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1. Introduction 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This document contains responses to comments received on the DSEIR for the High School No. 5 during 
the public review period, which began September 23, 2013, and closed October 22, 2013. This document has 
been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent 
judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DSEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

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

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

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DSEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number (A01 through A09 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations, and R01 for the letter received from interested individuals). Individual comments have been 
numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding 
comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft SEIR. This section contains revisions to the DSEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DSEIR for public review.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 

A01 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board October 3, 2013 2-5 

A02 Irvine Ranch Water District October 15, 2013 2-11 

A03 OC Public Works October 24, 2013 2-15 

A04 City of Irvine Community Development October 22, 2013 2-19 

A05 Department of Toxic Substances Control October 22, 2013 2-37 

A06 Five Point Communities Management, Inc. October 22, 2013 2-43 

A07 California Department of Transportation October 22, 2013 2-47 

A08 State Clearinghouse October 23, 2013 2-57 

A09 South Coast Air Quality Management District October 29, 2013 2-61 

Residents 

R01 Larry Agran, City of Irvine Council Member October 22, 2013 2-65 
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A01. Response to Comments from Adam Fischer, Environmental Scientist, Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, dated October 3, 2013. 

A01-1 This comment is referencing Mitigation Measure H/WQ1 beginning on page 8-18 of  the 
Draft SEIR.  This mitigation measure comes from the 2011 Certified EIR, and is the 
responsibility of  the developer (i.e., Heritage Fields), not the Irvine Unified School District.  
The developer will comply with this mitigation by submitting a preliminary and final WQMP 
to the City.  After this mitigation measure has been satisfied, the District will receive the site 
from the developer as a superpad, mass-graded and compacted, with backbone 
infrastructure installed and stubbed wet and dry utilities.  

A01-2 The District is currently preparing a WQMP per the City of  Irvine’s template. However, 
based on the conversation with Michael Yang, PE., City of  Irvine Senior Water Quality 
Engineer, because no permit is requested from the City by the District, the City is not 
required to review or approve the WQMP for the Proposed Project. Although it will not be 
reviewed by the City, the WQMP will include other structural treatment controls per the City 
of  Irvine’s standards as necessary to ensure that no potential water quality conflicts occur. 
Please see Appendix A, Rough Grading Plans, for the underground tank locations.  

A01-3 See A01-2.  Refer to Figures 1a and 1b, following this page. 

A01-4 The construction of  public rights-of-way around the perimeter of  the high school 
referenced in this comment will be completed by the developer prior to the District’s 
acquisition of  the site.  The developer will be responsible for related structural treatment 
controls for runoff  from the public rights of  way. 
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Response to Comments Jo Ann Corey, Engineering Technician III, IRWD Water Resources & 
Environmental Compliance, dated October 15, 2013. 

A02-1 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A02-2 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A02-3 Per your comment, when final planning is completed for the high school, a sub-area master 
plan (SAMP) addendum will be completed to verify hot the water and sewer service would 
serve the project site since the previous SAMP identified the high school but did not identify 
its current location.  
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Response to Comments from Polin Modanlou, Manager, Strategic Land Planning Division, OC 
Public Works/PC Planning Services, dated October 24, 2013. 

A03-1 Comment noted. The District will continue to consult with Orange County Health Care 
Agency with issues concerning hazardous materials and water quality.  

A03-2 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure H/WQ1 as stated in page 8-18 will be performed by 
the developer prior to delivery of  the project site to the District. The District will receive a 
superpad site, mass-graded and compacted, with backbone infrastructure installed. 
Therefore, it is anticipated that Heritage Fields will comply with the appropriate NPDES 
permit requirements concerning discharge of  non-contaminated groundwater, including its 
own NPDES permit   
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Response to Comments from Eric Tolles, S.E., Director of Community Development, dated October 
22, 2013. 

A04-1 The text has been revised per this comment. See Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft SEIR, of  this FSEIR. 

A04-2 The text has been revised per this comment. See Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft SEIR, of  this FSEIR. 

A04-3 Table 1-1, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of  Significance 
After Mitigation, lists the mitigation measures that are applicable to the high school project.  The 
reference to items listed as IUSD-x beginning on page 1-11 of  the Draft SEIR are Plans, Programs 
and Policies (PPPs) and not mitigation measures.  It is unnecessary to add the PPPs to this table.    

A04-4 The intent was to indicate that the City of  Irvine is the custodian of  the Certified EIR that includes 
the 2003 OCGP EIR, 2011 Supplemental EIR, and eight addenda, not the entire documents listed in 
Chapter 13, Bibliography. See Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft SEIR, of  this FSEIR for clarification. 

A04-5 As stated in Section 7.1.1, Purpose and Scope, of  the DSEIR, CEQA Guidelines 15126.6[a] states that 
an EIR shall describe “a range of  reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of  the 
project, which would feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives of  the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the project[.]” The fact that an alternative site 
was brought up prior to the release of  the DSEIR alone does not warrant a discussion of  the 
alternative site in the EIR. Section 7.2.2, Different Site Analysis of  the DSEIR indicates that the only 
significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the Proposed Project is operations-related 
emissions of  volatile organic compound (VOC), and any alternative site that would achieve the 
project’s objectives would have the same significant operations-related emissions impacts, therefore, 
review of  an alternative site, including the 40-acre site referred to as “Site B” is unnecessary for the 
purposes of  this CEQA review. 

Please note that the District has agreed to and has initiated a separate due diligence process to review 
Site B.  As part of  that effort, representatives from the City, IUSD, Orange County Great Park 
Corporation and the California Department of  Education (CDE) toured the site.  The CDE 
representative conducted its Initial School Site Evaluation (SFPD 4.0 form), which raised certain 
concerns that must be addressed through these future studies. 

A separate traffic analysis has been prepared by Urban Crossroads on October 14, 2013 as part of  
the City of  Irvine’s Final Heritage Fields Project 2012 GPA/ZC Second Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (2012 Modified Project FSSEIR) to analyze the potential traffic 
conditions with an alternative site location for High School No. 5 (site known as Site B). This study is 
included as Appendix I, High School No. 5 Alternative Site Analysis to the 2012 Modified Project 
FSSEIR.  While this study included analysis of  Site B, the District will complete additional traffic 
analysis as part of  its due diligence and CEQA process.  

A04-6 The recreational facilities identified in the project description would be available for community use 
as required under the Civic Center Act. The District will manage the facility in conjunction with 
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other campus facilities to minimize conflicts and impacts on neighboring uses. The District will form 
a Stadium Use Advisory Committee similar to the Committee for the University High School 
Stadium. The use of  these facilities has been incorporated into the analysis as shown in Table 3-1, 
High School No. 5 Tentative Event Schedule. 

A04-7 Figure 5.1-3, Conceptual Nighttime Lighting Contours –Football Stadium, demonstrates that the light at the 
nearest possible residential property line would be less than 0.5 fc.  The significance threshold 
employed for residential uses is 2.0 fc, so there would be no significant impact on residential 
properties.  It is not necessary to apply the more restrictive standards used for sensitive biological 
resources (0.5 fc).   

A04-8 The Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of  Los Angeles case makes clear that CEQA is focused on a 
project’s impact on the environment and not the environment’s impact on projects. Therefore, 
including a discussion regarding impacts to the high school from the IRP-3 landfill site is not 
required. The Proposed Project will not disturb or upset the capped landfill.  

California Education Code Section 17213 requires school districts that receive state funds to 
construct new schools to obtain a determination from DTSC that the project site does not pose a 
significant risk to human health or the environment prior to constructing and operating a school. 
The site investigation is underway with oversight from DTSC. Environmental samples have been 
proposed at the Project Site boundary closest to the former landfill footprint to evaluate if  any 
residual contaminants from historical operations have encroached onto the Project Site. Should 
contamination be encountered, and the District chooses to proceed with acquisition of  the Project 
Site, remediation would be performed with DTSC oversight and final approval.  

Groundwater is encountered at approximately 200 to 220 feet below ground surface beneath the 
landfill. Groundwater flow is toward the northwest, away from the Site. Surface drainage generally 
flows southwest, cross-gradient from the Site, following the slope of  the land. The capped landfill is 
hydraulically separated from the proposed Site by the Agua Chinon Wash. The proposed High 
School would include off-site street and drainage improvements, which would preclude flooding. 

Components of  the remedy for the landfill include: 

• A single-barrier cap with a flexible membrane liner to prevent contact with landfill materials 
and reduce the infiltration into landfill contents. 

• Prior to capping, wastes from IRP Site 3 Unit 4 and Unit 1 (Areas A1 through A3 and Waste 
Areas B through F) were consolidated in IRP Site 3, Unit 1 Waste Area A. All waste 
consolidated were radiologically screened for Radium 226. 

• Erosion control features to control surface water flow and protect the integrity of  the cap. 
• Temporary fencing, signs, and locks to restrict access to the sites until the remedy is in place. 
• Land-use restrictions applying to the landfill areas and extending approximately 100 feet off  

the waste boundaries to protect the landfill covers ensure the containment remedy and 
contents of  the landfill are not disturbed without approval of  the FFA signatories, and allow 
the Navy and other agencies access to the sites for maintenance and monitoring. 
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Construction of  structures within the 100-foot buffer zone will require concurrence of  the 
FFA signatories and the California Integrated Waste Management Board (now known as 
CalRecycle). 

• Monitoring to detect migration of  contaminants from the landfills. Wells will be secured to 
prevent damage. 

• A LFG collection and/or venting system to actively collect and vent LFG as necessary and 
passively vent or monitor gas during inactive periods. 

• Passive gas control gravel trenches within the compliance monitoring zone during remedy 
implementation as an added measure of  safety. 

• A California Integrated Waste Management Board monitoring protocol with compliance 
LFG monitoring probes within 50 feet of  the landfill waste boundary to facilitate perimeter 
monitoring and assess migration of  LFG. 

• Settlement monuments to detect settlement of  the landfill materials. 
• The cap, drainage features, settlement monuments, and security features will be inspected 

and maintenance will be performed as necessary to assure the integrity of  the landfill cap 
and prevent unauthorized access. 

• Periodic reviews (at least every five years) to evaluate the monitoring results and verify that 
the action remains protective of  human health and the environment. 

The landfill does not contain a significant amount of  liquids, or vapors that would be expected to 
migrate to the Site in the event that the landfill was compromised as a result of  a seismic event. 
Monitoring of  the landfill indicates that methane has not been detected in perimeter monitoring 
probes, and volatile organic compounds were detected at low levels. In addition, the landfill will be 
inspected following significant events such as earthquakes (greater than magnitude of  4.0), wild fires, 
and major storms; and if  feasible, these inspections will be conducted within 24 hours and not later 
than a week from the occurrence of  the event. 

The Department of  the Navy is responsible for monitoring and maintenance of  the engineered 
landfill cap. Long term monitoring and maintenance is being performed in accordance with the Final 
Operation and Maintenance/Long-Term Monitoring Plan, Operable Unit 2C, IRP Sites 3 and 5, 
Former Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California. The purpose of  the long term monitoring and 
maintenance activities at IRP Site 3 is to monitor the effectiveness of  the landfill cap, drainage 
structures, landfill gas (LFG) and groundwater monitoring systems, LFG treatment systems (if  
necessary), site security features, and to document that the remedy components are performing as 
designed to protect human health and the environment. The long term monitoring and maintenance 
activities at IRP Site 3 is being performed pursuant to the requirements of  the Final Record of  
Decision, Operable Unit 2C, Installation Restoration Program Landfill Sites 3 and 5, Former Marine 
Corps Station El Toro, California. Title 27 California Code of  Regulations (CCR) §20950 and 
§21180, stipulates that landfills should be maintained and monitored for a period of  not less than 30 
years after completion of  the closure construction or as long as wastes pose a threat to water quality. 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response and Compensation Liability Act (CERCLA) requires 
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the effectiveness of  the remedy to be evaluated every five years so long as the future uses associated 
with the landfill remain restricted.  

A04-9 Mitigation Measure AE-2 already requires that field activities are concluded by 10 PM and field lights 
are off  or substantially dimmed (allowing for safe exit) by 10 PM. Therefore, no additional mitigation 
measure to set limits on the hours of  use is necessary. Furthermore, no significant noise impacts have 
been identified and IUSD 6-2 is a Plans, Program, and Policies (PPP) measure that will be 
incorporated into the project design and operation.   

Traffic Comments 

A04-10 Appendix A, Revised Traffic Study, includes revisions made per your comments.  

A04-11 The numbers of  dwelling units in Table 2 of  the traffic study has been updated. These changes 
do not impact the project trip distribution for any of  the analysis scenarios. The changes are 
incorporated herein by reference, and supersede and replace the Table 5.8-1 of  the DSEIR.  

A04-12 The ADT volumes identified for 2013 (existing conditions) and 2013 Existing Plus Project along 
Irvine Blvd have been reviewed and corrected as necessary to conform to the count data 
included as part of  the 2012 Modified Project. 

A04-13 The baseline traffic volumes for the forecast Year 2035 and Post 2035 were based on the turning 
movement volumes published in the traffic studies conducted for the Great Park Neighborhoods 
(GPN) 2011 Approved Project EIR and the 2012 Modified Project EIR.  Because the 
environmental document prepared for the High School #5 is a supplement to the 2011 GPN 
Approved Project EIR, this approach ensures consistency with the baseline future traffic volume 
forecasts in the study area between projects.   

A04-14 The 2017, 2035, and Post 2035 No Project volumes were derived by applying an annual growth 
factor (equivalent to growth of  1.5% per year) to the Year 2015, Year 2030, and Post 2030 
volumes from the traffic study for the 2011 Approved Project and the 2012 Modified Project. 
The 2017 No Project ADT volumes along Irvine Blvd have been reviewed and corrected as 
necessary to conform to the count data included as part of  the 2012 Modified Project. 

A04-15 Additional roadway segments have been added to the arterial analysis at all locations where 
volume data is available. A PHLA has been added to the study and includes all analyzed links that 
exceed the defined daily LOS standard. No significant traffic impacts are forecast. 

A04-16 Freeway ramp intersections were analyzed using both the ICU and HCM methodologies, and 
both sets of  TRAFFIX worksheet reports were included in the Appendix of  the Revised Traffic 
Study included in Appendix A to this FEIR. The analysis results have been updated in the 
summary tables throughout the report to show the ICU level of  service. The background traffic 
on Irvine Blvd has been included in the Year 2013 analysis for intersections #563 and #800. 



H I G H  S C H O O L  N O .  5  F I N A L  S U P P L E M E N T A L  E I R  
I R V I N E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2013 The Planning Center|DC&E • Page 2-33 

A04-17 The analysis results for all freeway ramp intersections (including #317) have been updated in the 
summary tables to reflect ICU Level of  Service. A significant impacts has been identified during 
the 2035 WP and Post-2035 WP 2011 Approved Project scenarios in the AM Peak for 
intersection #317.  The identified mitigation measure for this intersection would involve modify 
the northernmost EB dual free right turn lane to permit an EB through movement, resulting in 3 
EB through lanes at this intersection. 

A04-18 The traffic study has been modified to remove text that implies that the City of  Irvine requires a 
new or extrapolated baseline year analysis. 

A04-19 Figure 2.1, Project Study Area has been revised in the Revised Traffic Study to replace Figure 
5.8-1 of  the DSEIR. Figure 3.1, Existing Study Intersection Geometry and Control, has been 
revised in the Revised Traffic Study to replace Figure 5.8-2 of  the DSEIR.  They reflect the 
proper location of  intersection #566. In the existing condition, intersections #563 and #800 do 
not exist, as “B” Street and “LQ” Street have not been constructed yet. High School No. 5 is 
proposed to be constructed before the surrounding District 5 would be developed, so the 
portions of  “B” Street and “LQ” Street that front the school site would be constructed as part 
of  the High School No. 5 project.   

A04-20 Year 2035 baseline traffic volumes were derived by applying a growth factor of  1.0773 
(equivalent to an annual growth rate of  1.5% over five years) to the Year 2030 volumes from the 
Heritage Fields Project 2012 – GPA/ZC Traffic Study. The Post-2035 volumes are assumed to 
be equivalent to the Post-2030 volumes from the 2012 Traffic Study. This discussion is included 
in the “Future Traffic Without the Proposed Project” section. 

A04-21 Daily traffic volumes were obtained from the City of  Irvine Public Works Neighborhood Traffic 
Engineering Average Daily Traffic Flow (3-Year Average, 2009-2011) map available online here: 
http://www.cityofirvine.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=21099 

ADT values were also obtained from the Annual Traffic Volume Maps available on the Orange 
County Transportation Authority (OCTA) website. The report text has been revised to cite the 
sources. 

A04-22 A trip distribution assumption was prepared for each scenario (2011 AP, 2012 MP O1, and 2012 
MP O2) based on the associated residential development locations and quantities. There are 
three different “With Project” project trip volume sets, and therefore three different Existing 
Condition With Project scenarios in the analysis. 

A04-23 The Year 2013 With Project analysis has been updated to include background traffic on Irvine 
Boulevard at intersections #563 and #800. Existing Plus Project ICUs, intersection summary 
tables, traffic volume figures, and signal warrant analysis have been revised for these 
intersections. 
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A04-24 The intersection geometry shown for “O” Street/Marine Way (#560) and “O” Street/ ”LV” 
Street (#608) have been updated in Figure 5.6-8 and in the analysis. 

A04-25 The Year 2017 With Project analysis has been updated to include background traffic on Irvine 
Boulevard at intersection #563. Existing Plus Project ICUs, intersection summary tables, traffic 
volume figures, and signal warrant analysis have been revised. See Appendix A, Revised Traffic 
Study for revised figures. 

A04-26 It is assumed that the section of  Irvine Blvd fronting the project site (between “B” Street and 
“LQ” Street) will be constructed to provide sufficient width for a left turn pocket, three through 
lanes, and a right turn pocket on the eastbound approach to “LQ” Street. In the Year 2013 and 
Year 2017 analyses, there are assumed to be only two eastbound receiving lanes on Irvine Blvd 
east of  “LQ” Street, so the eastbound approach to the intersection is modeled with a left turn 
pocket, two through lanes and a right turn pocket. Although the street will be wide enough to 
provide three eastbound through lanes, it will not operate with that capacity until a third 
eastbound receiving lane is constructed east of  “LQ” Street. Text has been added to the report 
to clarify these assumptions. 

A04-27 The traffic analysis includes the dual westbound left turn lanes on Irvine Blvd at “LQ” Street, 
and the southbound right turn pocket from “LQ” Street into the first high school driveway. 

A04-28 Mitigation Measure TRAN4 applies to the developer of  the 2011 Approved Project and 2012 
Modified Project (i.e., Heritage Fields) and the District has no authority to revise the mitigation 
language; therefore, is not applicable.  

A04-29 The mitigation measure for the 2012 Modified Project scenario at Bake Pkwy & Rockfield Blvd 
is revised to be described in the traffic study as the conversion of  a westbound through lane. 

A04-30 Mitigation Measure T-2 and T-3 are similar to parking requirements of  the University High 
School.  

A04-31 An evaluation of  site access and circulation under the City’s Transportation Design Procedures 
(TDPs) will be prepared as part of  a subsequent site design process. 

A04-32 See the response to Comment A04-5. 

A04-33 Revisions made per the comments are incorporated as part of  the FSEIR and the revised traffic 
study has been included in the Appendix A, Revised Traffic Study.  

A04-34 The Year 2013 intersection volumes were obtained by applying a growth factor of  1.5 percent to 
turning movement counts taken in 2012 as part of  the Heritage Fields Project 2012 – GPA/ZC 
Traffic Study 

A04-35 The stadium at High School No. 5 would be comparable in size and function to the stadium at 
Irvine High School. A statement to this effect has been added to the revised traffic study report. 
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A04-36 The report text has been modified to clarify that baseline traffic conditions for all scenarios 
(2011 AP, 2012 MP Options 1 and 2) were obtained by applying growth factors equivalent to 1.5 
percent per year to the 2015, 2030 and post-2030 volumes used in the Heritage Fields Project 
2012 – GPA/ZC Traffic Study.  The original source of  these traffic volume forecasts is ITAM 
Version 8.4-10. 

A04-37 Section 2.5 of  the Revised Traffic Study (Appendix A to this FEIR), Traffic Analysis 
Performance Criteria, has been updated to state that a significant impact also occurs when a 
project takes a location from an acceptable LOS to unacceptable LOS. 

A04-38 The study arterials and intersections were selected based on the attendance area for the school 
and a reasonable assumption about where project-generated trips may originate from. 

A04-39 The word “stadium” has been removed from the introductory paragraph. 

A04-40 The purpose of  the statement was to note that there are an estimated 11,242 residential units 
within the assumed High School #5 attendance area but outside of  the Great Park 
Neighborhoods area. The word “proposed” has been removed from the sentence to alleviate any 
confusion regarding the 2011 Approved Project and 2012 Modified Project Option 1 and 2 
scenarios. 

A04-41 The table has been updated to reflect that 25 percent of  the project trips are assumed to be 
generated from the Great Park Neighborhoods in the 2011 Approved Project scenario in Year 
2017.  [(4,283/(4,283+11,242))*0.9=0.25] 

A04-42 All deficient locations (LOS E or LOS F) are now shaded in the summary tables of  the Revised 
Traffic Study (Appendix A). 

A04-43 There is no specific data available for high school stadiums in the ITE Trip Generation manual. 
Peak hour trips are estimated based on driveway counts taken at Irvine High School during an 
football game event, and total daily traffic is estimated based on the Estancia High School study 
and the San Diego trip generation rates. 

A04-44 This rounding error has been corrected in the table. See Appendix A, Revised Traffic Study.  

A04-45 The ICU level of  service results have been updated. See Appendix A, Revised Traffic Study. 

A04-46 Additional analysis of  Driveway 6 will be conducted as part of  subsequent site planning efforts. 

A04-47 Existing Class I Primary and Secondary Off-Street bicycle trails have been identified in this 
section.  

The pedestrian and bicycle circulation along internal roadways within the Great Park 
Neighborhoods may be analyzed as part of  a separate study once the future development in the 
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area has been designed. The residential and community commercial land uses proposed for 
District 4 have not yet been constructed. 

A04-48 Construction level drawings are not currently available and adequate distance would be provided 
for the safe access to and from the Project Site. The District will provide minimum peripheral 
visibility for the driveways per Caltran’s Highway Design Manual. No significant impacts 
concerning the intersection sight distance is anticipated and a separate detailed sight distance 
study is not required. However, if  deemed necessary, a detailed analysis can be performed as part 
of  a separate study once construction level drawings are available for the site and surrounding 
roadways. 

A04-49 The intersection lane geometry analyzed in this report is consistent with the Heritage Fields 
Project 2012 – GPA/ZC Traffic Study. There are no project related impacts identified at 
intersections #558 and #560. The modifications described are expected to result in better 
forecast traffic operations than what has been included in the original DEIR analysis. 

A04-50 The District would comply with the requirements of  the Part 7, California Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices, “Traffic Control for School Areas.” The future development in the area 
has not been designed and the residential and community commercial land uses proposed for 
District 4 have not been constructed.  School traffic control plans, school route plan maps, 
school crossing locations and controls would be provided as required. The residential and 
community commercial land uses proposed for District 4 have not yet been constructed. 
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Response to Comments from Rana Georges, Project Manager, Schools Evaluation and Brownfields 
Cleanup Branch, Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program, DTSC, dated October 22, 
2013. 

A05-1 The District will continue to conduct the environmental investigation, mitigation and/or removal 
with DTSC oversight should it proceed with acquisition of  the property. Due to the fact that full 
environmental investigation of  the Site has not yet been completed, and that there is no existing 
evidence that contamination exists on the Site, or that any remediation of  the Site is necessary, it 
would be premature to hazard a guess at what would be necessary to implement a response action at 
this time. Therefore, developing a “projection” of  cleanup, mitigation and/removal actions for 
inclusion in the SEIR as suggested by this comment would be based on speculation as this point.   

The District recognizes that the separate process it is undertaking with the oversight of  DTSC may 
identify such conditions, but these conditions are not known at this time and such speculation is not 
appropriate.  The District further recognizes that if  it is determined during the DTSC process that 
some form of  cleanup is required, it may be necessary to complete, and is prepared to complete an 
Addendum or Supplement as the CEQA lead agency.  As mentioned above, the District will continue 
to conduct the environmental investigation, mitigation and/or removal with DTSC oversight should 
it proceed with acquisition of  the property. The District is dedicated to securing a safe school site 
that meets the stringent standards of  DTSC.  If  the results of  the investigation reveal that 
remediation is necessary, the District will comply with CEQA requirements for implementing the 
remedial project, and will prepare the appropriate documentation. 

A05-2 Comment noted. The removal of  the former jet fuel and aviation gas pipelines was recently 
completed with DTSC oversight. As mentioned in the Draft SEIR, the District will comply with 
Education Code Section 17213, which includes a determination from DTSC that the Project Site 
does not pose a significant risk to human health or the environment prior to site acquisition. 
Removal of  the pipelines was monitored and there was no evidence found that a release of  
hazardous substances occurred, or that any remediation is necessary for issues related to the 
pipelines. 

A05-3 The District does plan to seek reimbursement of  costs through the State program and understands 
fully the requirements of  Education Code sections 17213.1 and 17213.2. The District will comply 
with Education Code Section 17213, which includes a determination from DTSC that the Project 
Site does not pose a significant risk to human health or the environment prior to Site acquisition.  
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Response to Comments from Jennifer Bohen, Vice President of Engineering, Five Points 
Communities Management, Inc., Development Manager for Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC, dated 
October 22, 2013. 

A06-1 Figure 5.8-1 has been revised per your comment and is included in Figure 2.1 Project Study Area of  
the Appendix A, Revised Traffic Study.  
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Response to Comments from Maureen El Harake, PMP Chief, Regional-Community-Transit 
Branch, Caltrans District 12, dated October 22, 2013. 

A07-1 Prior to construction, the IUSD will prepare a construction traffic management plan identifying the 
routes that would be utilized by construction traffic traveling to and from the project site 

A07-2 Comment noted. As stated in the DSEIR, the Project Site would be compatible and have integrated 
circulation system with the rest of  the Great Park Neighborhoods, including pedestrian and bike 
access. The District will incorporate Safe Routes to School strategies where feasible to encourage 
walking and biking to and from the proposed high school. IUSD will develop a Safe Routes to 
School map once the attendance boundaries have been finalized.   

A07-3 IUSD will develop a Safe Routes to School map for the proposed high school once the attendance 
boundary has been finalized. The High School No. 5 facilities (the performing arts center, tennis 
courts, softball/baseball fields, etc.) may be available for public or non-enrollment population use on 
a very limited basis on weekends and weekday evenings. However, these activities would not 
significantly contribute to weekday peak hour trip generation. Therefore, would not cause significant 
circulation issues during peak periods other than already analyzed in the traffic study. The traffic 
analysis includes traffic impacts with the stadium use. Offsite roadway improvements would be 
provided in conjunction with the Great Park Neighborhoods and IUSD would continue to 
coordinate with Heritage Fields and the City to implement strategies that could offset potential traffic 
impacts.  

A07-4 Comment noted. All traffic signings and striping within Caltrans right-of-way will be in conformance 
with the Department’s standard, California MUTCD 2012 edition. 

A07-5 The Proposed Project is not anticipated to create a significant traffic impact at the interchange of  
SR-241 and Portola Parkway as this intersection is outside of  the proposed attendance boundary for 
the high school.  Therefore, few vehicle trips generated by the project would be anticipated to travel 
through this intersection.  The 2012 Great Park Neighborhoods SSEIR being prepared by the City 
of  Irvine addresses potential cumulative impacts at this intersection that would result from future 
Great Park developments. 

A07-6 Responses to these comments are provided as part of  the EIR being prepared by the City of  Irvine 
for the Great Park Neighborhoods project. 
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Response to Comments from Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, dated October 23, 2013. 

A08-1 Comment noted. The District has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements. No 
further response is necessary.  
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Response to Comments from Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review, 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources, dated October 29, 2013. 

A09-1 The DTSC process is on-going, but there is no evidence currently that indicates that remediation is 
required.  If  such conditions do arise, the District may prepare an Addendum or Supplement to the 
EIR and the SCAQMD will be notified of  its publication.  Additionally, the District will comply with 
all applicable regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1166, if  such remedial activity is required.  
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R01. Response to Comments from Larry Agran, Councilmember, City of Irvine, dated October 22, 
2013. 

R01-1&2  As stated in Section 7.1.1, Purpose and Scope, of  the DSEIR, CEQA Guidelines 15126.6[a] states that 
an EIR shall describe “a range of  reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of  the 
project, which would feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives of  the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the project[.]” Therefore, the fact that an 
alternative site was brought up prior to the release of  the DSEIR alone does not warrant an 
alternative site discussion in the EIR. Section 7.2.2, Different Site Analysis of  the DSEIR, indicates that 
the only significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the Proposed Project is operations-
related emissions of  volatile organic compound (VOC), and any alternative site that would achieve 
the project’s objectives would have the same significant operations-related emissions impacts. The 
same operations-related emissions are anticipated because the maximum school capacity and 
program assumptions for an alternative site analysis would be same. Similarly, it is reasonable to 
assume that development of  the Proposed Project at an alternative location would likely result in 
similar, and in some cases, greater impacts than those analyzed in the DSEIR because all other 
environmental impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, review of  an 
alternative site, including the 40-acre site referred to as “Site B” under this DSEIR is not required; 
accordingly, the DSEIR’s alternative analysis is adequate. 

 Please note that the District has agreed to and has initiated a separate due diligence process to review 
Site B.  As part of  that effort, representatives from the City, IUSD, Orange County Great Park 
Corporation and the California Department of  Education (CDE) toured the site.  The CDE 
representative conducted its Initial School Site Evaluation (SFPD 4.0 form), which raised certain 
concerns that must be addressed through future studies. 

R01-3 The baseline for the Proposed Project is the Approved 2011 Project, and the Proposed Project 
would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to wildlife and wildlife corridors, 
zoning, or other land use issues.  Therefore, no mitigation for those issues by an alternative site is 
necessary.   

R01-4 The comment indicates that CEQA guidelines, Appendix G, states that a project would normally 
have a significant effect on the environment if  the project is situated within 2,000 feet of  a significant 
disposal of  hazardous waste. While this potential environmental impact is not found in the CEQA 
guidelines Appendix G, it is criteria related to California Code of  Regulations, Title 5 requirements 
for school site safety. The purpose of  the criteria is to evaluate if  there are uncontrolled hazardous 
substance release sites that may impact the proposed school site. Based on the analysis, no 
uncontrolled hazardous substance release sites that may impact the Project Site were identified. All 
sites within 2,000 feet of  the proposed school have been evaluated by federal and state regulatory 
agencies, and there is no evidence that they have impacted the Project Site. In addition, as indicated 
in Response A05-1 through A05-3 to comments from DTSC), the District will comply with 
Education Code Section 17213, which includes a determination from DTSC that the Site does not 
pose a significant risk to human health or the environment prior to Site acquisition.  
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The comment asks the question if  there is reason to believe that DTSC will approve the Project Site 
for school use, given the close proximity to the landfill. The District has met with DTSC to discuss 
its requirements for investigating the proposed school site, and DTSC is currently reviewing a 
proposed workplan developed for the investigation. DTSC is required to either approve the site if  
there is no indication of  a risk to human health or the environment, or require remediation that 
would be protective of  human health and the environment. Based on communication with DTSC, 
there is no reason to believe that DTSC would not fulfill its mandate. 

The comment refers to health and safety issues associated with landfills, student and employee health 
monitoring and epidemiological studies. California Education Code Section 17213 requires school 
districts who receive state funds to construct new schools to obtain a determination from DTSC that 
the Site does not pose a significant risk to human health or the environment prior to constructing 
and operating a school. The site investigation is underway with oversight from DTSC. Environmental 
samples have been proposed at the Site boundary closest to the former landfill footprint to evaluate 
if  any residual contaminants from historical operations have encroached onto the Site. Should 
contamination be encountered, and the District chooses to proceed with acquisition of  the Site, 
remediation would be performed with DTSC oversight and regulatory approval. Based on the 
existing data, there is no evidence that suggests that the capped landfill is impacting the proposed 
school site. Therefore, since there is no source of  contamination impacting the proposed school site, 
there would be no exposure to Site occupants. Monitoring the proposed school site would only be 
necessary if  there was a threat of  exposure to hazardous substances, which is not supported by the 
existing data.  

The comment also refers to emergency procedures to manage problems associated with the landfill. 
According to the Final O&M/LTM Plan, the landfill will be inspected following significant events 
such as earthquakes (greater than magnitude of  4.0), wild fires, and major storms; and if  feasible, 
these inspections will be conducted within 24 hours and not later than a week from the occurrence 
of  the event. These procedures are designed to expediently identify and remedy any problems 
associated with the landfill during unexpected events. 

The comment asks if  construction and operation of  the high school would contribute to the 
degradation of  the landfill, and what would need to be done to monitor the integrity of  the landfill. 
The construction and operation of  the high school would not impact the landfill, as no activities 
would occur on the landfill property. The Department of  the Navy is responsible for long term 
monitoring of  the landfill. The purpose of  the long term monitoring and maintenance activities at 
IRP Site 3 is to monitor the effectiveness of  the landfill cap, drainage structures, landfill gas (LFG) 
and groundwater monitoring systems, LFG treatment systems (if  necessary), site security features, 
and to document that the remedy components are performing as designed to protect human health 
and the environment. The long term monitoring and maintenance activities at IRP Site 3 is being 
performed pursuant to the requirements of  the Final Record of  Decision, Operable Unit 2C, 
Installation Restoration Program Landfill Sites 3 and 5, Former Marine Corps Station El Toro, 
California. Title 27 California Code of  Regulations (CCR) §20950 and §21180, stipulates that landfills 
should be maintained and monitored for a period of  not less than 30 years after completion of  the 
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closure construction or as long as wastes pose a threat to water quality. CERCLA requires that the 
effectiveness of  the remedy be evaluated every five years so long as the future uses associated with 
the landfill remain restricted. 

R01-5 The SEIR found that the Proposed Project would not have a significant impact on GHG emissions. 
It is unnecessary for the District to review an alternative site when the impact is not significant.  The 
SEIR found that the GHG impact was not significant and the project is consistent with South Coast 
Air Quality Management District’s most recent target efficiency threshold and the project is 
consistent with AB 32.  

R01-6 Placement of  high school at the currently proposed site would reduce travel distances relative to the 
conditions in the 2011 Certified EIR.  The District has not reviewed Site B at this point and is not 
required to for the purposes of  this CEQA document. 

 The District plans an open campus like all of  its other high school campuses.  Detailed plans for 
future development are not yet available that would allow the District to review precise locations of  
where students may travel for lunch.  However, the City has undergone years of  study and planning 
to ensure that its road network is safe for pedestrians and bicyclists as well as motor vehicles.  The 
City and District are continuing their process to ensure that the specific sidewalks, crosswalks, 
signage, etc., around the immediate vicinity of  the campus provide for safe travel. Further, the 
District is committed to develop a Safe Routes to School plan for this campus.   

R01-7 The statement that the SEIR fails to address the competing demands for road space by school and 
jail traffic is incorrect.  The traffic analysis contained in the 2011 Certified EIR, the 2012 Modified 
Project EIR and this SEIR have all incorporated the expansion of  the James A. Musick Facility.   

R01-8 Both the 2011 Approved Project and 2012 Modified Project conservatively estimated traffic impacts 
from the Musick Facility expansion. The assumed baseline condition for the Musick Facility 
Expansion for the futures years were 2,060 trips for interim year 2015 and 5,460 trips for year 2030, 
accounting for an increase of  up to 1,024 beds for the interim year and maximum of  7,584 beds at 
buildout. However, according to the Memorandum of  Understanding between the Orange County 
Board of  Supervisors and the City of  Lake Forest, the maximum inmate capacity is not anticipated 
to exceed 3,100 inmates. And the County Supervisors so far has approved construction of  additional 
896 beds. Therefore, the Proposed Project has adequately analyzed the cumulative traffic impacts of  
the Musick Facility expansion and no adverse impacts are anticipated.  

As explained in the DSEIR, the issues raised concerning the proximity of  the High School site to the 
the James A. Musick Facility are not CEQA issues, meaning they are not issues related to the 
potential impacts of  the project on the environment.  These are issues relevant to the California 
Department of  Education’s review of  the site and additional information relevant to this topic will 
be presented to the Board of  Education for its deliberation.  
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3. Revisions to the Draft SEIR 

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

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

Page 1-7, Section 1.3 Project Location. The following text has been revised in response to Comment A04-1.  

The City of  Irvine is divided into 51 different multiple Planning Areas and the Orange County Great Park 
encompasses PA 30 and PA 51 as shown in Figure 3-1. 

Page 1-7, Section 1.3 Project Location. The following text has been revised in response to Comment A04-1. 

The Great Park Neighborhoods development is owned by is also known as the Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC 
Development. 

Page 2-7, Section 2.4 Incorporation By Reference. The following text has been revised in response to 
Comment A04-4. 

All of  the documents listed in Chapter 13, as well as tThe aforementioned certified EIR documents including 
the 2003 OCGP EIR, 2011 OCGP SEIR, and eight addenda that are incorporated by reference, are available 
for review at: 

City of  Irvine Community Development Department  
 One Civic Center Plaza 
 Irvine, CA 92623-9575 

Contact: Barry Curtis, Manager of  Planning and Development Services at (949) 724-7453 
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Page 3-2, Section 3.3, Project Background. The following text is added to the end of  this section in response 
to general comments concerning surrounding land uses.  

Under the 2011 Approved Projects, residential tract maps have been approved by the City for District 7 
(across Irvine Boulevard) and within District 4 to the north (along the south side of  Irvine Boulevard.  If  the 
2012 Modified Project is approved, single- and multi-family residential development would also be developed 
along the eastern and southern boundaries of  the High School.  Therefore, if  the 2012 Modified Project is 
approved, the immediate surroundings of  the High School would be residential and open space. 

Page 5.8-2, Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting, Analysis Methodology. The following text has been revised 
based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

The project is scheduled for an opening year of  2016, however, per City requirements, the year 2017 is 
analyzed. The Interim Year 2017 analysis is presumed to occur after the project is complete and the school 
has been operating for approximately one year.   

Page 5.8-2, Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting, Analysis Methodology, Footnote 1. The following text has 
been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

 Existing: Year 2013 
 Interim: Year 20171 
 Interim: Year 20351 
 Buildout: Post-20351 

1 The City of  Irvine’s current traffic impact analysis guidelines require the analysis of  the interim year, year 
2035, and post year 2035 conditions. Because the city currently defines the interim year as 2017, the traffic 
analysis conducted an interim year analysis for the year 2017, which would occur after High School No. 5 
opening year of  2016. Year 2017 baseline volumes were derived by applying a growth factor of  1.03 
(equivalent to an annual growth rate of  1.5 percent over two years) to the Year 2015 volumes from the 
Heritage Fields Project 2012 – GPA/ZC Traffic Study for the 2011 Approved Project, 2012 Modified Project 
Option 1 and 2012 Modified Project Option 2 scenarios. Year 2035 and Post 2035 baseline volumes were 
derived by applying a growth factor of  1.0773 (equivalent to an annual growth rate of  1.5 percent over five 
years) to the Year 2030 and Post 2030 volumes from the 2012 Traffic Study. The Post-2035 volumes are 
assumed to be equivalent to the Post-2030 volumes from the 2012 Traffic Study. 

Page 5.8-7, Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting, Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of  
Service. The following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

ADT volumes for the study area network are summarized in Table 5.8-3 and as shown all study area segments 
currently operate at LOS C or better. Year 2013 volumes were estimated by applying a growth factor 
equivalent to 1.5 percent per year to data obtained from the Heritage Fields Project 2012 – GPA/ZC Traffic 
Study. 



H I G H  S C H O O L  N O .  5  F I N A L  S U P P L E M E N T A L  E I R  
I R V I N E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Revisions to the Draft SEIR 

November 2013 The Planning Center|DC&E • Page 3-3 

Page 5.8-8, Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting, Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of  Service. The 
following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

 Bake Parkway and I-5 NB Ramps (#367) Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS “F”  

Page 5.8-19, Section 5.8.5.2 Existing Year 2013, Intersection Analysis, 2011 Approved Project. The following 
text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

All study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS C or better under 2013 with project conditions 
with the exception of  Bake Parkway and I-5 NB Ramps Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps, which 
operates at a deficient LOS F during the PM peak hour with and without the project. 

Page 5.8-35, Section 5.8.5.2 Existing Year 2013, Intersection Analysis, Modified Project Option 1. The 
following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

As seen in Tables 5.8-8a and b, all study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS C or better under 
2013 with project conditions with the exception of  Bake Parkway and I-5 NB Ramps Sand Canyon Avenue 
and I-5 SB Ramps, which operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour without the project. There are no 
project impacts under the year 2013 scenarios. 

Pages 5.8-36 and 37, Section 5.8.5.2 Existing Year 2013, Intersection Analysis, Modified Project Option 2. 
The following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

As seen in Tables 5.8-9a and b, all study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS D or better under 
2013 with project conditions with the exception of  Bake Parkway and I-5 NB Ramps Sand Canyon Avenue 
and I-5 SB Ramps, which operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour without the project. There are no 
project impacts under the year 2013 scenarios. 

Pages 5.8-47, Section 5.8.5.3 Year 2017, Arterial Analysis – All Scenarios. The following text has been revised 
based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

2011 Approved Project 

 Irvine Boulevard: “LQ” St to Alton Parkway (#800) - LOS F E 

2012 Modified Project Options 1 and 2 

 Irvine Boulevard: “B” Street to “LQ” Street – LOS F 
 Irvine Boulevard: “LQ” Street to Alton Parkway – LOS F 
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Pages 5.8-47, Section 5.8.5.3 Year 2017, Intersection Analysis, 2011 Approved Project. The following text has 
been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and SB I-5 Ramps (#305) - LOS E (AM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and Oak Canyon Road (#306) - LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-51, Section 5.8.5.3, Year 2017, Intersection Analysis, 2012 Modified Project Option 1. The 
following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and SB I-5 Ramps (#305) - LOS E (AM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and Oak Canyon Road (#306) - LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-55, Section 5.8.5.3, Year 2017, Intersection Analysis, 2012 Modified Project Option 2. The 
following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and SB I-5 Ramps (#305) - LOS E (AM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and Oak Canyon Road (#306) - LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-60, Section 5.8.5.4 Year 2035, Arterial Analysis – All Scenarios. The following text has been revised 
based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Irvine Boulevard: “Z” St to “B” St - LOS F 
• Irvine Boulevard: “LQ” St to Alton Parkway - LOS F 
• Irvine Boulevard: “LY” Street to “Z” St - LOS E 
• Irvine Boulevard: “B” Street to “LQ” St - LOS F 
• Trabuco Road : SR-133 to “O” – LOS F 

Pages 5.8-60, Section 5.8.5.4 Year 2035, Intersection Analysis, 2011 Approved Project. The following text has 
been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

This scenario has one two project impacts at the intersections of  “LQ” Street and Irvine Boulevard (#800) 
and SR-133 NB Ramps and Irvine Boulevard (#317): 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 NB Ramps (#303) - LOS E (AM) and LOS F (PM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS F (AM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and Oak Canyon Road (#306) - LOS E (AM) 
•  “A-02” Street/”LQ” Street and Irvine Boulevard (#800) - LOS E (AM) 
• SR-133 NB Ramps and Irvine Boulevard (#317) – LOS E (AM) 
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Pages 5.8-89, Section 5.8.5.4 Year 2035, Intersection Analysis, 2012 Modified Project Option 1. The following 
text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 NB Ramps (#303) - LOS E (AM) and LOS F (PM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS F (AM) and LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-93, Section 5.8.5.4 Year 2035, Intersection Analysis, 2012 Modified Project Option 2. The following 
text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 NB Ramps (#303) - LOS E (AM) and LOS F (PM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS F (AM) and LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-98, Section 5.8.5.5 Post 2035, Approved Project, Arterial Analysis. The following text has been 
revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

Post-2035 With Project deficient segment locations under 2011 Approved Project scenario includes these five 
seven segments: 

• Sand Canyon Ave: Portola Pkwy to Irvine Blvd - LOS E 
• Sand Canyon Ave: Trabuco Rd to Marine Way - LOS E 
• Portola Pkwy: Jeffrey Rd to Sand Canyon Ave - LOS E  
• Irvine Boulevard: “Z” St to “B” St - LOS E 
• Irvine Boulevard: “LQ” St to Alton Parkway - LOS F 
• Irvine Boulevard: “B” Street to “LQ” Street – LOS E 
• Trabuco Road: SR-133 Freeway to “O” Street – LOS F 

Pages 5.8-107, Section 5.8.5.5 Post 2035, 2011 Approved Project, Intersection Analysis. The following text 
has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

This scenario has one two project impacts at the intersections of  “LQ” Street and Irvine Boulevard (#800) 
and SR-133 NB Ramps and Irvine Boulevard (#317): 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 NB Ramps (#303) - LOS E (AM) and LOS F (PM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS F (AM) and LOS E (PM) 
• Sand Canyon Avenue and Oak Canyon Road (#306) - LOS E (AM) 
• “A-02” Street/”LQ” Street and Irvine Boulevard (#800) - LOS E (AM) 
• SR-133 NB Ramps and Irvine Boulevard (#317) – LOS E (AM) 

Pages 5.8-112, Section 5.8.5.5 Post 2035, 2012 Modified Project Option 1, Arterial Analysis. The following 
text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Ave: Trabuco Rd to Marine Way - LOS E 
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• Portola Pkwy: Jeffrey Rd to Sand Canyon Ave - LOS E  
• Irvine Boulevard: “Z” St to “B” St - LOS E 
• Irvine Boulevard: “LQ” St to Alton Parkway - LOS F 
• Irvine Boulevard: “B” Street to “LQ” Street – LOS E 
• Trabuco Road: SR-133 Freeway to “O” Street – LOS F 

Pages 5.8-112, Section 5.8.5.5 Post 2035, 2012 Modified Project Option 1, Intersection Analysis. The 
following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS F (AM) and LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-125, Section 5.8.5.5 Post 2035, 2012 Modified Project Option 2, Arterial Analysis. The following 
text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Ave: Trabuco Rd to Marine Way - LOS E 
• Portola Pkwy: Jeffrey Rd to Sand Canyon Ave - LOS E  
• Irvine Boulevard: “Z” St to “B” St - LOS E 
• Irvine Boulevard: “LQ” St to Alton Parkway - LOS F 
• Irvine Boulevard: “B” Street to “LQ” Street – LOS E 
• Trabuco Road: SR-133 Freeway to “O” Street – LOS F 

Pages 5.8-125, Section 5.8.5.5 Post 2035, 2012 Modified Project Option 2, Intersection Analysis. The 
following text has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

• Sand Canyon Avenue and I-5 SB Ramps (#305) - LOS F (AM) and LOS E (PM) 

Pages 5.8-130, Section 5.8.5.6 Signal Analysis. The following text has been revised based on the Revised 
Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 

Based on the forecast volumes, the intersections of  “B” Street & Irvine Boulevard (#563) and “LQ” Street & 
Irvine Boulevard (#800) satisfy the criteria for the peak hour signal warrant, and will be signalized as part of  
the project traffic signals are not warranted at all unsignalized study intersections and site access driveways for 
all analysis scenarios. Traffic signals are not warranted at any of  the other unsignalized study intersections and 
site access driveways scenarios in the Opening Year and Year 2017. 

Pages 5.8-150, Section 5.8.9 Additional Mitigation for High School No. 5, Impact 5.8.1. The following 
mitigation measure has been revised based on the Revised Traffic Study included as Appendix A. 
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Impact 5.8-1 

T-1 The following additional roadway improvement is required beyond those required for 2011 
Approved Project as a result of  changes to the traffic generation rates, high school trip distribution 
and analysis years relative to the 2012 Modified Project SSEIR, as requested by the City of  Irvine. 
The District shall work with the City and Heritage Fields to reconcile any differences between this 
assessment and the Heritage Fields SSEIR data set. Final mitigation may be modified prior to 
certification of  the Final SEIR, so long as adequate levels of  service are maintained in accordance 
with the City’s adopted thresholds. 

Year 2035 - 2011 Approved Project 

• Add northbound left turn lane, resulting in dual –northbound left-turn lanes at “LQ” Street 
and Irvine Boulevard (#800) 

• Reconfigure west leg of  intersection to allow a third eastbound thru-lane at SR-133 NB 
Ramps and Irvine Boulevard (#317) 

Post-2035 - 2011 Approved Project 

• Add northbound left turn lane, resulting in dual –northbound left-turn lanes at “LQ” Street 
and Irvine Boulevard (#800) 

• Reconfigure west leg of  intersection to allow a third eastbound thru-lane at SR-133 NB  
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