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ATTACHMENT CC 7
CORRESPONDENCE AND PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

The City of Newport Beach has received written correspondence on the Newport Banning
Ranch Project subsequent to the close of the 60-day public review period that was provided
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Newport Banning Ranch Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Additionally, public comments on the Project have
been made orally to the City of Newport Beach Planning Commission during public hearings
subsequent to the close of the public review period on the Draft EIR. Should the City Council
concur with the Planning Commission’s recommendation for certification of the Newport
Banning Ranch Final EIR, the City Council prior to taking action on the proposed Project
“...shall certify that:

(1) The final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

(2) The final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead
agency, and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the
information contained in the final EIR prior to approving the project; and

(3) The final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and
analysis”. (CEQA Guidelines §15090)

To assist the City Council in its review of the Final EIR, City staff has provided a compilation of
the correspondence and verbal comments provided to the City at public hearings and have
provided written responses to these comments. Although CEQA does not require the lead
agency to respond to comments received after the end of the public review period (CEQA
§21092(c)), the City Council must take into consideration all information that has been
presented to it and which is made a part of the record before it. Therefore, responses to the
comments which have been presented to the City are provided to demonstrate that substantial
evidence supports the City’s conclusions that the Final EIR meets CEQA’s standards for
adequacy and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 defines the standards for adequacy of an
EIR:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a
good faith effort at full disclosure.

The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 identifies the criteria whereby an EIR is required
to be recirculated.

(@) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the
draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used
in this section, the term “information” can include changes in the project or
environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New
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information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’'s proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information”
requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1043)

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR
merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate
EIR....

(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial
evidence in the administrative record.
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Correspondence Item No. 4a
U.S. Green Building Council, Orange County Chapter

Correspondence

Item No. 4a

Newport Banning Ranch
PA2008-114

March 19, 2012

Members of the City Council of Newport Beach
The Office of the City Council
Newport Beach, CA 92663

Dear Council Members,

On behalf of the U.S. Green Building Council Orange County Chapter, | write today to express our
organizational support for the Newport Banning Ranch project, which is registered under the LEED for
Neighborhood Development program. In addition, we support public access to Banning Ranch, protection
of sensitive habitat and maximization of open space.

The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system is a nationally accepted
benchmark for the design, construction, and operation of high performance green buildings. LEED for
Neighborhood Development is built off LEED's success and is a consensus based approach to land
development of whole neighborhoods that unite the principles of smart growth, new urbanism, and green
building to provide a common framework for evaluating and rewarding environmentally-superior
neighborhood development practices.

LEED-ND encourages developers to embrace a comprehensive approach in the design, planning, and
building of a neighborhood which promotes using alternative modes of transportation, improved air and
water quality, and the construction of more sustainable communities for people of all income levels. Some
highlighted features of building and certifying with LEED-ND include:

+ Decrease automobile dependence — LEED-ND stresses public and convenient transportation
choices such as buses, trains, bicycles, and increased sidewalks for walking. A focus of program
certification in “smart location” meaning developing locations which produces shorter automobile
trips and reduce traffic congestion. Additionally, a 2009 study found that houses with above-
average levels of walkability, a core component of LEED-ND, command a premium of $4,000 to
$34,000 over houses more spread out.

*  Protect threatened species - Fragmentation and loss of habitat are major threats to many
imperiled species. LEED-ND encourages compact development patterns and the selection of
sites that are within or adjacent to existing development to minimize habitat fragmentation and
also help preserve areas for recreation.

+ Lower Costs - Benefits of LEED-ND neighborhoods include reduced infrastructure and operating
costs for municipal governments.

The results of building LEED-ND projects are quite clear. Additionally, the process to register and earn
LEED-ND certification also has a number of benefits including a whole-site approach to project planning
and development, consensus and input from all stakeholders, and implementing industry best practices to
help achieve maximum results. The Newport Banning Ranch project has already done due diligence in
pursing LEED-ND certification, registering under the program on 5/6/2010 and hosting a number of
preliminary meetings with local officials and project stakeholders. However, to ultimately be certified, the
plans for the project need to be reviewed by USGBC for pre-certification review prior to the first shovel
hitting the ground.

We hope members of this council work with project developers, residents of Newport Beach, and all
interested parties to advance this LEED-ND project. Please feel free to use USGBC California Orange
County, and the whole U.S. Green Building Council network, including over 22,133 LEED certified
professionals throughout California as a resource. As an organization, we are more than happy to assist in
any form possible.

Sincerely,

Lindsey Engels
Executive Director, USGBC-OC
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U.S. Green Building Council, Orange County Chapter
Lindsey Engels, Executive Director

March 19, 2012

Response 1

The comment is noted; no further response is necessary.
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Correspondence Item No. 4b
Bruce Bartram
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General Plan Land Use Policy
Statement on Banning Ranch

Land Use Goals

LU 6.5.3 Habitat and Wetlands
Restore and enhance wetlands and wildlife habitats,
in accordance with the requirements of state and

federal agencies.

STRATEGY

LU 6.5.6 Coordination with State and Federal
Agencies

Work with appropriate state and federal agencies to
identify wetlands and habitats to be preserved and/or
restored and those on which development will be
permitted.
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N’ewpwr Banning Ranch EIR
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Newpot Sanning Ranch EIR
Responses fo Comments

with the approved Model WQMP) part of the Coastal 0. " i1ent Permit
application package submitted California Coa Commission.
Response 21
The comment is The Preliminary WQMP (. .- Appendix A to lhlls to
Comments t) for Project includes of site design and
source control EMPs anficipated Froject based on the
level of datail W.ﬂﬂlﬂh Draft E- .. The Final WaQMP conjuncticn
with Ceoas - —mtP to confirm which of specific site
contrel BMPs used in the final plan.
Response 22
As discussed in the Draft delineation included identification of wetlands riparian
habitat subjeet to regulation under California Coastal Act by the Ceastal-Comi using
v el 3y relies on only of " (iLe., a predominance of wetland
vegetation; predominance of hydric ; wetland hydrology). As Coastal
Commission comment 5 qualify” [ 1
.- Coastal Act because of of San Diego fairy shrimp.
Of that support San Diego fairy shamp, identified - - Coastal
wetlands Drafi EIR. The support San Diego fairy shrimp on site
are not vemnal They artificial mmm by ex berming slands
o protect oilfield SUMps contaminated low lying apes
overlying existing ' pipelines. The City does not con areas ..... Coastal Act-
defined wetlands due to the lack of (1) a predominance of wetland vegetation, (2) predominancs
of hydric sails. or (3) hydrology
Response 23
The comment Coastal Act City's Coas Land U. . Flan
G ) policies wetlands The City — e
protection Coastal Act CLUP. a5 m Topigg
Response: WVemnal of Project site was p=1i med
Ceoastal Commission’ of wetlands. The Applicant sited de » i in
¢ iitics of | proxdmity . . Coastal Act wetlands. \With respect 'opnie  proposed
within mapped wetlands = ? refer respanse to Comment 17.
This response addre ater proposed in area and which, in
order to maximize their effecti of improving coa =—=guality, require the
construction of -+ ... basins areas proposed. With respect 1o aother areas identified in
the comment, wetland buffered adjacent s _ 1Ens to protect against the
degradation of wetlands Froject site cumant i
wetlands exist in an operating oilfield instances been artificially created
as'a result of oil gperations— of proposed Project is intended o upon
¢ 00 0 ¢ o Xisting conditior provide benefits in comparison to e curment condition or
- Mo Project Altemnativ o
Response 24
ae
The Coastal Commission's queston ++ permmits were cbtained concem
matter of regulatory process under the jurisdiction of Coa Commission not
present @ comment regarding the adequacy of impact analysis Drafi
B L Sy T T
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Correspondence Item No. 4b
Bruce Bartram
No date

Response 1

The information attached was presented during the March 22, 2012 Planning Commission
hearing. It contains excerpts from the City of Newport Beach General Plan, Draft EIR, and
Responses to Comments document. No new information was provided; no further response is
necessary.
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Correspondence Item No. 4c
Rodger Hageman

Correspondencs
Item No. 4c
Alford, Patrick Newport Banning Ranch
PA2008B-114
From: RODGER hageman [evenkeel4@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2012 3:08 PM
To: Michael Toerge; Alford, Patrick
Subject: public hearing March 22, 6:30 p.m.
March 22, 2012
Michael Toerge, Chairman Patrick Alford
Newport Beach Planning Commission Manager, Planning

Department

Strataland@earthlink.net
Palford@NewportBeachCa.gov

Re: Public Hearing / Newport Banning Ranch/March 22, 2012 / 6:30 PM

Gentlemen,

This letter is written based upon the Vision statement of the -~
Newport Beach General Plan which states “we have a

conservative growth strategy that emphasizes resident's quality
of life”

The writer, a so called NIMBY, (Not In My Backyard) herewith gives notice to the City of
Newport Beach that he opposes the Planned Community known as “Newport Banning
Ranch Development” on the NW and south border of Newport Beach. Application

No:PA2008-114. Guidelines of objections follow and will be more explicitly described in the
future:

1. The Development ge nerally identified as “Banning Ranch” was not included in the
ballot measure of 2006 which modified the General Plan of the City of Newport
Beach. Therefore, its application must adhere to and fit within the statistical changes 2
prominently mentioned in “V” of the General Election Official Ballot of 2006
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Correspondence Item No. 4c
Rodger Hageman

2. Undated Notice of Public Hearing regarding this matter is postmarked March 13,
2012 by USPS and was received March 14. We believe that public notice allowing 3
only 9 days of response time viclates City of Newport Beach's established legal
requirements of 10 days and fails the test of fair and equitable public relations.

3. A required final Environmental Impact Report has not been presented te the public to
allow proper study by those who may be affected by some adversity created by 4
implementation of the development.

-
4. The notice of the public hearing suggests the Planning Commission will be making its
recommendations to the City Council immediately. Otherwise why the rush for a . 5
public hearing? Can the Commission make recommendations in the absence of a
final EIR?
-
~

5. The City Council ap proved a “Statement pf Overriding Considerations” which
notes that there are specific economic, social and other public benefits that
outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts associated with the General Plan. -
Such impacts will render living standards of NEWPORT CREST and property values
of the Crest and adjacent homes and other occupants such as business and schools
to be devalued!

6) The multi-year earth moving and construction's negative impact will drive affected
parties out of their neighborhoods. Living in dirt and dust, bright night illumination, noise
and other noxious exposures will make home life, recreation, sleeping, distress to the > 7
bedridden and other physical impacts unbearable. Ch yes, sales will be impossible. It is
tantamount to a “taking” hy the power of eminent domain.

7) The DEIR and EIR are a product requested by the City of Newport Beach, it's customer.
It seems that in the interest of the City's fairness doctrine, the town's population be granted

an equal EIR study by a firm of its choosing and a SSIR (Social and Societal Impact
Report.).

8. Is the taking or anne xation of another party's 360 acres tc join the very small part 9
that Newport has, 40 or so acres, look like a modest “conservative growth strategy”?

2
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Rodger Hageman

maybe 1500 residents cont.

9. Certain fee simple rights and duties attach to Ca lifornia property whether a home or
business.

Especially when it is at the cost of a major disruption to at least 460 homeowners; } 9
} 10

r.hageman
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Rodger Hageman

March 22, 2012

Response 1

The commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. No further response is necessary.
Response 2

This comment does not raise any environmental issues; however, the ballot measure submitted
to the voters in November 2006 (Measure V) included the Land Use Plan and Land Use Tables
adopted as part of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. These exhibits indentified the
Project site with an alternative land use of a planned community with a maximum of 1,375
residential units, 75,000 square feet of retail commercial, and 75 hotel rooms.

Response 3

After the close of the March 22, 2012 public hearing, Chair Toerge addressed a request of
evidence of notification and Mr. Alford noted the concerns were responded to in the comments
and added that at the time of the publication of the notice, the dates for study sessions and
public hearings were not yet finalized. Mr. Alford affirmed that the notice provided is acceptable.
At the June 21, 2010 Planning Commission public hearing on the Newport Banning Ranch
Project and Final EIR, the Planning Commission reaffirmed its recommendation to the City
Council to certify the Final EIR.

Response 4

This statement by the commenter is incorrect. As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section
15132:

The Final EIR shall consist of:

(a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in
summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft
EIR.

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

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
The Final EIR was made available to the public on 16, 2012.
Response 5
Please refer to Responses 3 and 4.

Response 6

This comment was previously addressed in Mr. Hageman’s letter dated November 8, 2011;
please refer to the Responses to Comments document. This comment pertains to the adoption
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of the City’s General Plan and not to the proposed Newport Banning Ranch Project. No further
response is necessary.

Response 7

The Final EIR disclosed and analyzed the anticipated environmental impacts of Project
construction and operation including the impacts of construction noise and air quality on
sensitive receptors. Mitigation measures were identified to reduce these impacts. However, the
City has acknowledged in the EIR that some of the impacts of the Project cannot be reduced to
a less than significant level. This fact, however, is not equivalent to the exercise of eminent
domain by the City because private property is not being physically taken from the owner for a
public purpose. The future of home sales is an economic issue and “economic or social effects
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131(a)). This comment does not raise any environmental issues not previously
addressed in the Final EIR. No further response is necessary.

Response 8

The commenter’s opinions are noted. This comment does not raise any environmental issues.
No further response is necessary.

Response 9

That portion of the Project site outside of the City of Newport Beach’s boundaries is within its
Sphere of Influence and as such is included in the City’s General Plan. This comment does not
raise any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

Response 10

This comment does not raise any environmental issues. See Response 7.
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Correspondence Item No. 4d
Steve Ray, Banning Ranch Conservancy

Correspondence
Item No. 44
v Newport Banning Ranch

= - Ba:[]l:l:i-.ng Ra.n PA2008-114

_mgqnse vancy

Via Email Transmission thru
Patrick Alford, Planning Manager
City of Newport Beach

March 22, 2012

Michael Teorge, Chair
Newport Beach Planning Commission
City of Newport Beach, CA

Dear Chair Teorge,

On behalf of the Banning Ranch Conservancy and the thousands of members of our
group and affiliated groups, we request a fair and equitable process for the Newport
Beach Planning Commission hearings that begin today for the proposed Newport
Banning Ranch development project.

As wag evident from the Planning Commission study sessions, public participants were
not satisfied that ample time was provided, nor was there encouragement for any
significant participation by the public. We were assured by you that the hearing process
would provide that opportunity and that we should more fully participate in the hearings.
Further, as a public agency, the City of Newport Beach and its public bodies are required
to encourage the fullest and widest public participation in the public hearing process. To
that end, we request that the following process be established to assure responsible public
participation.

Pro forma, Tollowing the announcement of the item at the hearing, staff and consultants
would provide a review of the project and the proposed EIR for Commissioners and the
public, followed by a ) & A session between Commissioners and those presenters. The
public hearing would then be opened with a probable opportunity for the applicant to
present any comments. Members of the public would then be invited to comment within
the normal three-minute timeframe for cach. All of this is common and appropriate.

Now for the deviation from the pro forma. We request that the recognized, organized
public group, the Banning Ranch Conservancy, be permitted to make a comprehensive,
coordinated presentation on behalf of all our members. Instead of having potentially
hundreds of public comment speakers, one organized group will speak on behalf of all
our members. This will be a much more effective and efficient manner in which to
conduct the hearing. It will prove beneficial to the Commission, staff and the public. In
return, we will reduce the number of public attendees to accommodate and not
overwhelm the Commission, the facilities and the process.

www.banningranchconservancy.org
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Correspondence Item No. 4d
Steve Ray, Banning Ranch Conservancy

P. 0. Box 16071
Newport Beach
CA 92659-6071

(310) 861-7610

For our presentation, we request a time grant of four (4) hours. Recognizing that the EIR
is over 7300 pages, that there were many comments and responses totaling over 1000
pages and that there are many significant issues to be addressed, we feel this is an entirely
reasonable request for time. (In three-minute time periods, this would total only eighty
speakers, much less than the potential number of speaker/members of the Banning Ranch
Conservancy.)

One note, this request for time and our commitment to adhere to its inherent restrictions
is applicable only to the Banning Ranch Conservancy and our members. We dare not
suggest to represent members of the public who may differ with our opinions or are
unfamiliar with or unknown to the Conservancy. Therefore, we recommend that any
members of the public in those or similar circumstances be afforded the first opportunity
to comment at the hearing.

This requested process is reasonable, timely, efficient and not without precedent. As a
former planning commission chair, I can certainly understand any reluctance, but I am
experienced in the use of the above-requested process from both sides of the dais and [
can assure you of its effectiveness and do-ability.

The Banning Ranch Conservancy and our members appreciate the opportunity to fully
participate in this very important public hearing for the proposed Newport Banning
Ranch EIR.

Please contact the undersigned at 310/961-7610 for further clarification and/or to discuss
arrangements. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Steve Ray

Steve Ray
Executive Director
Banning Ranch Conservancy

cc: Patrick Alford, Planning Manager, City of Newport Beach
Dr. Terry Welsh, President, Banning Ranch Conservancy
Banning Ranch Conservancy Board Members
File Copy

www. banningranchconservancy.org
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Correspondence Item No. 4d
Steve Ray, Banning Ranch Conservancy

March 22, 2012
Response 1

The commenter’s request for a four-hour period of time to make a presentation at the March 22,
2012 Planning Commission hearing was denied.
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Correspondence Item No. 4e
Rodger Hageman

Correspondence
Burns, Marlene Item No de
F : Alfgrd, Patnck 1
s:‘:::' Tﬂ:JI:".:‘JF)\e:_ I’ﬁa'\'h 22, 20124:08 PM Newport Ba‘m]'lng RanCh
To: Burns, Marlana
Subject: FY¥y: ballct 2006 Banning PA2008-114

Please distribute

From: RODGER hageman [mailto: evenkeel4@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2012 4:04 PM

To: Michael Toerge; Alford, Patrick

Subject: ballot 2006 Banning

March 22, 2012

Michael Toerge, Chairman, Planning Commission Patrick Alford, Manager, Planning Dept.

Strataland@earthlink.net Palford@NewportBeachCa.gov

Gentlemen,

Notice is hereby given that the continued reference to the Nov. 7, 2006 general election as
the authorization for the development of NEWPORT BANNING RANCH, then, it appears to
be inaccurate.

The Official Ballot, a one page document, makes no reference to the so-called BANNING
RANCH. Neither does its page two, a formal “Impartial Analysis by the City Attorney,
Measure V,” make any reference to BANNING RANCH.

If the authorization is contemplated by reference to esoteric documents such as Land Use
Map, Land Use Tables, Land Use Element, “comprehensuve update of the General Plan”,
etc, it also fails to sufficently notify a ballot reader of the BANNING matter and therefore
cannot be authorized by the Nov. 2006 election ballot. It will have to fit the new criteria and
stand on its own as any other new development would. Major changes in the land use
element surely is entitled to broad public discussion and specific agreement by the public
at large.

If the Banning Development were to represent a traffic increase of say,10,000 to 20,000
daily trips and the Land Use Element states there is to be a reduction in trips by 28,920,
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Rodger Hageman

then? If allowable dwelling units be only increased by 1166 units who has to take their
house and move to another community to allow for the increase of 1375?

Thank you.

r hageman
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Correspondence Item No. 4e
Rodger Hageman

March 22, 2012
Response 1

Please refer to the responses to Correspondence Item No. 4c. The City is unclear of the
commenter’s references to decreased traffic with new development and the suggestion that
residents would have to relocate to allow for the implementation of the proposed Project. As
addressed in the Final EIR (Draft EIR and Responses to Comments document) the General
Plan was adopted by the City Council on July 25, 2006; the land use plan and land use tables of
the Land Use Element were approved by the voters on November 6, 2006. The General Plan
designates the Newport Banning Ranch property as Open Space/Residential Village (OS/RV).
The OS/RV land use designation provides land use regulations and development standards for
both the Primary Use (Open Space) and an Alternative Use (Residential Village). The uses
proposed by the Applicant are consistent with the Alternative Use development assumptions.
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Correspondence Item No. 4f
Jan Goerrissen

lan Goerrissen, Ph.D.

883 Arbaor St.

Costa Mesa, CA 92627
jeoerrissen@sbeglobal. net

March 22, 2012

Newport Beach Planning Commission
City of Newport Beach

3300 Newport Boulevard

Newport Beach, CA 92663

Dear Council Members and Planning Commissioners of the City of Newport Beach,

| am writing to express my oppaosition to the proposed development of the Newport Banning Ranch
community. | see a number of reasons to oppose the development, including: 1) the loss of additional
critical coastal habitat in southern California, 2) the loss of the opportunity to fully maximize the acreage
for open space as a recreational attraction for residents and tourists, 3) the inevitable destruction of
critical habitat for several animal species with conservation status, 4) lack of access due to the California
Coastal Commission’s blocking of the access road from PCH and removal of the 19™ street bridge from
the county master plan, and 5) subjecting Costa Mesa residents to increased traffic, noise, and air
pollution.

Due to the now limited extent of public coastal open space and habitat in Orange County and southern
California in general, the importance of protecting this area from development cannot be overstated.

Of particular importance, the area for proposed development has increased habitat value due to it's
connectivity with the Talbert Preserve and the Santa Ana River. More open space is needed not only for
California flora and fauna, but for long term quality of life for residents in the form of recreation and
living in an aesthetically pleasing area. This is a lot to trade off for shorter term gains in potential profits.

I would also like to take this opportunity to report hearing the endangered Clapper Rail in January and
then | confirmed a sighting in February 2012 on the property from the Santa Ana River trail. | have a
doctorate in Ecology from the University of California, Davis with an emphasis in avian ecology, and
therefore take such sightings very seriausly.

Thank you for your time in consideration of my opinions.
Sincerely, e
s,
:"%.Zm /- —/ AUt~ >

Jan Goerrissen, Ph.D.
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Correspondence Item No. 4f
Jan Goerrissen

March 22, 2012
Response 1
The commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. The environmental topics identified by the

commenter are addressed in the Final EIR; no new issues have been raised including potential
impacts to the clapper rail. No further response is required.
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OCTA removes 19th Street Bridge from plan

Mave ends years of studies, eontroversy about the potartial bridge over tihe Santa Ana River
that would conree: Costa Mesa and Huntington Beach,

BB tweas g Shave 4¢

Ty Mike Reicher
Merchuz, 2oz | 7z pamie

ORANGE — The Orange County Transpor:ation Authority Eeard of Directors vated Monday to strike
the proposed 19th Street Bridge from the county's master plan.

The move effectively ends decades of studies and controversy about the potential bridge that would
have linksd Costa Mesa and Huntington Beach over the Santa Ana River,

Environmertelists and 10ta Street resicents pleaded Monday to eliminate the bridge, as Huntington
Beceh Mayor and OCTA Director Don Harsen ushered through the unusual vote to change the
county's long-standing master plan

Newport Beach leadzrs were the lone holdouts among the
three mest affected cities; Costa Mesa anc Huntington Beach
opposed the bridge, Under the county's typieal procedurss, all
o Boad o Gireeters three would have lo agree tc abandon the bridge icea

TOPICS

o Fighvay Travspad vicn

& Janet Nenven

But OCTA directors agreed that the hridge was anlikely to ever
Le built because of its forscested $150-millior. cost, the
diff.culties :n obtaining permits from state and federal
tegulators, and intenss oppos:tion from nearby resicen:s,

The votz was unarimous, excep: for CCTA Director and
County Supervisor Jane: Nopven, who sbetained,

"We're fee.ing very relieved,” said Sandie Frankiewicz, who
owtis two homes or. 1gth Street, one of whick would heve
likely been demolished to widen the street for the brdge.

Officials from Huntinglon and Newport said Moncay that they
would discuss ways to imprave the existing roadways ta
accommodate the anticipated population growth.

"The city of Huzstington Beach is very much aware that the
elimimation of this bridge has consequences,” Hansen said.

More traffic on Cosst Highway was ene of the reasens Newpont City Counciman $:eve Rosansky
rev.ved 1alks about the bridge last vear. Since the early 1000s, residents and officials in Costa Mesa
and Hurtington have worzed to serap the bridge, but Newport kept prozesiing causing the procass to
stall.

Resansky and Newport Desuty Public Works Director Dave Webb spoke at the meating in an attemp:
to keep the bridge talks alive and to obligate the other cities ta make traffic fixes. They hoped to

toutils b

Serch:

o Chssificd:

32212072
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replicate a process thet OCTA undertook up the river with the Gisler-Garfield avennes bridge, another
propesed Costa Mesa-Huntington connector that faced & similar predicament,

After they couldn't agree to build or remove that bridge, Huntingtor, Costa Mesa and Fountain Valley
officials decided about five years ago to improve existing streets near Gisler, instead of building the
Lridge.

But the span remains on she county maste: plan, in easz the other meesures arer': saceessful,

‘Withont that type of agrezment, Webb said he was skeptical that other cities would work to allev.ate
traffie.

“"What are the assurances that any mitizations ave going to be dener” Webb asked aftzr the vote.

Even though the Gisler-Tarfield imarovements appzared to be helping, County Supervisor and OCTA
Director John Moorlach also called for that bridge's removal from the master plan Monday. He said
that eliminating both should be accom plishad in "one f2ll swoop.”

That request appaared to take OCTA staff members and directors by sarprise, anc Mootlach asked for
the issue to be brought before the board 2t 2 future meeting,

Oagsigaificant reason the county maictains a mester plan of highways is to assist eities and
developers in planning for future growth. Sinee the plan was created in the 19503, local agencies have
used the proposed 19th Street Bridge in their traffic forecasting, ard have requirad developers to
make rozd improvements aceordingly.

Developers will now have 1o adjust,

Without the bridge, Newnort Banning Ranck would genzrate congzstion at more intersections than
with the br.dge, zccording to its environmental impact report. The proposed large-scale residential,
resor: and commercial development niezr the border of Costa Mesa and Neweport weuld trigger failing
grades at nine additional intersections, inelading seven intersections on West Cosst Highway.

mike refcherslatimes.com

Twitter: @mreicher

x| a Corimeals 3 Shate 24

< Previous Story Nore The Daily Pilot is the leading source, iy print and wext Stony =
onling, thr new sinment anc sports in Costa
Mesa and Newpoit B

Cade Enforezment tackling South b o il Fair Board votes to

Briz:ol Street, Balboa Villoge b v stop elephant rides

Comments (3) AdE { View eomments | Dizenssion FAQ
fattyboup ot 742 PM March 2, 2012

Stop the massive development project at Banning Ranch (over bwice as large and near]y six
times as dzns2 as any:hing evar built along the OC coast in recent memory).

Save Banning Ranch as open apace for future generations!

Join the Banring Ranch Conservaney  www.banningrancheonservancy.olg 714-719-2:48

KevinNas at 1:00 FM March 12, 2012
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A copy of the Daily Pilot Newspaper (March 22, 2012) article titled “OCTA Removes 19" Street
Bridge From Plan” was submitted to the City. No further response is required. Subsequent to
the March 22, 2012 Planning Commission hearing, the Orange County Transportation Authority
(OCTA) has suspended its action to remove the 19" Street Bridge as shown on the Orange
County Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) and the City of Newport Beach Master Plan of
Streets and Highways. The OCTA will reconsider the removal of the bridge from the OCTA
MPAH in November 2012 after technical studies of the impact of its removal are completed.
Until such time as an action is taken by the OCTA, the bridge remains on the MPAH for
purposes of transportation modeling. No further response is required related to pass-through
traffic, decreased levels of service, and traffic generated by the proposed Project. All of these
issues are addressed in the Final EIR.

As a point of clarification, in the event the 19" Street Bridge is removed from the OCTA MPAH,
the City’s Circulation Element would not need to be amended in order to remain eligible for
Measure M funding. A city’s eligibility for Measure M funding would be in jeopardy if its
Circulation Element does not reflect a roadway segment or reflects less roadway capacity than
is shown on the MPAH, but not if it shows more roadways or roadway capacity than is on the
MPAH.
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The RBrown Study: "Open Space” and the Banning Ranch Page | of 4
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The Brown Study: "Open Space” and the Banning Ranch
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A copy of a blog on www.brown-study.com (December 2, 2011) titled “Open Space and the
Banning Ranch” was submitted to the City. No further response is required. The author of the
blog is Planning Commissioner Brown.

After the close of the March 22, 2012 public hearing, Assistant City Attorney Mulvihill suggested
hearing from Commissioner Brown and stated that the issue was not a conflict issue but a
suggestion that Commissioner Brown was unable to be fair and impartial on this decision due to
his bias. Commissioner Brown indicated the comments in his blog were made as a private
citizen and was prior to any appointment to the Planning Commission. He indicated that he
absolutely can make an objective decision and stated his responsibility as a Commissioner is to
the community which he puts first, over his own personal opinions. Commissioner Brown
indicated that his personal opinion at that time was formed with the information he had at that
time. He stated with the additional information now received, he is unsure about the project. He
felt certain that opinion, at that time, will not bias him or the decision to be made. He indicated
that his decision has not been made.
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Olwen Hageman

To: Michael Toerge, Chairman, Planning Commission
From: Olwen Hageman. 7 Goodwill Court, N.B.92663  ecvenkeeldisheclobalnet 949 642-1998

Under “Existing Conditions” the DEIR states that the SoCAB has the worst air quality in the U.S. ™
4.10.4, Climate and Meteorology™ page 4.10.9

Here are photographs of the air quality in my neck of the woods.

1) Pollution over land. Pollution over the land, another view. > 1
2) Pollution over oceanfobscuring the Palos Verdes Peninsula.

The DEIR refers to some impacts from the development as “significant but unavoidable™. Given the
poor quality of air to begin with, why cannot remediation and construction be limited to the point where
impacts would not be significant? ~

We already have pollution from Newport Blvd, Superior, PCH Placentia and, if it were approved, Bluff \
Road. Children at Carden Hall Schoeol and residents from rehab facilities walking on Superior would be subject
to this additional pollution. And how is Hoag Hospital affected by this same polluted air.

The City's Vision for the General Plan states “we have a conservative growth strategy that emphasizes
residents' gquality of life”. To permit amy condition to be significant and unavoidable would not emphasize
quality of life for its West Newport Beach residents, Quite the opposite, Even if it is within the law, is it
morally acceptable to lower the quality of life for existing residents, some having resided for 30+ years? Plus,
1375 homes, a hotel and commercial space on such a small area of land is not considered comservative, > 2

When you drive PCH to Laguna, notice the distance between roads such as Dover, Jamboree, McArthur,
etc. Drive to H.B. And notice the distance between Superior, Brookhurst, Magnolia, etc. Then consider the
very short distance between Newport Blvd. and Superior at Hospital Road, add Placentia, PCH and possibly
Bluff Road. The close proximity of all these roads already creates an umbrella of pollution over West Newport

With all the emphasis on preventive medicine it seems to me that the first thing we need to do is breathe
cleaner air. SoCoast Air Quality Management District has a program called The Right to Breathe and they state
that “more than shelter, we need clean air. Particulates inhaled by pregnant women go through the blood stream
to the fetus and can cause brain damage™.

Almost part of the BRD due to its physical location right on the border, is construction of a 3-story
community college that is near completion at 15th Street. Was a traffic study done on the number of anticipated

car rides for the college and have they been added to the 57,000 car rides anticipated for the Banning Ranch 8
Development?
NB Planned Community Development Plan require the Project to be coordinated with O.C.Transportation 4

Authority (OCTA) to allow for a transit routing through the community...” If Bluff Road is never approved,
what route will the buses take?

John Wayne's son gave an interview and told how their life “was basically small-town beach life.
Newport Beach was a fishing town. no big fences, no checkpoint in the driveway. John shopped at White
Front and Sears. At that time, it was much more low-key.” Many are nostalgic for that kind of living and those
days are gone, but great care must be taken with regard to how we grow so that beautiful Newport Beach can
retain some vestige of John Wayne's city of beauty and charm. The community college has already obscured
most of the beautiful views of snow-capped mountains. Will there be no beauty left, only buildings and roads.

In closing, at the end of the last study session a gentleman asked what has the City done to raise money
for the purchase of this land? I don't recall seeing any surveys asking all Newport Beach residents, CI)M and > 5
everyone, if they would be willing to contribute toward the purchase. Did [ miss it? Although the development
is notin CDM's back yard, the pollution from this area will eventually end up in their back yard. Ifreal efforts
were made, perhaps the purchase of this land would be possible.

Please give every consideration to concerns of the people living in this area. They, and not the people
who will occasionally visit the proposed parks for short periods of time are here 24/7. Land can be remediated
but the health of children. the elderly and people who are sensitive, once damaged, cannot always be
remediate L Thank you -

A
e, UG cmnas s f%* L. £ 6 porin j Lot
0 oo ‘

Respectfully, ) /[ # P
¥ Ao v Tlo

/

Under Project Design Features of the DEIR, PDF 4.11.3, states: “The Master Development Plan and the }
%

o
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POLLUTION OVER THE LAND
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POLLUTION OVER THE LAND — ANOTHER VIEW
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POLLUTION OVER THE OCEAN
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE UNDER CONSTRUCTION
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No date
Response 1

As previously addressed in Topical Response — Air Quality included in the Responses to
Comments document for the Draft EIR, updated construction equipment use data indicates that
the provision of all Tier 3 construction equipment would reduce regional NOx emissions from
remediation and construction to a less than significant level. Nonetheless, the Applicant and
construction contractors would be required by Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 to provide Tier 4
equipment where available, thereby further reducing NOx (and other pollutant) emissions.

Response 2

The comments on air quality have been addressed in the Final EIR (Draft EIR and Responses
to Comments document). No further response is necessary.

Response 3

An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration were prepared for the Coast Community
College District's Newport Beach Learning Center. The Draft EIR for Newport Banning Ranch
addressed the Learning Center as a part of cumulative development assumptions as well as in
Section 4.1, Land Use and Related Planning Programs, Section 4.9, Transportation and
Circulation, Section 4.10, Air Quality, and Section 4.12, Noise.

Response 4

PDF 4.11-3 requires coordination between the Applicant and the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA) to allow for a transit routing through the community and provide bus stops
and/or shelters as needed. The PDF does not mandate a bus route through the property or
along a specific roadway.

Response 5

The comment is noted; no further response is required.
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To: City of Newport Beach Planning Commission
From: Norman J. Suker P.E.
Re: March 22, 2012 Public Hearing for the Newport Beach Banning Ranch Development DEIR

Dated: March 22, 2012

T objeet to the approval of the Newport Banning Ranch (NBR) project as proposed and request
that all my comments be included in the records of any and all proceedings relating to the
Newport Banning Ranch project or its successors.

L. Tum u 25 year Newport Crest property owner and my townhouse abuts the Banning Ranch, My ™)
property has unobstructed ocean views from east of Catalina Island to Palos Verdes. This view

had been protected by the Newport Beach General Plan Amendment 81-1 until the 2006 General

Plan Update. I was not noticed or aware of this change. 1only lcarned that the Amendment 81-1 > 1
had been omitted by the response (0 my DEIR comments for the Newport Banning Ranch, The
proposed development will significantly impact my view. Please provide documentation that
residents of Newport Crest were noticed regarding the elimination of Amendment 81-1.

A\

2. Although I am currently licensed as a traflic engineer, civil engineer and real estate broker in
the State of California and have been for about 40 years with experience in both the public (City
Engineer and City Traffic Engineer) an private sectors, my comments are made as a private
citizen.

3. OCTA has recently removed the 19" St Bridge from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways > 2
(MPAH). The City’s General Plan Circulation Element needs to be amended to remove the 19"
Street Bridge. Failure to remove the bridge will jeopardize Measure “M” funding. Sinec the
DEIR is so voluminous, about 7,000 pages, the DEIR should be revised to eliminate all traffic
analysis based upon the bridge being built. By removing the unnecessary traffic analysis, the
DEIR pages will be reduced and made more understandable by the puhlic. J

4, In a telephone conversation with the Newport Beach City Traffic Engineer, I was informed
that all traffic data collection and analysis in the City, including the NBR DEIR is performed in
compliance with the City’s Traffic Phasing Ordinance (TPO). In Appendix A of said Ordinance
section 3.d. states “The most current field counts for each Primary Intersection with counts taken
on weekdays during the momning and evening Peak Hour Period between February 1 and May
31". The requirement for taking traffic counts only between February | and May 31 is not the

industry standard, in fact it is the only agency that | am aware of that counts only in the said > 3
period. To be infarmative to the public, the DEIR should have a scenario of traffic analysis for
the summer months in addition to the TPO months. It is obvious tha: traffic in the summer
months, especially August and September, is much heavier that the TPO months. See Exhibit
“A” attached from the Manual of Transportation Engineering Studies, 2" Edition (latest edition)
of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) shows an cxample of traffic at various times. I
am 4 Life Fellow of ITE. J
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5. My November 8,2011 comments regarding the Banning Ranch DEIR and the response to my \
comments are as follows:

Comment
Why has the 15" sireet Road connection to West Coast Highway been eliminated in the present
plan since the impact of removing this road is (o increase traffic next to our homes?

Response 1

The need for a2 second connecticn to West Ceast Highway through the Project site (via the
extension of 15t Street west of Bluff Road to West Coast Highway} was first studied as part of
the City of Newport Beach Generai Plan Update. and was revisited as part of the Newport

Banning Ranch Draft EIR. It was determined that the volume of traffic that would access West 4
Coast Highway through the Project site (consisting of new traffic generated by the Project itself,

plus traffic that would shift tc Bluff Road from other existing rcadways) could be accommodated
by a single roadway connection

This response is non-Tesponsive because it was based on the existence of the 19" Street bridge.
The General Plan and th MPAH shows both roadways, 17" and Bluff Road connecting to West
Pacific Coast highway. An alternative scenario of using only 15% (17") street should be
performed if only one roadway is necessary. 'This alternative roadway would be far west of
Newport Crest and would have little impact of noise and lighting. This alternative roadway
would provide [or a better traffic signal spacing on West Pacific Coast highway (farther away
from Superior Blvd). It would also eliminate the environmental issues that are associated with
the proposed Bluff Road near West Pacific Coast highway .

J N

6. An alternative scenario should also be conducted with the elimination of Bluff Road between
19" Street and Victoria St.. ] had a recent conversation with Costa Mesa traffic staff who \ 5
indicated that the City plans to request that this section of Bluff Road be removed from the
MPAII (this section of roadway would be in the Talbert Park).

AN

7. DEIR Exhibits 4.9-24 and 4.9-25 are the only graphics I found with roadway volumes and
they assumed that the 19* St. Bridge was built. These exhibits need 1o be revised without the
bridge showing TPO and summer traffic volumes. 1t is curious that Exhibit 4.9-24 shows a > 6
combined volume of (10,090 + 12,040) of 22,130 and Exhibit 4.9-25 shows Bluff Road with a
volume of only 15,440. What happened to the other almost 7,000 vehicles?

8. The Project Trip Distribution Exhibit 4.9-7 needs to be revised to show the distribution
without the 19" Street Bridge and Bluff Road north of 19" Street. The existing Exhibit 4.9-7
doesn’t show any traffic from 19" Street to the SRS5. This needs to be corrected.

9. Exhibit 4.9-21 indicates that the Bluff Road and West Pacific Coast highway intersection
without the 19" Street Bridge would operate a: LOS F in both the AM & PM. This would
indicate that Bluff Road should not be built.

10. The proposed Blutt Road is planned to be about 20 feet from a Newport Crest home. Any

S
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suggestion that double windows and air conditioning is a mitigation action is totally A
unreasonable. The owners of these homes which have existed for almost 30 years enjoyed the
cool ocean breszes without the cost and noise of air-conditioning equipment. With energy costs
rising, the electricity bill will only grow higher.

9

It is one thing for a developer to build nex: to an existing noisy roadway and include the double cont.
windows and air-conditioning. The buyers of his homes have a choice to buy or not. In the NBR
example, the homes are there first and the builder wants to put a noisy roadway next to these

homes. He has no authority to rehab the exiting homes and the only mitigation is to relocate the

road away from the existing homes. W,
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MANUAL OF
TRANSPORTATION
ENGINEERING STUDIES

2nd Edition

Bastian J. Schroeder, Ph.D.
Christopher M. Cunningham, P.E.
Daniel J. Findley, P.E.
Joseph E. Hummer, Ph.D., P.E.
Robert S. Foyle, P.E.

Institute of Transportation Engineers
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hit 4-8 ative Computation of Da ariation Facto
Day Average Yearly Volume for Day {veh./day) Daily Factor
Monday 1,332 1,429/1,332 = 1.07
Tuesday 1,275 1,429/1,275 = 1.12
Wednesday 1,289 1,429/1,289 = 1.11
Thursday 1,300 1,429/1,300 = 1.10
Friday 1,406 1,429/1,406 = 1.02
Saturday 1,588 1,429/1,588 = 0.90
Sunday 1,820 1,429/1,820 = 0.80
TOTAL = 10,000 vehicles ‘
| ADT = 1,429 veh./day

Source: McShane and Roess, 1590, p. 100.

The computation of scasonal or monthly variation factors follows a similar procedure. The ADT for each month is
the monthly volume from the permanent-count station divided by the number of days in the month. The AADT is
then computed as the average of the 12 monthly ADTs. The monthly adjustment factors are obtained by dividing
each monthly ADT by the AADT. Exhibic 4-9 illustrates the computation of monthly variation facrors. Daily and
seasonal factors can be computed in a similar way from control-count data. Since <ontrol counts are samples rather
than continuous counts, the margin for error is greater. However, carefully planned control counts will produce reli-
able estimates, For further discussion, see Roess, Prassas and McShane (2004).

Exhibit 4-9. Hllustrative Computation of Monthly Variation Factors

ADT for Month Monthly Factors
Month Total Traffic (vehicles) (veh./day) (AADT/ADT) J

January 19,840 19,840/31 = 640 7971640 = 1.25
February 16,660 16,660/28 = 595 7971595 =1.34
March 21,235 21,235/31 = 685 7971685 =1.16
April 24,300 24,300/30 = 810 7971810 =0.98
May 25,855 25,855/31 = 835 797/835 =0.95
June 26,280 26,280/30 = 876 7971876 =0.91
July 27,652 27,652/31 =892 7971892 =0.89
August 30,008 30,008/31 =968 797/968 =0.82
September 28,620 28,620/30 =954 7971954 =0.84
October 26,350 26,350/31 =850 7971850 =0.94
November 22,290 22,290/30 =743 7971743 =1.07
December 21,731 21,731/31 =701 7971701 =1.14
TOTAL = 290,851 vehicles
AADT =290,851/365 = 797 vpd

Source: McShane and Raess, 1990, p. 100,

ExHIO]

56 e MANUAL OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING STUDIES, 2ND EDITION

g At
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Response 1

The comment refers to a response previously provided to Mr. Suker's comment in the
Responses to Comments document which stated that the policy mentioned by the commenter
was not included when the City of Newport General Plan was updated in 2006. The request for
documentation concerning Newport Crest residents’ notification of the elimination of the policy
when the General Plan was updated in 2006 is not relevant to the analysis of the Newport
Banning Ranch EIR.

Response 2

Subsequent to the March 22, 2012 Planning Commission hearing, the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) has suspended its action to remove the 19" Street Bridge as
shown on the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) and the City of Newport Beach Master
Plan of Streets and Highways. The OCTA will reconsider the removal of the bridge from the
MPAH in November 2012 after technical studies of the impact of its removal are completed.
Until such time as an action is taken by the OCTA, the bridge remains on the OCTA MPAH for
purposes of transportation modeling. No further response is required related to pass-through
traffic, decreased levels of service, and traffic generated by the proposed Project. All of these
issues are addressed in the Final EIR. No further response is required related to pass-through
traffic, decreased levels of service, and traffic generated by the proposed Project. All of these
issues are addressed in the Final EIR.

As a point of clarification, in the event the 19" Street Bridge is removed from the OCTA MPAH,
the City’s Circulation Element would not need to be amended in order to remain eligible for
Measure M funding. A city’s eligibility for Measure M funding would be in jeopardy if its
Circulation Element does not reflect a roadway segment or reflects less roadway capacity than
is shown on the MPAH, but not if it shows more roadways or roadway capacity than is on the
MPAH.

Response3

As stated in the EIR, the traffic data for the traffic study was collected in accordance with the
City of Newport Beach policy which requires that traffic count data at Primary Intersections (as
specified in Appendix B of the Traffic Phasing Ordinance) for TPO purposes be collected
between February 1 and May 31; and that transportation planning and decisions regarding
sizing the circulation system be based on typical traffic levels during the “shoulder season” (the
spring and the fall) — and not traffic levels during the summer months. This is per the City policy
set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, which states: “...these policies protect
Newport Beach from building oversized roads to serve weekend summer beach traffic or traffic
generated outside of our border and our control”. No further response is required.

Response 4

Please refer to the above response regarding the 19" Street Bridge. As addressed in Section
4.9, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, the Newport Beach General Plan
Circulation Element’s Master Plan of Streets and Highways depicts a westerly extension of 15"
Street extending from Bluff Road to West Coast Highway just east of the existing on-site oil
consolidation area to provide a second connection to West Coast Highway. The Traffic Impact
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Analysis in the EIR found that a second roadway connection is not required to effectively serve
Project and cumulative traffic. Because this second connection is not needed to serve
forecasted traffic volumes and because of the significance of environmental impacts associated
with this second connection, the Project has proposed an amendment to the City’s General Plan
and the OCTA MPAH to remove the second connection. Based on the conceptual alignment for
this road as shown on Figure CE1, Master Plan of Streets and Highways, in the General Plan
Circulation Element, this second connection would require significant grading including the bluff
face and the Southern Arroyo, areas that would be subject to very limited grading as a part of
the proposed Project. As addressed in the Draft EIR, there is a vertical grade separation of
approximately 50 feet from West Coast Highway to the top of the Project bluffs along West
Coast Highway. Further, the second connection would traverse an area identified as a part of
the proposed Project’'s Open Space Preserve.

Response 5

As with the 19" Street Bridge, the extension of North Bluff Road north of the Project site is
depicted on the City of Costa Mesa’s General Plan and on the OCTA MPAH. It would not be
deleted from the MPAH as a part of this proposed Project. The General Plan Buildout analysis
for Newport Banning Ranch was based on the adopted roadway network in the Project vicinity,
which includes this segment of Bluff Road. If the City of Costa Mesa decides to pursue the
deletion of this off-site segment of Bluff Road from the OCTA MPAH, they would be required to
prepare a cooperative study to identify and mitigate any impacts resulting from the removal of
the roadway from the MPAH.

Response 6

Please refer to the prior response regarding the 19" Street Bridge. The ADT forecasts shown on
Exhibits 4.9-24 (General Plan with Project and MPAH Network) and 4.9-25 (General Plan with
Project Proposed Network) are derived from specific runs of the Newport Beach Traffic Model
(NBTM), which takes the entire area-wide network and carrying capacity into account when
determining the likely paths vehicles will take to get from point A to point B. The additional
carrying capacity offered by the full OCTA MPAH network through the Project site would have
the potential to draw additional traffic from the Project itself, as well as from the surrounding
land uses. In the absence of this additional capacity, traffic will choose alternate paths to get
across the Santa Ana River, including roadways that are outside the view of these two exhibits.

Response 7

Please refer to the prior response regarding the 19" Street Bridge. The trip distribution
assumptions for the proposed Project are based on select zone runs of the City’s traffic model
(NBTM). The majority of Project traffic destined for SR-55 (Newport Boulevard and SR-55)
would make their way across 15", 16", and 17" Streets to head north on Superior Avenue or
Newport Boulevard. These would be shorter and more direct paths from the Project
development areas than 19™ Street. There is no Project development proposed beyond the
shopping center at Bluff Road and 17" Street. Traveling up to 19" Street to get to SR-55 would
require out-of-direction travel, and would add extra stops and delay to the trip.

Response 8

The “Without Bridge” analysis was conducted for information purposes to identify future peak
hour operating conditions in the event the 19" Street Bridge is not built. The results indicate
that, in the absence of the planned carrying capacity of the 19" Street Bridge over the Santa
Ana River, traffic will choose alternate paths to get across the River, including Victoria Street
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and Adams Avenue to the north, and West Coast Highway to the south. The results also
indicate that nine additional intersections in the study area would operate at a deficient Level of
Service, including the intersection of Bluff Road and West Coast Highway. These impacts would
be the direct result of removing the 19" Street Bridge, and improvements would need to be
identified to mitigate the loss of the carrying capacity of the bridge. To also delete Bluff Road to
avoid the deficient Level of Service at the Bluff Road/West Coast Highway intersection, as
suggested in this comment, would further exacerbate the impact on levels of service along the
remaining alternate paths to cross the Santa Ana River. Bluff Road is a planned roadway,
shown on both the City’s Circulation Element and the OCTA MPAH. Improvements to the
intersection of Bluff Road at West Coast Highway, beyond those originally envisioned, would be
needed to mitigate the deletion of the 19" Street Bridge.

Response 9

A response was previously provided to Mr. Suker's comment in the Responses to Comments
document. No further response is required.
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Mike and Dorothy Kraus

Alford, Patrick

From: Dorothy Kraus [medjkraus@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2011 3:07 PM

To: Alford, Patrick

Subject: Newport Banning Ranch DEIR - Comments and Questions

Dear Patrick,

We object to the Newport Banning Ranch project as proposed. Please include our comments and
questions below in the records of any and all proceedings relating to this project and its successors.

Regarding SECTION 6.0, LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED
PROJECT, Sub-Section 6.1 ANY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH
CANNOT BE MITIGATED, 1st paragraph under Land Use which states starting with the
fourth sentence as follows:

land use incompatibility with respect to long-term noise and night illumination on those
Newport Crest residences immediately contiguous to the Project site. The City of
Newport Beach General Plan Final EIR found that the introduction of new sources of
lighting associated with development of the site would be considered significant and
unavoidable. In certifying the General Plan Final EIR and approving the General Plan
project, the City Gouncil approved a Statement of Overriding Considerations which notes
that there are specific economic, social, and other public benefits that outweigh the
significant unavoidable impacts associated with the General Plan project.’

"The proposed Project would resultin a >
1

In the first sentence, please specify what Newport Crest residents are assumed to be immediately
contiguous' to the project site including street number and street name e.g., 3 Wild Goose Court. j
Regarding the underlined sentences above starting with the second sentence, the Banning Ranch DEIR does N
not provide a cross-reference to the General Plan Final EIR where the City has approved a Statement of
Overriding Considerations.

Please provide this cross-reference to the City's General Plan Final EIR for clarity. Also, please provide specific
examples of 'other public benefits thal outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts associated with the
General Plan' including specific benefits that would outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts related to
long-term noise and night illumination to those Newport Crest residents contiguous to the Project site.

Thank you.

Mike and Dorothy Kraus
10 Wild Goose Court
Newport Beach, CA 92663
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Mike and Dorothy Kraus
October 24, 2011

Response 1

The EIR refers to condominium units that border the Project site. It is not necessary to provide
addresses for these units.

Response 2

This comment was previously addressed in the Responses to Comments document. The 2006
General Plan Update Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted by the Newport
Beach City Council to describe the anticipated economic, social, and other benefits or other
considerations that supported the decision to adopt the 2006 General Plan Update even though
all of the identified impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level. Both the
unavoidable significant impacts and the economic, social, and other benefits or other
considerations relate to the entire City of Newport Beach. The General Plan Update’s Findings
of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations are included in the Staff Report to the City
Council dated July 25, 2006. The Staff Report can be accessed from the City of Newport Beach
website.
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Dorene M. Christensen

Alford, Patrick

From: DORENE CHRISTENSEN [dorene_J@yahoo.com)

Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2011 11:45 AM

To: Alford, Patrick

Subject: Bruce Bartram of Newport Banning Ranch, DEIR comment 111

This is unbelievable that anyone here at Newport Crest Homeowners Association would agree to allow the City
of Newport Beach to invade our private property (Ticonderoga Street)

and actually have this agreement recorded with the Orange County Recorder as " The Agreement for
Ticonderoga Street".  This was apparently done Sept. 19, 1984, ' have lived here

in Newport Crest since July of 1976.  This so-called Agreement was never discussed or brought fo a vote for
the members of the Association.  Newport Crest has 460 homes - and with this

many families involved - how could an agreement such as this be accomplished without anyone's knowledge?
This sounds very fraudulent to me. How could the city even consider

making this small 2 lane street into a commuter roadway??  Ticonderoga is our own only way to enter or exit
our small neighborhood.  Taking our private property & making it into

a commuter road would be a disaster beyond words to describe it.  PLEASL do not let this disaster occur.
Thank you for your consideration,

Dorene M. Christensen
19 Barnna Coourt
Newport Beach 92663
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Dorene M. Christensen
November 9, 2011

Response 1

This issue was addressed in the Responses to Comments document. The extension of
Ticonderoga onto the Project site is not proposed. Neither the Newport Crest Homeowners
Association nor the City nor the Applicant is proposing this extension.
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Mike and Dorothy Kraus

s SEVED 4 )

COMMUNITY
0cT 19201

DEVEL SNT
%. UPMENT ¢g3
October 14, 2011 % pwpors ©

Mr. Patrick Alford

City of Newport Beach
3300 Newport Blvd.
Newport Beach, CA 92663

Dear Patrick,

On behalf of the Newport Crest individuals whose signatures and December 2010 leller to the
owners and developers of Banning Ranch are enclosed, we hereby object to the current
proposed development plan for Banning Ranch,

As stated in the December 2010 lelter, the location of the proposed Bluff Road is of grave
concern, Arterial roadways should not be in such close proximity to residential communities.
Additicnally, the planned development will have significant and unavoidable impacts on the
Crest community such as lighting, air quality, and noise.

Please include these materials into the official Newport Banning Ranch dEIR record and any of
ils successors.

Respectiully submitted,
.‘__,,,K_!\...\_{.-?,'L A 4N .u.:'-:.e."i,_ﬁi__tk L/ A Ay

Mike and Dorothy Kraus
10 Wild Goose Court
Newport Baach, CA 926683
949-337-6651
medjkraus@yahoo.com

Enclosures
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Mike and Dorothy Kraus
October 14, 2011

Response 1

The City acknowledges the petitioners’ opposition to the Project. Environmental issues related
to Bluff Road including lighting, air quality, and noise have been addressed in the Final EIR. No

further response is required.
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Ron Frankiewicz

Newport Beach Planning Commission Study Session
January 19, 2012

On behalf of my fellow Westside Costa Mesa residents, | want to ask for
your support in getting the 19" St bridge off the Master Plan. We along
with Huntington Beach eastside residents do not want the increased traffic
flow in our quiet communities. We do not want our homes demolished so

that autos can save a few minutes coming & going to the beach. Let me
remind you that there is a bridge already just 2700’ away. Mr. Rosansky
was quoted in the paper after the January bridge meeting that we would be
sorry 20 yrs from now if the bridge is not built. | agree that we will be sorry

M ure fram naw wia will lhha anrrg if Rannina Ranch ie nnt ent ncida fAar nnan
LU YIO TN 1wy, Wi Wil WS oUll y 11 DAl ininiy mnaiiuil 1o 11Vl oGl aoldc Ul UGl

space. We know that the bridge will enhance the Banning Ranch
development. Why else would talks about building the bridge be revived at
same time of Banning Ranching development discussions. Why else
would Mike Mohler, Banning Ranch developer, be at the bridge meeting?

You probably think it is silly or futile to think of Banning Ranch as open
space for all to enjoy. That is probably what city official thought back in the
mid 60’s when Frank & Fran Robinson fought to protect the Back Bay from
development. Can you imagine today the Back Bay developed with limited
use for citizens? Today it is a gem for school children, hikers, bikers & bird
watchers. Think of what Banning Ranch could be connected to the Talbert
Nature and Fairview Park. An oasis in Orange County.

What about the cost of building a bridge, $150,000,000? | asked OCTA if
this included the cost of eminent domain and 19" st mitigation. They said
no, it is just for the bridge. Add another 30-50 Mil for home demolition and
street mitigation. By the time the bridge is to be built, the cost would
probably be higher.

Traffic projections call for increased traffic and that is one of the factors per
the officials for building the bridge. If future traffic is so horrendous, why
build Banning Ranch putting even more traffic on overburdened roads?

If is house is on fire, do you throw more gas on the fire to save it?

Ron Frankiewicz
Costa Mesa, CA
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Response 1

Subsequent to the March 22, 2012 Planning Commission hearing, the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) has suspended its action to remove the 19" Street Bridge as
shown on the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) and the City of Newport Beach Master
Plan of Streets and Highways. The OCTA will reconsider the removal of the bridge from the
MPAH in November 2012 after technical studies of the impact of its removal are completed.
Until such time as an action is taken by the OCTA, the bridge remains on the MPAH for
purposes of transportation modeling. No further response is require