Due to the conversion of  commercial development to 
residential development, there will be a net overall decrease in impervious conditions in 
the Planning Areas subject to land use changes. The net decrease in impervious surfaces 
will result in a net decrease in peak flow runoff  conditions. In addition, all projects built 
within Tustin Legacy will still be required to demonstrate that the project peak flow 
runoff  is equal to or less than the assumed peak flow conditions associated with the 
2004 Runoff  Management Plan for Tustin Legacy. Therefore, there are no anticipated 
impacts related to hydrology based on the decrease in impervious conditions, the 
decrease in peak flows, and the requirement to confirm all project flows are within the 
established peak flow rates for the ultimate development condition. 

A7-4 As stated starting on Page A-78 of  the DSEIR (Appendix A), Peters Canyon Channel is 
mapped as a 100-year flood zone (Zone A) by FEMA. Much of  the eastern half  of  the 
portion of  the site in the City of  Tustin is mapped as a 500-year flood zone (Shaded 
Zone X) by FEMA (FEMA 2009). Specific Plan Amendment buildout would not place 
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housing or structures in a 100-year flood zone, and no new substantial impact would 
occur. Refer also to Response to Comment A7-2. 

A7-5 The comment states that developments should comply with existing agreements 
between OCFCD and the City. The City concurs that developments would comply with 
all such agreements in effect when the developments are proposed. Also see Response 
to Comment A7-2. No DSEIR revision is required. 

A7-6 The comment states that work within OCFCD’s rights-of-way would require County 
permits and should not adversely affect OCFCD facilities. Projects developed under the 
Modified Project would comply with such conditions. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of  the DSEIR and no revision is required. 
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LETTER A8 – Orange County Transportation Authority (1 page) 

 



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

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-40 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



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

2. Response to Comments 

June 2017 Page 2-41 

A8. Response to Comments from Orange County Transportation Authority, dated May 1, 2017. 

A8-1 The comment addresses the Modified Project mobility plan, suggesting the DSEIR 
evaluate the Modified Project for consistency with the OC Foothills Bikeways Strategy 
and the Nonmotorized Metrolink Accessibility Strategy. Two regional bicycle corridors 
proposed in the former document pass through or alongside the project site. Corridor H 
(Warner-Edinger) passes through the site approximately along Warner Avenue and Park 
Avenue; Corridor B (Lakeview-Santiago Creek) passes along the southern and western 
site boundaries on Barranca Parkway and Red Hill Avenue, respectively. The Initial Study 
included as Appendix A to the DSEIR states that proposed parks onsite would be 
connected by pedestrian and bicycle trails. Modified Project objectives identified in 
DSEIR Section 3.2, Project Objectives, include “a well-connected system of  roadways, 
pedestrian paths, bicycle routes, and bus and shuttle routes that provide safe and 
convenient access to uses within Tustin Legacy, the adjacent Metrolink Station, and 
other offsite destinations.” The OC Foothills Bikeway Strategy is consistent with the 
objectives of  and proposed bikeways in the Modified Project, and no DSEIR revision is 
required. 
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LETTER A9 – South Orange County Community College District (2 pages) 
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A9. Response to Comments from South Orange County Community College District, dated May 
1, 2017. 

A9-1 The comment expresses concern that the Development Agreement between the South 
Orange County Community College District (SOCCCD) and the City, and potential use 
of  part of  Planning Area 1 by SOCCCD, is not mentioned in the DSEIR. The City 
acknowledges that the footnote and statement on pages 3-6 and 3-10 of  the Tustin 
Legacy Specific Plan. Please note that the DSEIR addresses the Modified Project which 
proposes changes in land uses in Planning Areas 8 through 19. Since no changes are 
proposed within Planning Area 1, no DSEIR revision is needed. 

A9-2 The City acknowledges that vehicle trips allocated to Planning Area 1 were made 
pursuant to Development Agreement and Amended And Restated Agreement between 
the City of  Tustin and SOCCCD for Conveyance of  a Portion of  MCAS, Tustin and the 
Establishment of  an Advanced Technology Educational Campus. 
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LETTER A10 – Southern California Gas Company (2 pages; see Appendix B) 
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A10. Response to Comments from Southern California Gas Company, dated April 4, 2017. 

A10-1 The commenter provides maps showing the general location of  high pressure natural 
gas lines 1017 and 1018 and states that no building or other encroachment shall be 
constructed within the pipeline right-of-way that would hinder maintenance activities or 
cause a delay in accessing the facilities during an emergency. The City acknowledges 
these comments and will comply with California Public Utilities Commission General 
Order 112 F, Section 143.5. No physical development is being proposed as part of  the 
specific plan amendment at this time and future development would not be allowed to 
encroach upon the high pressure natural gas lines or otherwise block access. 

A10-2 The City acknowledges that approval of  the project does not constitute clearance for 
any construction work near or around the SoCalGas Transmission pipelines. 

A10-3 The City acknowledges the developer requirements during design and construction of  
projects within the Specific Plan. 

A10-4 The City acknowledges the contact and reference information provided by Southern 
California Gas. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DSEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the 
time of  DSEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation 
measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation 
requirements included in the DSEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter 
any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the DSEIR. Changes made to the DSEIR are identified 
here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

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

Page 5.3-14, Section 5.3, Land Use and Planning. The following revision is made in response to Comment A1-2, 
from Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County.    

However, the Specific Plan area is within the AELUP-designated notification area and is subject to Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) notification and height restrictions pursuant to Federal Aviation Regulations 
Part 77 (FAR Part 77). As under the Approved Specific Plan, structures that exceed height restrictions 
outlined in the AELUP would require an obstruction evaluation by FAA and the airport land use commission 
to determine whether hazards to airport operations would result. As determined in the Initial Study for this 
DSEIR, height restrictions applicable to the Specific Plan area have not changed. Buildings and structures in 
the Specific Plan area shall not penetrate FAR Part 77 imaginary surfaces. Therefore, impacts related to the 
Modified Project’s AELUP consistency remain less than significant.  

Page 5.8-14, Section 5.8, Utilities and Service Systems. The following revision is made in response to 
Comment A4-3 from the Irvine Ranch Water District. 

Over half  of  IRWD’s water is groundwater from the Main Orange County Groundwater Basin (Basin), the 
Irvine Subbasin, and the Lake Forest Subbasin. The Basin and the Irvine Subbasin are managed by the 
Orange County Water District. The primary groundwater source is the Dyer Road Wellfield in the Basin. 
Groundwater from the Irvine Subbasin is generally higher in total dissolved solids, color, and nitrates than 
groundwater from the Basin. IRWD operates the Irvine Desalter, which treats some of  the groundwater from 
the Irvine Subbasin for potable use; has 5 mgd capacity; and produces about 4.6 mgd treated water. Some 
groundwater from near the former Marine Corps Air Station El Toro is contaminated with volatile organic 
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compounds. IRWD operates two treatment plants that clean up contaminated groundwater and have 
combined capacity of  about 3.7 mgd; the treated water is used as recycled water (IRWD 2015). 

IRWD has drilled seven groundwater wells in the west Irvine, Tustin Legacy, and Tustin Ranch portions of  
the Basin, and; four of  the wells previously produced groundwater but none of  the wells are currently used as 
production wells. IRWD has acquired a site for another well and treatment facility in addition to the seven 
aforementioned wells. 

IRWD operates two treatment plants that clean up contaminated groundwater and have combined capacity 
of  about 3.7 mgd; the treated water is used as recycled water part of  IRWD’s non-potable supply (IRWD 
2015). 

Page 5.8-15, Section 5.8, Utilities and Service Systems. The following revision is made in response to 
Comment A4-3 from the Irvine Ranch Water District. 

Nonpotable water sources include recycled water, raw imported water, groundwater treated at the Irvine 
Desalter, and surface water from Irvine Lake. and groundwater treated at the Shallow Groundwater Unit 
Treatment Plant and the Principal Aquifer Treatment Plant. 

IRWD obtains raw imported water from the Municipal Water District of  Orange County. Some of  the 
groundwater treated at the Irvine Desalter Shallow Groundwater Unit Plant is used for irrigation. 
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY  
 

 

 
 
DATE: March 16, 2017 
 
TO: Agencies, Organizations and Interested Parties 
 
SUBJECT:  Notice of Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report in Compliance 

with Title 14, Section 15087(a) of the California Code of Regulations 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN  

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21091 and 21092, and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) State Guidelines Sections 15105 and 15087, notice is hereby given that a Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR), State Clearinghouse No. 1994071005, for an amendment to the 
Tustin Legacy Specific Plan (formerly called the MCAS Tustin Specific Plan) and minor text amendment 
to the City’s General Plan, the Modified Project, is available for public review during the public comment 
period (March 17, 2017 through May 1, 2017). The City of Tustin, as lead agency, has prepared the 
DSEIR to analyze environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Modified Project; to 
discuss alternatives; and to propose mitigation measures for identified potentially significant impacts that 
will minimize, offset, or otherwise reduce or avoid those environmental impacts. 
 
PROJECT TITLE:  Tustin Legacy Specific Plan Amendment 2015-001 and General Plan Amendment 
2015-002 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  As shown in Figure 1, Vicinity Map, the project area for the Tustin Legacy 
Specific Plan (former MCAS Tustin), is in an urbanized area in the southern portion of the City of Tustin 
and the northwest portion of the City of Irvine in Orange County, California. The 1,606-acre project area 
includes 1,511 acres in Tustin and approximately 95 acres in Irvine. The major roadways that border the 
site are Red Hill Avenue on the west, Edinger Avenue on the north, Harvard Avenue on the east, and 
Barranca Parkway on the south. Regional access to the project area is also provided by Jamboree 
Road/State Route 261 (SR-261) and State Route 55 (SR-55). 
 
DESCRIPTION:  The MCAS Tustin Specific Plan was adopted by ordinance on February 3, 2003, and 
established the zoning for the 1,606-acre project area. It also established the necessary plans, 
development standards, regulations, infrastructure requirements, design guidelines, and implementation 
programs on which subsequent, project-related development is founded. It is intended that local public 
works projects, design review plans, detailed site plans, grading and building permits, or any other action 
requiring ministerial or discretionary approval applicable to the project area be consistent with the Specific 
Plan. The Specific Plan was amended six times between 2010 and 2014 in response to changing market 
conditions.  
 
The Tustin Legacy Specific Plan Amendment and general plan amendment will guide development of the 
remaining undeveloped area in the City of Tustin. These remaining parcels would be sold, leased, or 
developed by the City of Tustin. Eventually these parcels would be developed by a number of landowners 
within the framework established by the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan Amendment calls for a range of 
residential product types and education, commercial, commercial/business, entertainment/recreation, and 
park land uses. 
 
The proposed Specific Plan Amendment would change the mix and layout of land uses to be constructed 
in the project area. Land uses for 9 of the 22 planning areas in the project area would not be changed by 
the proposed project. Land uses in Planning Areas 1–7 and 20–22 would remain the same. As described 
in the Initial Study, the mix and layout of land uses Planning Areas 8–19 would change under the 
proposed project. Compared to the Adopted Specific Plan, the Specific Plan Amendment would allow 
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2,212 additional homes and 1,755,306 fewer square feet of nonresidential building space. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:  The City of Tustin has completed a DSEIR for the Tustin Legacy 
Specific Plan Amendment and General Plan Amendment. The DSEIR analyzed impacts to eight 
environmental topical areas: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Planning, Noise, 
Population and Housing, Public Services (Schools), Transportation and Traffic, and Utilities and Service 
Systems. Mitigation measures have been adopted for air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and 
transportation/traffic. Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21166 and CEQA Guidelines § 15162, the 
changes proposed by the Modified Project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of 
impacts. Refer to Section 5.8.3 of the Initial Study (Appendix A of the DSEIR) for information on 
hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 
 
Figure 1 - Vicinity Map 

 
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD:  This Draft Supplemental EIR (DSEIR) is available for public review and 
comment pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15087(a) for 45-days. Please 
provide any comments by May 1, 2017 at 5:00 p.m. to the contact person listed below. The comment 
period for the DSEIR begins March 17, 2017 and ends on May 1, 2017.  
 
RESPONSES AND COMMENTS:  Please indicate a contact person for your agency or organization 
and send your responses and comments to: Justina Willkom, Assistant Director - Planning; Phone: 
(714) 573-3115; E-mail: JWillkom@tustinca.org; Mailing Address: City of Tustin, Community 
Development Department, 300 Centennial Way, Tustin, CA 92780; Website: http://www.tustinca.org. 
 
DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY:  The DSEIR is available for public review during regular business hours 
at the City of Tustin Community Development Department listed above and the Tustin Library, 345 E. 
Main Street, Tustin. The DSEIR can be viewed on the City of Tustin website at the following address 
(URL): http://www.tustinca.org. 

http://www.tustinca.org/
http://www.tustinca.org/
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