
























































chronic and acute problems. Impacts must not be considered solely on the basis of cancer
cases.

2. p.4.10-14. To what extent will the consolidation of oil operations near Newport Shores
concentrate emission of the substances identified in Table 4.10-5? How will this affect
residents of Newport Shores?

3. p.4.10-15. Instead of providing solar ready roofs, why not provide the solar panels
installed as original equipment?

4. p.4.10-28. What year is represented by the traffic volumes shown n Table 4.10.6?

5. p.4.10-32. Would hydrogen sulfide be released during project construction?

Greenhouse Gases

Would greenhouse gases be released due to remediation? This must be addressed in the EIR.

Noise

This section must analyze noise and vibration from consolidation and operation of oil production
facilities in the Newport Shores area and the impact on residents due to the consolidated
facilities. Operation of both consolidated facilities must be addressed along with heavy trucks
traversing the connecting road. Analyses must include noise and vibration at the northerly end of
Newport Shores as well as the more southerly area where noise readings were taken.

In addition, the following questions and comments must be addressed:

1. p.4.12-15. Isthe list of equipment provided in Table 4.12-8 typical of the equipment
needed to consolidate oil operations, or would additional equipment be needed?

2. p.4.12-14to 17. The EIR must examine construction generated vibration as well as
noise.

3. p.4.12-17. On what basis is it concluded that up to twenty truck trips per day by a
vehicle generating noise up to 84 dBA (Table 4.12-8) would not be significant in an
otherwise quiet environment? Haul routes have not been identified but could potentially
travel past homes, schools, or other sensitive uses. An 84 dBA noise every half hour or
so would be more than significant for those experiencing the noise.

4. p.4.12-27. It appears that planning for Bluff Road will have to be adjusted due to habitat
concerns demonstrated by the Coastal Commission on November 2, 2011. Alignment of
the road at a location further from Newport Crest must be considered at the same time.

5. p.4.12-27. Combination of noise barriers with a Bluff Road located further from homes
must be utilized to fully mitigate impacts on Newport Crest.

6. p.4.12-32. Loading docks must not be located on the side of the project nearest existing
residences at California Seabreeze.

7. p.4.12-33. Why are air conditioning units being proposed at a location this close to the
ocean? This is not consistent with a “green” approach.

8. p. 4.12-33. Outdoor eating establishment with amplified music must not be located on
the northerly side of the building facing residences at California Seabreeze.
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9. p.4.12-41. What is the useful life of a rubberized asphalt surface? What is the cost

compared to ordinary asphalt? Will the City of Costa Mesa be faced with ongoing costs
to maintain the rubberized asphalt? If so, funds must be deposited by the applicant to
cover any future costs.

10. p. 4.12-42. The EIR must examine the aesthetic impact of any noise barrier, including

blocked views.

Cultural Resources

Even though the site is highly disturbed, it is disappointing that richer resources weren’t found,
especially considering resources identified at the Castaways site, Fairview Park, Newporter
North and other coastal sites. It is still very important for all grading to be monitored by an
archaeologist with the authority to stop work if resources are found.

In addition, the following questions and comments must be addressed:

1.

p. 4.13-9. Why are only Juaneno/Acjachmen on the contact list? Weren’t any
Gabrieleno/Tongva contacted? If not, they must be contacted pursuant to SB 18.

p. 4.13-21. How old is the ranch house on the site? Is it old rancho structure, or merely a
structure typical of the post World War II era.

p. 4.13-25. To the extent feasible, avoidance must be utilized as a strategy for reducing
impacts.

p. 4.13-25. The paleontology survey must be conducted as a part of this environmental
review so that decision makers and the public generally may clearly assess potential
impacts.

p. 4.13-26 to 31. All grading must be monitored by a qualified archaeologist. Not just
grading in areas on previously identified resources.

Public Services and Facilities

This section must analyze the effect of the proposed project on emergency response times in both
Newport Beach and Costa Mesa. This must include both operational and construction impacts
on-site and off-site for construction of roadway mitigation.

Costa Mesa fire trucks have been observed waiting to cross Newport Boulevard at Rochester and
at 19" Street. Emergency personnel have expressed frustration about traffic impeding their
ability to respond. This is a truly critical for East Side residents in Costa Mesa.

In addition, the following questions and comments must be addressed:

1.

p. 4.14-7. What will happen if plantings are changed in fuel modification areas?

2. p.4.14-7 Maintenance in sensitive areas must not be conducted during the

3.

nesting/breeding season for sensitive wildlife.
p. 4.14-12. Where would a temporary fire station be located?
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4. p.4.14-13. Will the applicant contribute to funding for fire station replacement?

5. p.4.14-15. The EIR must examine the potential for increased police response times due
to operational and construction traffic generated by the proposed project.

6. p.4.14-21 to 23. Inasmuch as several schools are operating at or near capacity and
existing facilities are aging, why is no new school proposed?

7. p.4.14-29. Will multi-family and commercial developments be provided areas for
deposit of recyclables?

Utilities

1. p.4.15-9. Why is the water analysis in the appendix to the EIR based on the 1999 and
2005 UWMPs, when a new UWMP was adopted five months ago?

2. p. 4.15-9. What additional growth not included in the UWMP would occur in the
Newport Beach water service area?

3. p. 4.15-9. The water analysis in Appendix L identifies several issues facing water
suppliers, such as reduced delta pumping, and then concludes that addressing the issue
was beyond the scope of the analysis so the project analysis would rely on the old
outdated, unrealistic UWMP. An updated analysis relying on the updated plan must be
provided and the updated plan must be provided as part of this EIR, supplementing the
old, outdated plan.

4. p.4.15-10, 16. It should be noted that the Orange County Groundwater Basin has long
experienced saltwater intrusion due to groundwater overdrafts. Future planning must be
based on realistic calculation of sustainable pumping levels.

5. p.4.15-14. In evaluating water supplies by a new Delta conveyance, was it assumed that
a new State water bond would pass? If not, how is the conveyance to be financed?

6. p.4.15-17. The project must be designed so that recycled water could be used if lines
were extended to the project area.

7. p.4.15-21. Are existing off-site water lines large enough to provide adequate fire flows?

8. p.4.15-21. Would any off-site water facility improvements be needed to serve the
project site?

9. p. 4.15-24. On what basis are MWDOC supplies anticipated to increase above the
normal dry year level in the future? Where will the water come from, and how much new
development will be competing to use it?

10. p. 4.15-28. Why has it not been investigated whether a wastewater pump station would
be needed or not?

11. p. 4.15-28. Where would the lift station be located?

12. p. 4.15-28, 29. Do project analyses of factors such as noise, energy use, and air
emissions take into account the lift station? If not, analyses must be revised to include
the lift station.

13. p. 4.15-29. Do off-site sanitary sewer lines have the capacity to serve the proposed
project? What lines exist? What are current peak flows? What capacity remains?

14.p. 4.15-35. SC 4.10-1 addresses dust control. How does it relate to energy?

15.p. 4.15-36. SC 4.12-1 addresses construction noise. How does it relate to energy?
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Cumulative Impacts

The thoughtful approach to analysis of cumulative projects and cumulative impacts by topic is
appreciated. However, the inclusion only of projects that have been previously subject to an
environmental document in some areas will tend to minimize impacts. The city is reminded
that “environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources. These
sources appear insignificant, assuming threatening dimensions only when considered in light of
the other sources with which they interact.” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford
(1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692. quoting Selmi’s Judicial Development of CEQA)

As stated in San Franciscans For Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco
(1984) 151 Cal. App.3d 61:

It is vitally important that an EIR avoid minimizing the cumulative impacts.
Rather, it must reflect a conscientious effort to provide public agencies and the
general public with adequate and relevant detailed information about them. ... A
cumulative impact analysis which understates information concerning the severity
and significance of cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and
skews the decision-maker's perspective concerning the environmental
consequences of the project, the necessity for mitigation measures, and the
appropriateness of project approval. (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v.
City and County of San Francisco, (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 80, 198 Cal.Rptr.
634.)

Thus even projects which do not result in significant impacts individually may create more than

de minimis impacts which, when considered together, result in “havoc in virtually every aspect
of the urban environment.” (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth)

Growth Inducing Impacts

The EIR must examine how Bluff Road would induce growth by removing a barrier to growth.
In addition, the EIR must address the cumulative increase in pressure to construct the 19" Street/
Banning Avenue Bridge and extend Bluff Road to Victoria due to the proposed project along
with other past, present, and reasonably anticipated probable future projects.

Conclusion

As currently presented, the DEIR is inadequate to fulfill the purposes of CEQA. The document
must be revised and re-circulated in accordance with Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) (4) in order
that the public and decision makers may be fully informed of the impacts of the proposed
project. A key failing is the lack of a clear, complete, unambiguous project description.
However, each of the issues discussed above is itself so basic that each must be addressed in
order for the EIR to be considered legally adequate and to provide decision makers and the
public with the information needed to evaluate the proposed project and its impacts.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please keep me informed regarding
the progress of this project, including but not limited to any hearings or release of additional
documentation.

Yours truly,

Sandra L. Genis
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