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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This Final Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (Final 1S/MND) has been prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code
88 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations §8 15000 et seq.).

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft IS'MND No. 1882-22 for the 901
E. Katella Residential Development Project (Project) (State Clearinghouse No. 2023110185) during the
public review period, which occurred November 9, 2023, through December 11, 2023. 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 Draft ISSMND comprise the Final
IS/MND. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) incorporates commitments in the
form of Project Design Features (PDFs) and Mitigation Measures to ensure implementation. The MMRP
is included as Attachment E.

The Draft ISSMND No. 1882-22 for the 901 E. Katella Residential Development Project (Project) (State
Clearinghouse No. 2023110185) is hereby incorporated by reference, in its entirety. The Draft IS'MND
is available for review at the Orange City Hall, Offices of the City Clerk and Community Development
Department, 300 East Chapman Avenue, Orange, CA 92866, on the City’s website at
https://www.cityoforange.org/our-city/departments/community- development/planning-division/current-
projects, and included as Attachment F to this document. The technical appendices to the Draft IS'MND
are included as Attachment G.

The City published a Notice of Intent and circulated a Draft ISS'MND for public review and comment for
the period of November 9, 2023, through December 11, 2023. A total of 37 correspondences were
submitted to the City during the review period. Section 2 of the Final IS/MND includes a list of all
correspondence submitted to the City on the Draft IS/MND, each identified by a number for later
reference, together with the authors and the dates the letters were received. Following this list, all of the
letters are presented, with numbered brackets to highlight specific comments that are responded to in the
next section.

SECTION 2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This Final IS/MND has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code 8§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Code
of Regulations §8 15000 et seq.).

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where
sections of the Draft IS/MND are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes
to the Draft IS/MND text are shown in underlined bold text for additions and strikeeut for deletions.

The following is a list of agencies and persons who submitted comments on the Draft ISMND during
the public review period.

This section provides all written responses received on the Draft IS/MND and the City’s responses to
each comment.
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Number
Reference

Commenting Person/Agency

Date of Comment

Agency Comment Letter

A-1 Caltrans December 11, 2023
Individual Comment Letter

1 Jay Chaisson November 11, 2023

2 Dan Graupensperger November 15, 2023

3 Joseph and Zeina Fierro November 26, 2023

4 Rosalie Huynh November 28, 2023

5 James Garaghty November 28, 2023

6 Schoen Tucker November 28, 2023

7 David Nelson November 28, 2023

8 Jamie Fingal November 29, 2023

9 Kevin Tong November 29, 2023
10 Jenny Tom November 29, 2023
11 Timothy Chi Ngo November 30, 2023
12 David and Linda Crawford November 30, 2023
13 Denise Floryan November 30, 2023
14 Alex Martin December 1, 2023
15 Joann Jeon December 2, 2023
16 Amy Moen December 2, 2023
17 Karen Goran December 3, 2023
18 Hung Doan December 3, 2023
19 Kevin O’Connor December 4, 2023
20 Adam Le December 4, 2023
271 Carolyn Jones December 4, 2023
29 Jeffrey Jones December 4, 2023
23 Kendall Jones December 4, 2023
24 Laurence Hamlin December 4, 2023
25 Stephen and Kristina Reifenstein December 4, 2023
26 Todd and Brittany Calvert December 4, 2023
27 Betty and Bill Bath December 5, 2023
28 Eduardo Esquivel December 5, 2023
29 Mai Vu December 5, 2023
30 Mika Jones December 5, 2023
31 Katherine Gernak December 5, 2023
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Number
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment
32 Al Tucker December 5, 2023
33 Jeremy Campadonia December 6, 2023
34 Melissa Campitelli December 6, 2023
35 Janet Majick December 6, 2023
36 Pamela Dittrich December 6, 2023

2.1  General Response 1 — Traffic and Parking

Many of the comment letters received on the Draft ISSMND include one or more comments pertaining
to traffic congestion, sight distance and turning movements, parking, and vehicle miles travelled. Instead
of repeating responses, one comprehensive response to these related topics is provided.

In 2013, the State Legislature signed into law Senate Bill 743, which changed the requirements for
analyzing traffic pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SB 743 requires CEQA
documents to analyze vehicle miles travelled (VMT) instead of auto delay at intersections or similar
measurements of traffic congestion. In response to SB 743, the City of Orange adopted guidelines for
preparing traffic studies. The guidelines, titled Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles
Traveled and Level of Service Assessment (TIAG), were adopted in July 2020. These guidelines require
Applicants prepare a traffic study that includes both VMT analysis and traffic congestion analysis.

Numerous comments suggested the traffic study for the Project was inappropriately prepared in 2020, in
the middle of Covid. These comments are incorrect. The traffic study for the Project was prepared
October 2022, and unaffected by Covid as explained later in this response. The City’s traffic guidelines
were prepared in 2020 during the time of Covid.

The first step in preparing the traffic congestion analysis is to determine the number of trips generated
by the Project. Trip generation is not based on the number of bedrooms or number of new residents.
Instead, trip generation relies on the number of average daily trips per dwelling unit as determined by
the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE). The average daily trips account for a wide variety of vehicle
trips, such as work trips, school trips, landscaping, delivery trucks, etc. By applying the trip generation
rates from ITE as outlined in the trip generation analysis included in Appendix K, the Project would
generate 353 vehicle trips in a 24-hour period, with 24 trips during the morning (AM) peak one-hour
period and 28 trips during the afternoon (PM) peak one-hour period. The City’s traffic study guidelines
state that a more detailed traffic analysis is only required when a project generates 51 or more peak hour
trips. Since the proposed Project generates much less than 51 peak hour trips, no further traffic study is
required and for the congestion portion of the analysis, impacts were determined to be less than
significant.

The trip generation analysis prepared in October 2022 was unaffected by Covid because the study relies
on trip generation factors prepared by the Institute of Traffic Engineers, which has been compiling traffic
data for decades. The study did not rely on any intersection counts or traffic patterns that could have
been affected by Covid.

To put the trip generation numbers into perspective, the existing commercial zoning on the Project site
would allow for general office, medical office, or retail uses, which have different trip generation rates
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based on the amount of building square footage. The following comparison relies on the amount of
square footage of the existing building on the Project site, which is approximately 20,621 square feet.
The following table compares trip generation rates between general office, medical office, retail, and the
proposed Project.

Table 1: Trip Generation Comparison

Use Average Daily Trips | AM  Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Trips Trips

General Office 224 31 30

Medical Office 742 64 81

Retail 1,123 49 136

Proposed Project 353 24 28

Source: 2021 ITE Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition)

As shown in Table 1, the proposed Project generates fewer AM and PM Peak Hour trips than other uses
permitted by the current zoning.

The Draft ISIMND also includes a sight distance analysis prepared May 30, 2023, and included as
Appendix L. The sight distance analysis analyzed the turning movements into and from the Project site
from the driveway on Cambridge Street. The study takes into consideration sight distance and vehicle
speeds. Speed count data was collected on Cambridge Street on July 12, 2022. The study concluded that
sufficient stopping sight distance exists for outbound (leaving the Project site) left turn and right turn
movements. Therefore, there are no restrictions on outbound turning movements. However, the study
determined that insufficient stopping sight distance is available for southbound Cambridge Street left
turn movements into the Project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure MM TRANS-1 was included in the
Draft IS/MND to restrict southbound left turns into the Project.

Many comments focused on the difficulty for existing residents making a left turn onto southbound
Cambridge Street from East Carleton. That turning movement and the sight distance associated with that
turning movement is an existing condition, which occurs with or without the proposed Project. Because
that condition is existing and the Project has no ability to affect or revise that intersection, no further
sight distance of that intersection was prepared.

The proposed Project generates 24 to 28 peak hour trips during the AM and PM peak hour periods,
respectively, and 353 daily vehicle trips over a 24-hour period. The Project site has two driveways and
traffic will disburse in multiple directions from those driveways. Therefore, not all Project vehicle trips
would occur northbound on Cambridge Drive and impact turning movements from East Carleton.

Cambridge Drive is designated as a secondary arterial roadway. According to the City’s Circulation and
Mobility Element of the General Plan, secondary arterials have a daily capacity of up to 24,000 vehicle
tripsl. The City conducts traffic counts approximately every two years. According to the City’s 2020
traffic counts, Cambridge Street between Katella and Taft Avenue had 6,700 average daily trips (ADT).
This count would have been affected by Covid. The counts in 2016 showed 9,400 ADT and in 2018
9,800 ADT, which more closely approximate current traffic volumes. Based on traffic volumes of around
10,000 ADT and a roadway capacity of 24,000 ADT, the roadway has sufficient design capacity to
accommodate the additional 353 ADT produced by the Project.

! City of Orange General Plan Circulation and Mobility Element, Table CM-3, Page CM-13
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Therefore, the additional traffic generated by the proposed Project is 1) less than the threshold established
by the City for further study, 2) a fraction of the total number of existing (non-Project) trips on
Cambridge Street, and 3) a very small percentage of the overall design capacity of Cambridge Street.
The traffic concerns expressed by the residents are recognized, however, the existing traffic conditions
at East Carleton were not caused by the Project and the Project would not change or substantially
exacerbate the existing traffic conditions. Therefore, under the thresholds established by CEQA, the
Project would not cause a significant traffic impact.

Numerous comments also expressed concern about the amount of parking provided by the Project.
Parking is provided in enclosed garages and open guest parking spaces. The City of Orange Municipal
Code requires a total of 128 parking spaces. This calculation is based on 2 spaces for each 3-bedroom
unit, 3 spaces for each 4-bedroom unit, and 0.25 spaces for each dwelling unit. The proposed Project
provides 128 parking spaces. Each dwelling unit includes a two-car enclosed garage and 30 uncovered
guest parking spaces are provided.

Parking is not an environmental topic specifically included in State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
therefore, the Draft IS'MND does not include a parking study or specific parking analysis. The Land
Use Section (Appendix G, Xl (b)) of the CEQA Guidelines establishes a threshold of significance
pertaining to consistency with adopted policies or regulations (codes), which could include the parking
code if an inconsistency would cause an environmental impact. Since the proposed parking provided by
the Project is consistent with City code requirements, the Project is consistent with adopted parking
regulations and therefore no impact would occur.

The VMT analysis for the proposed Project (RK October 2022) relied on the North Orange County
Collaborative VMT Traffic Study Screening Tool (NOCC+) to evaluate vehicle miles generated by the
Project. This analysis concluded that Project generated VMT per service population (15.4 VMT per
service population) would not exceed the City of Orange General Plan Build Out Baseline VMT per
service population threshold (31.3 VMT per service population).

To confirm the conclusion from the NOCC+ screening tool, a supplemental VMT analysis was prepared
by RK Engineering Group (Attachment A) that includes a full model run of the Orange County
Transportation Analysis Model (OCTAM). The OCTAM Model run determined that the City of Orange
has a General Plan Build-Out (Year 2030) VMT per service population of 28.3. This VMT per service
population represents one of the thresholds of significance for determining Project impacts. The OCTAM
model run for the proposed Project determined that for the Base Model Year (2016) with Project the
VMT per service population would be 15.4. For the Cumulative Model Year (2045) with Project the
VMT per service population would be 15.2. In both model year runs, the proposed Project would not
exceed the City’s threshold of significance of 28.3 VMT per service population. A second threshold of
significance pertains to whether the baseline or cumulative project-generated VMT per service
population would increase under the plus project condition compared to the no project condition. The
OCTAM model run determined that in the 2016 base model year, the Project would reduce VMT
0.025%. In the 2045 cumulative model year, the Project would reduce VMT 0.034%. Therefore, the
Project would not cause an increase in citywide VMT per service population. The supplemental VMT
analysis confirmed the conclusions derived from the NOCC+ screening tool and no changes to the
conclusions presented in the Draft IS/MND would occur.
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2.2  General Response 2 — Privacy, Light, and Shade/Shadow

Many of the comment letters received on the Draft ISSMND include one or more comments pertaining
to privacy, light, and shade/shadow concerns. Since these are related topics, instead of repeating
responses, one comprehensive response to these related topics is provided.

Many of the comments have expressed concern about the loss of privacy and shading due to a 10-foot
setback from the northern Project boundary and two and three-story homes, some with roof decks.

This response first addresses the thresholds of significance established by CEQA and the City for the
topics of privacy and shading. Second, this response addresses the change in zoning from C-P to R-3
with application of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance development standards. Lastly, this response
provides analysis of shading from the proposed Project compared to the existing condition.

Thresholds of Significance

Cities establish thresholds of significance to determine whether an impact is significant or less than
significant. Often cities rely on the checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines to establish the
thresholds of significance. Cities can also adopt thresholds of significance through the adoption of local
CEQA Guidelines.

For the topic of privacy, the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G does not establish thresholds of significance
for privacy impacts. First, privacy is subjective and second it has not been determined to be an
environmental impact analyzed pursuant to CEQA. Additionally, the City of Orange has not adopted
thresholds of significance for privacy in locally adopted CEQA guidelines or in the municipal code. The
CEQA Guidelines addresses impacts to aesthetic resources, such as scenic resources and scenic vistas,
but not privacy. Furthermore, private views are not protected by CEQA or California law. Therefore,
privacy is not an environmental impact analyzed under CEQA.

Shading and shadowing can be a potential impact when a building(s) blocks sunlight from neighboring
properties, including roof-top solar. The CEQA Guidelines have not established shade/shadow
thresholds of significance, nor has the City of Orange formally adopted code standards or thresholds of
significance as part of the City’s local CEQA Guidelines. While not a formally adopted threshold of
significance, the City’s past practice has been that new shading from a project should not continuously
cover either rooftop solar panels or residential windows for a two-hour period between 7:30 am and 9:30
am. The City uses the winter solstice for the analysis because the sun angle is lowest on that day, resulting
in the most restrictive condition of the year. The spring and fall equinox and summer solstice may also
be analyzed, but are not required, for this Project because the sun angle is much higher during those
times of year, resulting in less shading.

Light and glare are topics addressed by CEQA in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G
states:

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

This question in Appendix G is often used as a threshold of significance for light and glare impacts.
Change in Development Standards

The Project proposes a zone change from a commercial zone (C-P) to a residential zone (R-3) with the
application of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance development standards. While CEQA does not
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establish thresholds of significance for privacy or shading, it is important to consider whether the change
in zoning, and therefore a change in development standards, would have a substantial effect on
surrounding land uses.

The two development standards that most affect the adjoining residential properties on E. Carleton
Avenue are the setback from the northern Project property boundary and the height limit.

The existing C-P zone requires a setback of 0-feet along the northern Project property boundary and a
height limit of 32 feet. Therefore, a commercial developer could build a 32-foot-tall office building or
other commercial structure 0 feet from the northern Project property boundary without the need for
discretionary City approval (called “by right”) because the commercial use and structure would be
consistent with existing zoning standards.

The proposed Project requests a zone change to R-3 with the application of the Small Lot development
standards. The Small Lot development standards require a 5-foot setback along the northern Project
property boundary and a 35-foot height limit. Therefore, the zone change would increase the setback
standard from the northern property boundary and allow for an increase in height by 3 feet.

However, for the proposed Project, the Applicant has restricted the building height for the first row of
residential units to two-stories and increased the setback of the second story for these units. The proposed
two-story structures measure approximately 20 feet to the eave and 24.5 feet overall height, and the
second story of those residential units would be setback an additional 2 - 5 feet, for a total second story
setback between 12 and 15 feet from the northern property boundary. Therefore, the Project would result
in the height of the structures being approximately seven (7) feet lower than permitted in the C-P zone
and setback 10 feet and more than permitted in the C-P zone. That two-story height restriction and
additional second story setback for the northern-most row of residences would be governed by the
Design Review approval and conditions of approval.

Therefore, the proposed change in zone and development standards would not cause an adverse effect
on surrounding land uses and furthermore, the restrictions placed on the proposed Project would be more
restrictive and have less effect on surrounding land uses than the commercial development that could be
built “by right” under the existing C-P zoning standards.

Shade / Shadow Analysis
While neither the CEQA Guidelines nor the City of Orange have established thresholds for significance
for shading, the City’s past practice has been that new shading from a project should not continuously
cover either rooftop solar panels or windows for a two-hour period between 7:30 am and 9:30 am. The
City uses the winter solstice for the analysis because the sun angle is lowest on that day, resulting in the
most restrictive condition.

Two of the technical components of this analysis are the azimuth of the sun, which is the location of the
sun in degrees from north, and the sun angle elevation. Both of these components were used in the
shading analysis during the winter solstice at the latitude and longitude of the Project site.

Attachment B (sheets L7-L8) provides a shade analysis during the winter solstice from 7:00 to 9:30 am
in both the existing condition and the proposed condition. This analysis was done from overhead, in the
9:30 am condition, a yellow line marks the limits of shading. In all but two locations, 932 and 942 E.
Carleton Avenue, Project shading is absent from the residential structures along E. Carleton Avenue by
9:30 a.m.
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Further analysis of both 932 and 942 E. Carleton Avenue was performed to determine the change
between existing and proposed conditions. Additional analysis and modeling were necessary because of
the existing vegetation both on the Project site as well as on each individual property. The analysis,
included in Attachment C (sheet L35), is shown at an angle, which allows for the relationship between
the existing landscape and the residential structures to be clearly seen. The analysis shows that the
proposed Project would not create new shading impacts beyond what occurs during the existing
condition on the winter solstice due to existing vegetation on the Project site and on each private

property.

It is important to further note that the shading impacts from the proposed Project are less than what could
occur “by right” under existing zoning. The existing zoning permits a 32-foot-tall commercial structure
located where the Project proposes structures less than 25 feet tall. The additional seven (7) feet in
building height permitted under the existing zoning would increase the shading of the residential
properties along E. Carleton compared to the proposed Project.

Light and Glare

The CEQA Guidelines has identified projects that create “a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area” as causing a significant impact. The proposed
Project includes residential lighting, consistent with the lighting found in the E. Carleton Avenue
neighborhood and generally less intensive than commercial lighting that could be found in the C-P zone.
Therefore, the lighting associated with the proposed residential neighborhood is not considered a source
of substantial light. To further document this conclusion, a photometric analysis was prepared to show
footcandles and light spillage from the light sources proposed on the Project site. The photometric
analysis is included as Attachment D to this document. Furthermore, the Project does not include an
architectural style with reflective glass windows often found in commercial buildings that could cause
glare impacts.

2.3  Response to Comments
The following are specific responses to comments received during the public review period.

The rest of the page intentionally left blank.
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Agency Comment Letter A-1 — Caltrans (December 11, 2023)
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Agency Response A-1 — Caltrans (December 11, 2023)

Al-1

Al-2

Al-3

Al-4

Al-5

Al-6

Al-7

Al-8

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses support for affordable housing and meeting the RHNA
allocation. The Project site is not identified in the City’s Housing Element for
production of affordable housing and the City has identified other candidate sites
to meet its RHNA allocation.

The comment suggests adding a discussion of racial equity into the ISMND. The
City fully supports racial equity; however, this project does not create an
environmental justice issue and therefore, racial equity is not an environmental
topic of concern in the ISMND.

The comment encourages the use of Complete Streets, which is noted. The
proposed Project does not include off-site roadway improvements and does not
have the ability to convert off-site roadways into Complete Streets.

The comment suggests supporting Active Transportation and transit users. The
Project is located near commercial uses and bus stops, both of which encourage
Active Transportation and transit use.

The comment encourages promoting multimodal transportation. The Project is
located near commercial uses and bus stops. Pedestrian access from the Project site
to existing sidewalks would be provided. No other off-site roadway improvements
are part of the Project.

The comment encourages the use of Complete Streets, which is noted. The
proposed Project does not include off-site roadway improvements and does not
have the ability to convert off-site roadways into Complete Streets.

The comment suggests adding dedicated bicycle infrastructure to E. Katella
Avenue. The comment is noted, but beyond the scope of the Project. The proposed
Project does not include off-site roadway improvements and does not have the
ability to add off-site bicycle lanes to E. Katella Avenue.

The comment requests appropriate detours, signage, and safety measures for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users. Any work done within public right-of-way
is required to have appropriate detours, signage, and/or safety measures in
accordance with the City’s encroachment permit procedures.

901 E. Katella Residential Project FINAL IS/MND Page 13



City of Orange

Al-10

Al-11

Al-12

Al-13

Al-14

The comment requests identification of bus service and connectivity to train
stations. The Project site is located approximately 2.3 miles east of the ARTIC
Station and 2.4 miles north of the Orange Station. OCTA Bus Route 50 provides
east/west transit along Katella, including transit to the ARCTIC Station. OCTA Bus
Route 71provides north/south transit along Tustin Avenue, just east of the Project
site, and Bus Route 59 provides north/south transit along Glassell just west of the
Project site.

The comment requests incentivizing the use of transit for construction workers. The
comment is noted and will be considered as a condition of approval. No significant
impacts were identified triggering the need for this suggestion to be included as a
mitigation measure.

The comment requests consideration of shared drop-off locations for delivery
trucks. The comment is beyond the scope of the Project and the ISMND.

The comment pertains to on-street truck parking. No on-street truck parking is
permitted within the Project site and no parking is permitted on surrounding arterial
roadways.

The comment pertains to trip generation. Please refer to General Response 1.

Remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 1 — Jay Chaisson (November 14, 2023)
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Individual Response 1 — Jay Chaisson (November 14, 2023)

1-1 The comment suggests that Cambridge Street between Katella and Chestnut is a
dangerous street and crossing the street is dangerous due to the steady stream of
traffic. It is unclear whether the Commenter is describing crossing Cambridge
Street at a designated crosswalk or at an unmarked location. Please refer to General
Response 1.

1-2 The comment questions why four-way stop control is provided at the intersection
of Palmyra and Shaffer. The rationale for the intersection control is beyond the
scope of this environmental document.

1-3 The comment requests mitigation to prevent traffic exiting the Project site from
being “forced onto other side streets.” The proposed Project has two points of
access, one connection to Cambridge Street and another connection to E. Katella.
Cambridge Street and E. Katella are both classified as arterial roadways, not side
streets. Please refer to General Response 1.

1-4 The comment expresses concern about Project traffic turning left during times of
high traffic volume. It is unclear from the comment, what left turn is being
referenced. Please refer to General Response 1.

Remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 2 — Dan Graupensperger (November 15, 2023)
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Individual Response 2 — Dan Graupensperger (November 15, 2023)

2-1 The comment suggests the proposed parking is inadequate. Please refer to General
Response 1.

2-2 The comment suggests the street widths will be tight for a fire engine and tiller
truck. The street widths have been reviewed by both the City engineering and fire
departments and deemed to meet requirements.

Remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 3 — Joseph and Zeina Fierro (November 26, 2023)
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Individual Response 3 — Joseph and Zeina Fierro (November 26, 2023)

3-1

3-2

3-3

3-4

3-6

The comment suggests the proposed parking is inadequate. Please refer to General
Response 1.

The comment pertains to concerns about traffic impacts. Please refer to General
Response 1.

The comment suggests that more traffic will result in noise impacts. The additional
traffic generated by the Project was analyzed in a Noise Study included in Appendix
I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study determined
the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be less than 3
dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND Page 70).
Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed Project.

The comment pertains to the style (architecture) of the proposed buildings. This
topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City has a detailed Design
Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

The comment provides the Commenter’s opinions on the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 4 — Rosalie Huynh (November 28, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 4 — Rosalie Huynh (November 28, 2023)

4-1

42

4-3

4-4

4.5

4-6

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests the Project would cause noise and light pollution. A Noise
Study was prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study
is included in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The
noise study determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the
Project would be less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear
(see Draft IS/MND Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur
from the proposed Project.

Residential homes create new sources of light or glare, however the new light
sources would have the same character and intensity as the existing surrounding
light sources in the residential neighborhood to the north and lower intensity than
the existing surrounding commercial light sources (see Draft ISSMND Page 24).
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur from new light sources. Please refer
to General Response 2.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment suggests the proposed parking is inadequate. Please refer to General
Response 1.

The comment pertains to loss of privacy. Please refer to General Response 2.

The comment suggests that the Project is inconsistent with General Plan policies
1.4, 1.6, and 6.10. Policies 1.4 and 1.6 pertain to design and privacy. Please refer
to General Response 2. Policy 6.10 states that impacts to air, noise, circulation
should be mitigated through the use of sound walls, landscape buffers, speed limits,
and other traffic control measures. The Draft IS/MND analyzed impacts to Air
Quality (Section 5.3, Page 28), Noise (Section 5.13, Page 67) and
Transportation/Traffic (Section 5.17, Page 81). The Draft IS/MND determined that
no significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required for Air Quality and
Noise impacts. The Draft IS/MND determined that the proposed Project would not
cause a traffic impact to surrounding streets or intersections with implementation
of one mitigation measure. Please refer to General Response 1.
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Individual Comment Letter 5 — James Garaghty (November 28, 2023)

5-1

5-2

Monique Schwartz

From: James Garaghty <drjimbog@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2023 6:46 PM
To: Monique Schwartz

Subject: 901 Katella Residential Property

[You don't often get email from drjimbog@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

November 28, 2023

Dan Slater
CITY OF ORANGE
MAYOR

Monique Schwartz

CITY OF ORANGE
Planning Division

300 E. Chapman Avenue
Orange, CA 92866

Dear Ms. Schwartz:

My name is James |. Garaghty (drjimbog@gmail.com). | have lived at
1011 East Carleton Avenue in Orange, CA. with my family for the past
60 years.

| feel our elected city officials need to be aware of this proposal.

| am writing this email to you to express my opposition to the application by Intracorp to build a high density small lot 2
and 3 story subdivision adjacent to our R-1 zone property. | also feel that as our senior planner if you had viewed a city
map at the onset you would have rejected this proposal immediately. Remember you are working for us. There should
have been no reason whatsoever to get the existing homeowners in the area involved.

| am not opposed to housing construction. The primary purpose of zoning laws is to separate incompatible uses of
property. Putting 49 units on two acres of property consisting of 12 two story units ten feet from our neighbors fences
and allowing 37 three story units with

37 roof top decks which can be lighted and used day and night less than 50 feet from our single story homes is an
invasion of our privacy in both our front and back yards which will also create substantial noise and light pollution. And
what is the purpose of 37 roof top decks? To give the developer the density he needs to build an inappropriate project
on this 2 acre parcel of land. In short, this project on this parcel of land is the definition of an incompatible use. In
definition, it would look like you were living in San Bernardino or Riverside.

This project also creates serious traffic problems and additional dangers to the residents of East Carleton Avenue,
Cambridge Street adjacent to the AT&T property is incredibly poorly designed. There is a curve in the road that makes it
impossible for the drivers on East Carleton to see cars in the curve that are going North, while attempting to make a left
turn onto Cambridge. You must look left last to avoid oncoming traffic. This new project seriously increases this

1
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dangerous condition. | do not want you to rely on what | have said here, | want every traffic planner, city planner, city
council and mayor to drive onto our street and then try to make a left turn onto Cambridge, even a right turn can be
hazardous - then you will understand our concern. But be sure to look left last, because you cannot see cars in the curve
and unsurprisingly many people drive very much faster than the speed limit on Cambridge.

5-3
(cont)

Instead of approving a General Plan Amendment to allow this small lot subdivision next to single family zoned property,
5-4 the General Plan should be amended to prohibit small lot subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in
the City of Orange. Such a General Plan Amendment would relieve other neighborhoods in Orange from the necessity of
fighting this incompatible use in the future. There is not a homeowner in Orange that wants to live near 2 or 3 story
residential units with or without roof top decks!

Sincerely,

James |. Garaghty

1011 E. Carleton Avenue
Orange, CA 92867
drjimbog@gmail.com
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City of Orange

Individual Response 5 — James Garaghty (November 28, 2023)

5-1

5-2

5-3

5-4

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests the Project would cause noise and light pollution. A Noise
Study was prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study
is included in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The
noise study determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the
Project would be less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear
(see Draft IS/MND Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur
from the proposed Project.

Residential homes create new sources of light or glare, however the new light
sources would have the same character and intensity as the existing surrounding
light sources in the residential neighborhood to the north and lower intensity than
the existing surrounding commercial light sources (see Draft ISSMND Page 24).
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur from new light sources. Please refer
to General Response 2.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opinion about preventing a small lot
subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in the City. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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City of Orange

Individual Comment Letter 6 — Schoen Tucker (November 28, 2023)

6-1

6-2

6-3

Monique Schwartz

From: Schoen Tucker <schoentucker@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2023 9:48 AM

To: Monique Schwartz

Subject: 901 E Katella

[You don't often get email from schoentucker@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Ms Schwartz,

Im not please to find out that the property at 901 E Katella will be change to residential status.

Also, why where my neighbors not notified? | was the only one on my street who got a notice. | spoke with

2 of my neighbors yesterday.

| have lived at 841 E Hoover Ave, Orange for 22 years. There is no room for those houses on one small plot of land.

Traffic after covid has been terrible. It is already difficult getting out of my street and driveway.

They finally put signs up on the speed limit, but no one adheres to the 25 mph. On many occasions, | can see them while
| am washing my dishes, in my kitchen window.

Also, why do we need housing there. There are already lots of apartments and condos on Katella. The street is filled with
cars parked on the street. Also, | understand that the Village will now get housing put on the property. This is a better
area and larger size to fit the housing.

Thanks for you call back to the message | left.

Schoen Tucker
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City of Orange

Individual Response 6 — Schoen Tucker (November 28, 2023)

6-1 The comment includes questions about public notification. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

6-2 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

6-3 The comment suggests that housing is not appropriate on the Project site. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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7-2

7-3

7-4

7-5

City Of Orange

Attn: Monique Schwartz, Senior Planner

Subject: 901 E. Katella Ave.

| am David Nelson. | live at 1201 E. Carleton Ave. My wife and | have lived here for
55 years. While our house does not back up to the proposed development, we do
strongly object to this high-density type of development at this location. We do
however believe that getting rid of the abandoned phone building is a good idea,
it is a maintenance eye sore.

| am a licensed Civil Engineer in California with over 50 years of experience in
public works engineering including traffic engineering, design and construction.
Our objections are many. First, the two and three-story houses will look down into
the backyards of the houses they back up to the proposed project and destroy any
privacy in the yards and back facing rooms. There is only a ten-foot proposed
setback for the two-story houses backing up to the Carleton properties. The roof
of the three-story houses is proposed as rooftop patios which will add to the
intrusion.

Second, the proposed on-site packing of two car garages and 39 surface stalls, for
guests is entirely inadequate and will force residents to use surface street in the
surrounding area. Many of the owners may have more than two cars and also
many garages may be filled so that only one or no cars car be parked inside. Qur
street already has cars parking on it from the Apartment building across
Cambridge. The developer stated that the HOA would enforce onsite parking
rules, | very much doubt that can be effective. Parking is not addressed in the
Draft Negative Declaration.

Third the Draft Negative Declaration assumes that the average occupancy is 3
people per unit. With all these houses being three or four bedroom that would
appear to be underestimated.

The fourth issue is traffic access to the site and its impact on existing streets. The
proposed Cambridge access driveway is located on a curve and is opposite a left
turn lane for southbound Cambridge on to Katella Ave. This turn lane is frequently
backed-up past the proposed driveway location which will force cars exiting the
site to turn right adding more traffic to an already bad problem for people exiting
Carleton Ave. The sight distance is very poor as Carleton is at the inside of the s-
curve. The amount of traffic on Cambridge has increased dramatically over the
years and adding the new turns from the site will increase the danger. Also, the
driveway on Katella will exit on to a major street and will be difficult to turn left.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 7 — David Nelson (November 28, 2023)

7-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

7-2 The comment pertains to loss of privacy. Please refer to General Response 2.

7-3 The comment suggests the proposed parking is inadequate and parking was not
address in the Draft IS/MND. Please refer to General Response 1.

7-4 The comment questions the use of 3 persons per dwelling unit in the Draft [S/MND.
As stated in Section 5.14, Population and Housing, on Page 73 of the Draft
IS/MND, the average household size in the City of Orange is 3.03 persons per
household. Footnote Number 2 on Page 73 explains that this figure was obtained
from the 2022 American Community Survey, prepared by the United States
Census. The footnote also indicates that the 2022 figure is slightly lower than the
2019 figure used in the City’s Housing Element of 3.18 average persons per
household.

7-5 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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City of Orange

Individual Comment Letter 8 — Jamie Fingal (November 29, 2023)

901 E. Katella Residential Project FINAL IS/MND Page 33




City of Orange

Individual Response 8 — Jamie Fingal (November 29, 2023)

8-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

8-2 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 9 — Kevin Tong (November 29, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 9 — Kevin Tong (November 29, 2023)

9-1

9-2

9-3

9-4

9-5

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project and focuses on
parking concerns. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment pertains to traffic concerns. Please refer to General Response 1.
The comment pertains to loss of privacy. Please refer to General Response 2.

The comment generally expresses opposition to the Project, but also references
impacts to traffic, parking, privacy, lighting, and noise. For traffic and parking
concerns, please refer to General Response 1. A Noise Study was prepared to
analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included in
Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft [IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

Residential homes create new sources of light or glare, however the new light
sources would have the same character and intensity as the existing surrounding
light sources in the residential neighborhood to the north and lower intensity than
the existing surrounding commercial light sources (see Draft IS/MND Page 24).
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur from new light sources. Please refer
to General Response 2.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 10 — Jenny Tom (November 29, 2023)
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10-6
(cont)

10-7

wants anyone peeping at you and your backyard from 3+ stories and just 10 ft from you? Would you want such a
neighbor next to you?

In closing, please reconsider and stop the proposed Intracorp 901 Katella project. The proposal is badly designed,
planned, and developed. Please do not approve such a faulty planned project in our Orange neighborhood. We should
not be rezoning commercial area spaces to high density housing in our Orange neighborhoods. Please keep Orange

desirable to live and work with its old town charm and character. Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Jenny Tom
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Individual Response 10 — Jenny Tom (November 29, 2023)

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

10-6

10-7

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic concerns. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment suggests that the traffic study was prepared during Covid. Please
refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment expresses concern about noise and light pollution as well as privacy.
A Noise Study was prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project.
This study is included in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft
IS/MND. The noise study determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise
from the Project would be less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the
human ear (see Draft IS/MND Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts
would occur from the proposed Project.

Please refer to General Response 2.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 11 — Timothy Chi Ngo (November 30, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 11 — Timothy Chi Ngo (November 30, 2023)

11-1

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests the parcel size is too small to build 49 units. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.
The comment pertains to parking concerns. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern that the project site is not suitable for residential
development. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy
of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests the Project will be a burden on the Orange Police
Department. The potential impacts on Public Services, including the Orange Police
Department was analyzed in Section 5.15 of the Draft IS/MND (see Page 76). The
analysis determined that the proposed Project would not cause a significant impact
to the Orange Police Department or require any additional staffing.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opinion about preventing a small lot
subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in the City. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 12 — David and Linda Crawford (November 30, 2023)
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Individual Response 12 — David and Linda Crawford (November 30, 2023)

12-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

12-2 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

12-3 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

12-4 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this

comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 13 — Denise Floryan (November 30, 2023)
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Individual Response 13 — Denise Floryan (November 30, 2023)

13-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

13-2 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

13-3 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

13-4 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this

comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 14 — Alex Martin (December 1, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 14 — Alex Martin (December 1, 2023)

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-4

14-5

14-6

14-7

14-8

14-9

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concerns about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.
The comment pertains to parking concerns. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concerns about compatibility. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project is inconsistent with General Plan policies
1.4, 1.6, and 6.10. Policies 1.4 and 1.6 pertain to design and privacy. Please refer
to General Response 2. Policy 6.10 states that impacts to air, noise, circulation
should be mitigated through the use of sound walls, landscape buffers, speed limits,
and other traffic control measures. The Draft IS/MND analyzed impacts to Air
Quality (Section 5.3, Page 28), Noise (Section 5.13, Page 67) and
Transportation/Traffic (Section 5.17, Page 81). The Draft IS/MND determined that
no significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required for Air Quality and
Noise impacts. The Draft IS/MND determined that the proposed Project would not
cause a traffic impact to surrounding streets or intersections with implementation
of one mitigation measure. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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Individual Comment Letter 15 — Joann Jeon (December 2, 2023)
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Individual Response 15 — Joann Jeon (December 2, 2023)

15-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

15-2 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

15-3 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

15-4 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opinion about preventing a small lot

subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in the City. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 16 — Amy Moen (December 2, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 16 — Amy Moen (December 2, 2023)

16-1

16-2

16-3

16-4

16-5

16-6

16-7

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment suggests that HOAs can change rules after the CC&Rs are recorded.
Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft
IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 17 — Karen Goran (December 3, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 17 — Karen Goran (December 3, 2023)

17-1 The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

17-2 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

17-3 The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s

home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

17-4 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 18 — Hung Doan (December 3, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 18 — Hung Doan (December 3, 2023)

18-1

18-2

18-3

18-4

18-5

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment references three topics, privacy, noise, and light pollution. Regarding
privacy and light pollution concerns, please refer to General Response 2.
Regarding noise, a Noise Study was prepared to analyze noise impacts from the
proposed Project. This study is included in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70
of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study determined the increase in vehicle and
mechanical noise from the Project would be less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of
detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND Page 70). Therefore, no significant
noise impacts would occur from the proposed Project.

The comment references concern over traffic, noise, blocked views, privacy,
parking, and devaluation of property values. Please see Response to Comment 18-
2 regarding noise. Please refer to General Response 1 regarding traffic and parking
concerns. Please refer to General Response 2 regarding privacy concerns.
Regarding views, there are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site
or within its vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further
information on aesthetic impacts. Furthermore, private views are not protected.
Lastly, the comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the
Commenter’s home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft [S/MND. Since
this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND,
no further response is required or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opinion about preventing a small lot
subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in the City. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 19 — Kevin O’Connor (December 4, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 19 — Kevin O’Connor (December 4, 2023)

19-1

19-2

19-3

19-4

19-5

19-6

19-7

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment expresses concern about Chapman university students
overpopulating the dwellings and having large parties. The City’s Municipal Code
provides an enforcement mechanism to regulate large parties and noise events.
Furthermore, the future Homeowners Association has the ability to enforce Codes,
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that generally also address parties and
overcrowding. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy
of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment states that the Project would have a high skyline and impact the
beauty of the area. The proposed Project would be subject to the small lot
subdivision ordinance height limit of 35 feet. The existing E. Carleton
neighborhood has a height limit of 32 feet, as does the existing C-P zoning on the
Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would not substantially change the
permitted height. Please refer to General Response 2 for more information.
Additionally, there are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site or
within its vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further
information on aesthetic impacts.

The comment provides a suggestion to add more parks and trails within the vicinity
of the Project site. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding the
adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 20 — Adam Le (December 4, 2023)

20-1

20-2

20-3

20-4

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project is inconsistent with General Plan policies
1.4, 1.6, and 6.10. Policies 1.4 and 1.6 pertain to design and privacy. Please refer
to General Response 2. Policy 6.10 states that impacts to air, noise, circulation
should be mitigated through the use of sound walls, landscape buffers, speed limits,
and other traffic control measures. The Draft IS/MND analyzed impacts to Air
Quality (Section 5.3, Page 28), Noise (Section 5.13, Page 67) and
Transportation/Traffic (Section 5.17, Page 81). The Draft IS/MND determined that
no significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required for Air Quality and
Noise impacts. The Draft IS/MND determined that the proposed Project would not
cause a traffic impact to surrounding streets or intersections with implementation
of one mitigation measure. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 21 — Carolyn Jones (December 4, 2023)

21-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

21-2 The comment provides the Commenter’s opinion. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

21-3 The comment expresses concern about privacy, light, and noise. Regarding privacy
and light, please refer to General Response 2. Regarding noise, a Noise Study was
prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included
in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

21-4 The comment expresses concern about neighborhood integrity and zoning. Draft
IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use impacts. The proposed
Project will not physically divide an established community. Furthermore, the
proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that result in a
significant impact.

21-5 The comment suggests that existing infrastructure (public services) is unable to
handle the proposed Project. Draft IS/MND Section 5.15 (page 75) analyzes
impacts to public services including fire, police, schools, parks, and other public
services. The analysis determined that no significant impacts would occur. Orange
Police and Fire Departments have reviewed the Project, provided comments, and
determined that the Project would not adversely affect response times or services.

21-6 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

21-7 The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

21-8 The comment expresses concern about shadowing solar panels on existing
properties. The topic of shade and shadow impacts is addressed in General
Response 2.
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21-9

21-10

21-11

21-12

21-13

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern over community character and aesthetic impacts.
There are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site or within its
vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further information on
aesthetic impacts. The comment may also be referring to the architecture of the
proposed buildings. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City
has a detailed Design Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since
this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND,
no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 22 — Jeffrey Jones (December 4, 2023)

22-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

22-2 The comment provides the Commenter’s opinion. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

22-3 The comment expresses concern about privacy, light, and noise. Regarding privacy
and light, please refer to General Response 2. Regarding noise, a Noise Study was
prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included
in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

22-4 The comment expresses concern about neighborhood integrity and zoning. Draft
IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use impacts. The proposed
Project will not physically divide an established community. Furthermore, the
proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that result in a
significant impact.

22-5 The comment suggests that existing infrastructure (public services) is unable to
handle the proposed Project. Draft IS/MND Section 5.15 (page 75) analyzes
impacts to public services including fire, police, schools, parks, and other public
services. The analysis determined that no significant impacts would occur. Orange
Police and Fire Departments have reviewed the Project, provided comments, and
determined that the Project would not adversely affect response times or services.

22-6 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

22-7 The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

22-8 The comment expresses concern about shadowing solar panels on existing
properties. The topic of shade and shadow impacts is addressed in General
Response 2.
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22-9

22-10

22-11

22-12

22-13

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern over community character and aesthetic impacts.
There are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site or within its
vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further information on
aesthetic impacts. The comment may also be referring to the architecture of the
proposed buildings. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City
has a detailed Design Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since
this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND,
no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.

901 E. Katella Residential Project FINAL IS/MND Page 74



City of Orange

Individual Comment Letter 23 — Kendall Jones (December 4, 2023)

901 E. Katella Residential Project FINAL IS/MND Page 75




City of Orange

901 E. Katella Residential Project FINAL IS/MND Page 76




City of Orange

901 E. Katella Residential Project FINAL IS/MND Page 77




City of Orange

Individual Response 23 — Kendall Jones (December 4, 2023)

23-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

23-2 The comment provides the Commenter’s opinion. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

23-3 The comment expresses concern about privacy, light, and noise. Regarding privacy
and light, please refer to General Response 2. Regarding noise, a Noise Study was
prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included
in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

23-4 The comment expresses concern about neighborhood integrity and zoning. Draft
IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use impacts. The proposed
Project will not physically divide an established community. Furthermore, the
proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that result in a
significant impact.

23-5 The comment suggests that existing infrastructure (public services) is unable to
handle the proposed Project. Draft IS/MND Section 5.15 (page 75) analyzes
impacts to public services including fire, police, schools, parks, and other public
services. The analysis determined that no significant impacts would occur. Orange
Police and Fire Departments have reviewed the Project, provided comments, and
determined that the Project would not adversely affect response times or services.

23-6 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

23-7 The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

23-8 The comment expresses concern about shadowing solar panels on existing
properties. The topic of shade and shadow impacts is addressed in General
Response 2.
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23-9

23-10

23-11

23-12

23-13

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern over community character and aesthetic impacts.
There are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site or within its
vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further information on
aesthetic impacts. The comment may also be referring to the architecture of the
proposed buildings. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City
has a detailed Design Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since
this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND,
no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 24 — Laurence Hamlin (December 4, 2023)

24-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

24-2 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

24-3 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

24-4 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 25 — Stephen and Kristina Reifenstein (December 4, 2023)

25-1

25-2

25-3

25-4

25-5

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

The comment references several topics, including traffic, parking, light, noise, and
privacy. The topics of traffic and parking are addressed in General Response 1.
The topics of light and privacy are addressed in General Response 2. A Noise
Study was prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study
is included in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The
noise study determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the
Project would be less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear
(see Draft IS/MND Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur
from the proposed Project.
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Individual Response 26 — Todd and Brittany Calvert (December 4, 2023)

26-1

26-2

26-3

26-4

26-5

26-6

26-7

26-8

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment expresses concern about noise and light pollution. The topic of
lighting is addressed in General Response 2. A Noise Study was prepared to
analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included in
Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

The comment references future development on Katella but does not provide
specific comments. Future development would be governed by existing land use
regulations or discretionary actions similar to the proposed Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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Individual Response 27 — Betty and Bill Bath (December 5, 2023)

27-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

27-2 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

27-3 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

27-4 The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

27-5 The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s

home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 28 — Eduardo Esquivel (December 5, 2023)

28-1 The comment expresses concern about privacy and home values. Please refer to
General Response 2 for additional information on privacy. Regarding home
values, the topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

28-2 The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.
28-3 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.
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Individual Response 29 — Mai Vu (December 5, 2023)

29-1

29-2

29-3

29-4

29-5

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about privacy, noise and light pollution. The topics
of privacy and lighting are addressed in General Response 2. A Noise Study was
prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included
in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

The comment references traffic, noise, blocked views, privacy, parking, and
devaluation of property values. Please see Response to Comment 29-2 regarding
noise. Please refer to General Response 1 regarding traffic and parking concerns.
Please refer to General Response 2 regarding privacy concerns. Regarding views,
there are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site or within its vicinity.
Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further information on aesthetic
impacts. Furthermore, private views are not protected. Lastly, the comment
suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s home. This topic
is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment does not raise an
issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required
or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opinion about preventing a small lot
subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in the City. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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City of Orange

Individual Response 30 — Mika Jones (December 5, 2023)

30-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

30-2 The comment provides the Commenter’s opinion. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

30-3 The comment expresses concern about privacy, light, and noise. Regarding privacy
and light, please refer to General Response 2. Regarding noise, a Noise Study was
prepared to analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included
in Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.

30-4 The comment expresses concern about neighborhood integrity and zoning. Draft
IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use impacts. The proposed
Project will not physically divide an established community. Furthermore, the
proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that result in a
significant impact.

30-5 The comment suggests that existing infrastructure (public services) is unable to
handle the proposed Project. Draft IS/MND Section 5.15 (page 75) analyzes
impacts to public services including fire, police, schools, parks, and other public
services. The analysis determined that no significant impacts would occur. Orange
Police and Fire Departments have reviewed the Project, provided comments, and
determined that the Project would not adversely affect response times or services.

30-6 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

30-7 The comment suggests that the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s
home. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further
response is required or provided.

30-8 The comment expresses concern about shadowing solar panels on existing
properties. The topic of shade and shadow impacts is addressed in General
Response 2.
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30-9

30-10

30-11

30-12

30-13

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern over community character and aesthetic impacts.
There are no scenic resources or scenic vistas on the Project site or within its
vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page 21) for further information on
aesthetic impacts. The comment may also be referring to the architecture of the
proposed buildings. This topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City
has a detailed Design Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since
this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND,
no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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Individual Response 31 — Katherine Gernak (December 5, 2023)

31-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

31-2 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

31-3 The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

31-4 The comment expresses concern about privacy and home value. Please refer to

General Response 2 for response to privacy concerns. The comment suggests that
the Project will lower the value of the Commenter’s home. This topic is beyond the
scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.
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Individual Response 32 — Al Tucker (December 5, 2023)

32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

32-7

32-8

32-9

32-10

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about a decrease in property values. This topic is
beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment does not raise an issue
regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or
provided.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

The comment suggests the Project would eliminate “safe time slots” for vehicles
leaving Carleton Avenue. This comment pertains to traffic volumes generated by
the Project, which is discussed in General Response 1.

The comment suggests that using signage to prevent southbound left turn
movements into the Project from Cambridge would not be effective. The
Commenter does not provide any evidence to justify this comment. Signage is
regularly used on roadways to dictate traffic patterns and regulations. Enforcement
is a component to the effectiveness of signage. In this case, the mitigation measure
requires signage or striping to restrict the left turn movement, the design of which
will be determined during final project design. The final design will then be
reviewed and approved by the City’s traffic engineer with the objective of creating
a safe and effective means of restricting the southbound left turn movement.

The comment suggests adding a traffic signal at Carleton Avenue and Cambridge
Street. In order to install a new traffic signal, the intersection must meet “warrants,”
which is the justification for a signal. Signal warrants are generally based on traffic
volumes or accident data, or other unique circumstances. The proposed Project does
not generate enough traffic to trigger an analysis of signal warrants at that
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32-11

32-12

32-13

32-14

32-15

32-16

intersection. Please refer to General Response 1 for further information on traffic
issues.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment provides the Commenter’s opinions about other development
projects involving the Project Applicant. Since this comment does not raise an issue
regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or
provided.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses concern about a decrease in property values. This topic is
beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment does not raise an issue
regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or
provided.

The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.
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Individual Response 33 — Jeremy Campadonia (December 6, 2023)

33-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

33-2 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.
33-3 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding

the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

33-4 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.
33-5 The comment expresses concern about a change in zoning, which is the

discretionary land use decision being considered by the City. From a CEQA
perspective, the Draft IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use
impacts. The proposed Project will not physically divide an established community.
Furthermore, the proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies,
or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that
result in a significant impact.

33-6 The comment pertains to the style (architecture) of the proposed buildings. This
topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City has a detailed Design
Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

33-7 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

33-8 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

33-9 The comment expresses concern about parking. Please refer to General Response
1.

33-10 The comment expresses concern about a decrease in property values. This topic is

beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment does not raise an issue
regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or
provided.

33-11 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.
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33-12 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

33-13 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 34 — Melissa Campitelli (December 6, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 34 — Melissa Campitelli (December 6, 2023)

34-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

34-2 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

34-3 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

34-4 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opinion about preventing a small lot

subdivision from being allowed next to R-1 zoning anywhere in the City. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 35 — Janet Majick (December 6, 2023)
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City of Orange

Individual Response 35 — Janet Majick (December 6, 2023)

35-1

35-2

35-3

35-4

35-5

35-6

35-7

The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment states that the Project would obstruct the skyline view. The proposed
Project would be subject to the small lot subdivision ordinance height limit of 35
feet. The existing E. Carleton neighborhood has a height limit of 32 feet, as does
the existing C-P zoning on the Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not substantially change the permitted height. Please refer to General Response 2
for more information. Additionally, there are no scenic resources or scenic vistas
on the Project site or within its vicinity. Please see Draft IS/MND Section 5.1 (page
21) for further information on aesthetic impacts.

The comment expresses concern about a change in zoning, which is the
discretionary land use decision being considered by the City. From a CEQA
perspective, the Draft [IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use
impacts. The proposed Project will not physically divide an established community.
Furthermore, the proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies,
or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that
result in a significant impact.

The comment expresses concern about consistency with several General Plan land
use policies. Part of the discretionary land use decision being considered by the
City is a determination of General Plan consistency. From a CEQA perspective, the
Draft IS/MND Section 5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use impacts. The
proposed Project will not physically divide an established community.
Furthermore, the proposed Project does not conflict with land use plans, policies,
or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that
result in a significant impact.
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35-8

35-9

35-10

35-11

35-12

35-13

The comment pertains to the style (architecture) of the proposed buildings. This
topic is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. The City has a detailed Design
Review process, which addresses architectural styles. Since this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is
required or provided.

The comment suggests that the Project does not adhere the provisions of the Small
Lot Subdivision ordinance. Part of the discretionary decisions being considered by
the City is a determination of consistency with the Small Lot Ordinance. The
comment references a portion of the Small Lot Ordinance pertaining to architectural
style. The City has a detailed Design Review process, which addresses architectural
styles. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the
Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided. The other portion of
the Small Lot Ordinance referenced pertains to privacy. Please refer to General
Response 2.

The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The comment expresses objection to the zone change and concern about property
values decreasing. The proposed zone change is the discretionary land use decision
being considered by the City. From a CEQA perspective, the Draft IS/MND Section
5.11 (page 63) addresses potential land use impacts. The proposed Project will not
physically divide an established community. Furthermore, the proposed Project
does not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of avoiding an environmental effect, or that result in a significant impact.
The topic of land values is beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The comment expresses concern about a decrease in property values. This topic is
beyond the scope of the Draft IS/MND. Since this comment does not raise an issue
regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or
provided.

The comment expresses concern about noise. A Noise Study was prepared to
analyze noise impacts from the proposed Project. This study is included in
Appendix I and summarized on Page 70 of the Draft IS/MND. The noise study
determined the increase in vehicle and mechanical noise from the Project would be
less than 3 dBA, which is the limit of detection by the human ear (see Draft IS/MND
Page 70). Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur from the proposed
Project.
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35-14 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.

35-15 The comment expresses the Commenter’s opposition to the Project. Since this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no
further response is required or provided.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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Individual Comment Letter 36 — Pamela Dittrich (December 6, 2023)
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Individual Response 36 — Pamela Dittrich (December 6, 2023)

36-1 The comment is introductory. Since this comment does not raise an issue regarding
the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required or provided.

36-2 The comment pertains to traffic. Please refer to General Response 1.
36-3 The comment expresses concern about privacy. Please refer to General Response
2.

The remainder of this page left intentionally blank.
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SECTION 3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT IS/IMND

3.1  Updates and Corrections to the Draft ISSMND

Following public review of the Draft IS/MND, it is possible that revisions to the Draft IS'MND are
warranted based on (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 Draft IS/MND
publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. Any changes to the Draft IS/MND are shown as strikeeut
text to indicate deletions and underlined text to signify additions.

The following revisions are clarifications to the analysis presented in the Draft ISSMND and do not
constitute substantial revisions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 states that a lead agency is required
to recirculate a Draft IS/MND “when the document must be substantially revised after public notice of
its availability (CEQA Guidelines 15073.5(a)).” Substantial revisions would occur if “a new, avoidable
significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project revisions must be added in order to
reduce the effect to insignificance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1)).” Since the errata “merely
clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration,” recirculation is not
required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(c)(4)).

Section 5.17, Page 83, 1%t Full Paragraph

Transportation impacts, both VMT and LOS, have been analyzed in the reports 901 E. Katella Avenue
In-Fill Residential Project (TTM 19253) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis, City of Orange, CA,

prepared by Linseott—taw, & Greenspanr RK Engineering Group, Inc., dated October 14, 2022 and
included in Appendix J, 901 E. Katella Avenue In-Fill Re3|dent|al Project (TTM 19253) Trip

Generation Analysis, City of Orange, CA, prepared by Linscott—taw, & Greenspan RK Engineering
Group, Inc., dated October 24 11, 2022 and included in Appendix K, and Site Distance Analysis for the

901 E. Katella Avenue Residential Project, Orange, CA, prepared by Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, dated
Juy22,2022 May 30, 2023 and included in Appendix L.

Section 5.17, Page 83, 3" Full Paragraph

Section 5.17(b), Page 84, 1%t Full Paragraph

As document in the report 901 E. Katella Avenue In-Fill Residential Project (TTM 19253) Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) Analysis, City of Orange, CA, prepared by LinscottLaw,-& Greenspanr RK Engineering
Group, Inc., dated October 14, 2022, and included in Appendix J, the VMT per Service Population
within the Trafflc Analysis Zone (TAZ) for the Project site would be 15.4 VMT. For the same TAZ, the
VMT per Service Population for the City of Orange General Plan Build Out is 31.3 VMT. Since the
VMT per Service Population for the proposed Project is less than the VMT per Service Population for
the City of Orange General Plan Build Out, the proposed Project is screened from further VMT analysis
and the Project’s impact on VMT would be less than significant.
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Section 5.17(c), Page 84, Last Full Paragraph

Although existing, the Project driveway on Cambridge Street is close to the Cambridge/Katella
intersection. A potential hazard could occur with cars exiting the Project site and making a left turn on
to Cambridge Street. Given the potential impact, a sight distance analysis was prepared for that
intersection (Site Distance Analysis for the 901 E. Katella Avenue Residential Project, Orange, CA,
prepared by Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, dated Juhy-22,2022 May 30, 2023 and included in Appendix
L). The sight distance analysis used the criteria and procedures included in the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) State Highway Design Manual (HDM) for “Private Road Intersections.”
Stopping sight distance is defined in the Caltrans HDM to be the distance required by the driver of a
vehicle, traveling at a given speed, to bring the vehicle to a stop after an object % foot high on the road
becomes visible. Stopping sight distance is measured from the driver’s eyes, which is assumed to be 3
5 feet above the pavement surface, to an object % foot high on the road. The speed used in determining
stopping sight distance is defined as the “critical speed” or 85th percentile speed which is the speed at
which 85% of the vehicles are traveling at or less. The critical speed is the single most important factor
in determining stopping sight distance.

Section 5.17, Page 86, Sources

Sources: 901 E. Katella Avenue In-Fill Residential Project (TTM 19253) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Analysis, City of Orange, CA, prepared by Lirseett—Law & Greenspan RK Engineering Group, Inc.,
dated October 14, 2022 and included in Appendix J ; 901 E. Katella Avenue In-Fill Residential Project

(TTM 19253) Trip Generation Analysis, City of Orange, CA, prepared by LinseettLaw-& Greenspan
RK Engineering Group, Inc., dated October 44 11, 2022 and included in Appendix K; Site Distance
Analysis for the 901 E. Katella Avenue Residential Project, Orange, CA, prepared by Linscott, Law, &
Greenspan, dated May 30, 2023 and included in Appendix L; City of Orange Traffic Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Service Assessment (TIAG) dated July 2020; and
City of Orange General Plan Public Safety Element, Figure PS-4.
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