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

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

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

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

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

(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 DEIR for the Brea Plaza Expansion Project 
during the public review period, which began August 5, 2021, and closed September 20, 2021. 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 DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
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 DEIR; 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 (A1 through A3 for letters received from agencies and organizations, and R1 through 
R78 for letters received from residents). Individual comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter 
is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR 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 DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. The City 
of  Brea staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  
significant new information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR 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 DEIR. 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.” 

Written responses are prepared consistent with Section 15088 of  Title 14 of  the California Code of  Regulations. 
Pursuant to this section, the level of  detail contained in the response may correspond to the level of  detail 
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). 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 FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the legal standards established 
for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  Brea) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and prepare 
written responses. 

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

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

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
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 
A1 Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, Andrew Salas, Chairman August 26, 2021 2-5 

A2 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Charlie Larwood, 
Manager, Transportation Planning September 17, 2021 2-9 

A3 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Scott Shelley, Branch 
Chief, Regional-IGR, Transit Planning September 20, 2021 2-13 

Residents & Organizations 
R1 Brea Glenbrook Club August 11, 2021 2-19 

R2 Christine Denbo  August 11, 2021 2-23 

R3 Terri Daxon August 13, 2021 2-27 

R4 Alli Savino August 16, 2021 2-31 

R5 David and Christine Eckman August 16, 2021 2-35 

R6 Ted August 16, 2021 2-39 

R7 Christine Denbo  August 17, 2021 2-43 

R8 Cynthia Hyatt August 17, 2021 2-47 

R9 Eric Small August 17, 2021 2-51 

R10 Georgina Hewison August 17, 2021 2-55 

R11 Linda Chapman August 17, 2021 2-59 

R12 Michael August 17, 2021 2-63 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

R13 Nancy Burd August 17, 2021 2-67 

R14 Robert and Kimberly Ramos August 17, 2021 2-71 

R15 Wesley and Donna Mask August 22, 2021 2-75 

R16 Donald Minck August 23, 2021 2-79 

R17 Eric Small August 23, 2021 2-83 

R18 Nancy Burd August 23, 2021 2-87 

R19 Amanda Casey August 24, 2021 2-91 

R20 Barbara Sideri August 24, 2021 2-95 

R21 Holly McKnight August 24, 2021 2-99 

R22 Marilyn Broady August 24, 2021 2-103 

R23 Marilyn Dielmann August 24, 2021 2-107 

R24 Michael and Robbi Price August 24, 2021 2-111 

R25 Frank Morrow August 25, 2021 2-115 

R26 Jan Picardy August 25, 2021 2-119 

R27 Frank Morrow August 27, 2021 2-123 

R28 Terri Daxon August 27, 2021 2-127 

R29 Craig Farris August 27, 2021 2-131 

R30 Brea Country Hills PTA September 10, 2021 2-137 

R31 Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER), Richard Drury September 15, 2021 2-141 

R32 Arthur Rubin September 19, 2021 2-145 

R33 Cindy Goldsmith September 19, 2021 2-149 

R34 Corey Ryan September 19, 2021 2-153 

R35 Debbie and Mark Heuck September 19, 2021 2-157 

R36 Deborah Eliason September 19, 2021 2-161 

R37 Helen Taylor September 19, 2021 2-165 

R38 Barbara and Jack Sorter September 19, 2021 2-169 

R39 Julie McCarthy September 19, 2021 2-173 

R40 Kirsteen Gallacher-Ang September 19, 2021 2-177 

R41 Linda Chapman September 19, 2021 2-181 

R42 Linda Diane Colvin September 19, 2021 2-185 

R43 Llebrecht September 19, 2021 2-189 

R44 Marilyn Dielmann September 19, 2021 2-193 

R45 Mary Bradish September 19, 2021 2-197 

R46 Nancy Burd September 19, 2021 2-201 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

R47 Robert Carroll September 19, 2021 2-205 

R48 Susan Pechan September 19, 2021 2-209 

R49 Tamara Roe September 19, 2021 2-213 

R50 Ted Gribble September 20, 2021 2-217 

R51 Babok and Robinson, LLC on behalf of Mercury Insurance September 20, 2021 2-235 

R52 Barbara McDaniel September 20, 2021 2-295 

R53 Scott and Bridget Steffensen September 20, 2021 2-299 

R54 Catalina Escobar September 20, 2021 2-305 

R55 Cherie Besemer September 20, 2021 2-309 

R56 Christine Denbo September 20, 2021 2-313 

R57 Cierra Chavez September 20, 2021 2-328 

R58 Dan and Sue Vanderwall September 20, 2021 2-333 

R59 Darcie Giacchetto September 20, 2021 2-337 

R60 Florine and Gary Miller September 20, 2021 2-341 

R61 Gloria Sc September 20, 2021 2-345 

R62 Hal and Kathy Harkness September 20, 2021 2-349 

R63 Joy Bermudez September 20, 2021 2-353 

R64 Joy Walter September 20, 2021 2-357 

R65 Kevin and Marilyn Broady September 20, 2021 2-361 

R66 Kevin Odom September 20, 2021 2-365 

R67 Leo Burke September 20, 2021 2-371 

R68 Linda Henderson September 20, 2021 2-375 

R69 Marne Bourgeois September 20, 2021 2-379 

R70 Michael and Robbi Price September 20, 2021 2-383 

R71 Mitchell Tsai on behalf of SWRCC September 20, 2021 2-387 

R72 Moneque Pratt September 20, 2021 2-467 

R73 Oscar Sanchez September 20, 2021 2-471 

R74 Rhonda Ross September 20, 2021 2-475 

R75 Robin Rinear September 20, 2021 2-479 

R76 Scott Singletary September 20, 2021 2-483 

R77 Suzette Honore September 20, 2021 2-487 

R78 Doug and Joyce Matthews September 20, 2021 2-491 
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2.2 BREA PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 
A City of  Brea Planning Commission Study Session for the proposed project was held on August 24, 2021, in-
person and via Zoom. The public commented during this time, and individuals had comments on the following 
topics: 

 Traffic (Congestion on Imperial Highway, Associated Road, Birch Street; Cars cutting through Glenbrook; 
Congestion within the project site; School bus access within the project site; Request for traffic light on 
Birch Street; Parking) 

 Public Services/ Recreation (School capacity; Pocket Park for service animals; More green space; 
Community amenities; Water supply and drought 

 Land Use/Aesthetics (Precedent setting; Building height; Architectural style; Workforce housing; 
Affordable housing/density bonus; Subterranean parking vs. aboveground parking) 

 Air Quality/Noise (New sensitive receptors near the freeway; Sustainability features) 

Comments raised and questions asked at the Planning Commission Study Session did not raise any substantive 
environmental issues relative to the CEQA analysis in the DEIR. Responses to written comments received 
from the public can be found in responses R1 through R78.  

2.3 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
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LETTER A1 – Gabrieleno Band of  Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, Andrew Salas, Chairman (1 page) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, Andrew 
Salas, Chairman, dated August 26, 2021. 

A1-1 The commenter’s agreement with the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, as 
well as request for consultation on all future projects at the project site is noted. 

As identified in Section 5.12, Tribal Cultural Resource, in accordance with Senate Bill 18 and 
Assembly Bill 52, on July 9, 2020, the City notified local tribes about the proposed project 
to determine the potential for tribal cultural resources on-site and to determine if  local 
knowledge of  Tribal Cultural Resource is available about the project site and surrounding 
area. In response to this request, the City of  Brea consulted with the Gabrieleno Band of  
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation on September 24, 2020, at 4:30 PM via conference call. In 
June 2021, the City of  Brea followed up with the Tribe, via email. In response, the Tribe 
provided a list of  mitigation measures on July 2, 2021, which were integrated into the 
DEIR, at the Tribe’s request. Tribal consultation in accordance with Senate Bill 18 and 
Assembly Bill 52 concluded on July 2, 2021.  

The City of  Brea will conduct Tribal Consultation with the Gabrieleno Band of  Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation for future projects in accordance with Assembly Bill 52 and/or 
Senate Bill 18.  
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LETTER A2 – Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Charlie Larwood, Manager, Transportation 
Planning (1 page) 
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A2. Response to Comments Orange County Transportation Authority (COTA), Charlie Larwood, 
Manager, Transportation Planning, dated September 17, 2021. 

A2-1 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project.  

Birch Street from just west of  State Route 57 (SR-57) to Associated Road is identified on 
the Master Plan of  Arterial Highways (MPAH). Restriping improvements identified under 
PPP TRAF-3 would provide a dedicated east-bound turn lane. Restriping for the dedicated 
turn lane would not reduce the number of  existing or planned through-lanes on Birch 
Street; and therefore would not affect the existing or planned carrying capacity on a 
MPAH. Birch Street will remain designated as a Primary Arterial after the installation of  
improvements at the intersection of  South Associated Road at Birch Street. Therefore, an 
amendment to the MPAH is not recommended or required. 
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LETTER A3– California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans), Scott Shelley, Branch Chief, Regional-IGR, 
Transit Planning (4 page) 
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A3. Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Scott 
Shelley, Branch Chief, Regional-IGR, Transit Planning, dated September 20, 2021. 

INTRO Responses to comments from the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) are 
provided in response to Comments R3-1 through R3-7. 

A3-1 Improvements to multimodal transportation options as part of  the proposed project will 
be relayed to the project applicant for consideration. It is noted that the project’s proposed 
parking demand strategies, which include provision of  rideshare amenities, subsidizing car 
sharing for the residents, providing the majority of  residential parking in unreserved 
parking spaces, and the provision of  short-term and long-term bicycle parking, would 
reduce VMT and moderate parking demand (see Appendix K to the DEIR). Further, 
some can be considered as “multimodal amenities” to encourage alternative modes of  
transportation consistent with the commenter’s recommendation. 

A3-2 Coordination with Caltrans for Complete Streets improvements, such as the provision of  
high-quality pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities that are safe and comfortable for users 
of  all ages and abilities, in the project vicinity will be relayed to the project applicant for 
consideration. Existing pedestrian connectivity for Brea Plaza is provided and the existing 
sidewalk system in the area. This system provides access to and from the project site and 
is adequate, and would continue to serve the proposed project. The proposed project 
would protect the existing sidewalks and, if  required by the City, would also repair or 
construct new sidewalks along the project site frontage. 

In addition to pedestrian connectivity, an existing Class II bike lane is provided along 
South Associated Road, which connects to other nearby bicycle facilities including the 
existing Class II bike lane on Birch Street as well as the Class I bike trail (The Tracks at 
Brea Trail). Furthermore, the General Plan identifies an extension of  the Class II bike lane 
along Birch Street, west of  State College Boulevard, as well as the installation of  a Class 
II bike lane along State College Boulevard. 

A3-3 Installation of  wayfinding signage to nearby transit stop within the proposed project will be 
relayed to the project applicant for consideration. 

A3-4 California’s Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code requires all new nonresidential 
buildings with 10 or more parking spaces to install EV Capable infrastructure in 
approximately 6 percent of  parking spaces (Nonresidential Mandatory Measures Section 
5.106.5.3). The proposed project would provide 64 electric vehicle charging stations.  

A3-5 Figure 3-4, Conceptual Site Plan, in Chapter 3, Project Description, shows the locations of  the 
truck loading areas – to the west of  the eastern retail buildings and to the north of  
northern retail buildings. 
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A3-6 As indicated in PPP E-2 in Section 13.4, Energy, of  the DEIR, new buildings are required 
to adhere to CALGreen requirements to provide bicycle parking for new nonresidential 
buildings, or meet local bicycle parking ordinances, whichever is stricter (CALGreen 
Sections 5.106.4.1, 14.106.4.1, and 5.106.4.1.2). The proposed project would provide 108 
long-term bicycle parking spaces and 22 short-term bicycle parking spaces in the parking 
structure. Additionally, CALGreen Section 5.106.5.2 requires that new projects provide 
designated parking for any combination of  low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van 
pool vehicles; at least 8 percent of  the total number of  parking spaces (for 201+ parking 
spaces) are required to be designated for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and/or carpool/van 
pool vehicles. 

A3-7 Caltrans statement that work required within Caltrans right-of-way (ROW) requires an 
encroachment permit is noted. The proposed project does not include any improvements 
within the Caltrans’ ROW.  

.
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LETTER R1 – Brea Glenbrook Club (2 pages) 
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R1. Response to Comments from Brea Glenbrook Club, dated August 11, 2021. 

R1-1 The DEIR was posted on the City’s “Projects in Process” webpage on August 4, 2021, as 
noted in the Notice of  Availability. Additionally, copies of  the document were made 
available for public viewing at the City of  Brea Planning Department and Brea Public 
Library as well as online on the Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research CEQAnet 
website. No unusual circumstances arising from this project justify extending the review 
period above the State mandated 45-day review period under Section 15105 of  the CEQA 
Guidelines. City staff  followed up with the commenter and confirmed that the commenter 
was incorrectly typing in the web address, which was correctly typed in the Notice of  
Availability, and the link was working properly. It should be noted that for projects that 
do not require State agency approval, the public comment period can be reduced from 45 
days to 30 days, according to Assembly Bill 819. No time extension is warranted for the 
proposed project’s public comment period as the DEIR was made available on the City’s 
website at the start of  the public review period. 
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LETTER R2 – Christine Denbo (1 page) 
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R2. Response to Comments from Christine Denbo, dated August 11, 2021. 

R2-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The Notice of  Preparation (NOP) for the original 
project, which included a hotel, was for a 7-story structure, and included a six-story hotel 
and an apartment building with five levels of  residential above two-levels of  above-ground 
parking (7-stories) and two-levels of  subterranean parking. Since the NOP was circulated, 
the project applicant has removed the hotel component and provided updated building 
plans for the residential component of  the proposed project. The proposed project 
includes an 8-story residential/office building, which includes five levels of  residential 
uses above three-levels of  above-ground parking, for a total building height of  89 feet at 
the top of  the parapet. The commenter’s objections to the building height are noted. A 
discussion on consistency of  the project buildings with the City of  Brea General Plan and 
Zoning Code can be found in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, and a discussion on 
aesthetics can be found in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR. 

The request for the Glenbrook Homeowner’s Association (HOA) Board of  Directors to 
meet with the Applicant has been forwarded. On August 26, 2021, the Applicant’s team 
met with members of  the Glenbrook HOA in-person and via Zoom to discuss this project 
and answer the HOA’s questions.  

A Planning Commission Study Session was held at 6:00 PM on Tuesday, August 24, 2021. 
The Glenbrook HOA is included on the mailing list for the Brea Plaza Expansion Project. 
The Grenbrook HOA will be notified of  upcoming Planning Commission and City 
Council hearings regarding the proposed project in accordance with City’s procedures.  
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R3. Response to Comments from Terri Daxon, dated August 13, 2021. 

R3-1 The original proposal, as described in the 2020 Notice of  Preparation, included a hotel 
that would have been built on the Buca Di Beppo location. However, the current proposal, 
which no longer includes a hotel, would not demolish Buca Di Beppo, and the restaurant 
would remain in place. 
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R4. Response to Comments from Alli Savino, dated August 16, 2021. 

R4-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
Additionally, Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that 
queues for the nine study intersections, which include SR-57 Ramps at Imperial Highway, 
are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 
2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions.  

Section 4.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts, identifies the cumulative setting for 
the proposed project. As identified in Table 4-1, Locations and Descriptions of  Cumulative 
Projects, the Brea Place (Avalon) is considered in the cumulative analysis for the proposed 
project. The Traffic Circulation Analysis (Appendix J2 to the DEIR) included cumulative 
traffic conditions as a result of  these projects. 
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R5. Response to Comments from David and Christine Eckman, dated August 16, 2021. 

R5-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
Additionally, Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that 
queues for the nine study intersections, which include SR-57 Ramps at Imperial Highway, 
are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 
2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions. 

Section 4.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts, identifies the cumulative setting for 
the proposed project. As identified in Table 4-1, Locations and Descriptions of  Cumulative 
Projects, the Brea Place (Avalon) and Brea Mall Mixed-Use Project are both identified and 
considered in the cumulative analysis for the proposed project. The Traffic Circulation 
Analysis (Appendix J2 to the DEIR) included cumulative traffic conditions as a result of  
these projects. As stated in Section 5.2, Air Quality, according to South Coast AQMD 
methodology, any project that does not exceed or can be mitigated to less than the daily 
threshold values would not add significantly to a cumulative impact. As such, additional 
traffic and air quality studies are not warranted. 
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R6. Response to Comments Ted, dated August 16, 2021. 

R6-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service 
metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for determining transportation impacts 
under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the 
proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network 
relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment 
is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Recommendations included in the Traffic 
Circulation Assessment are included as Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. 
As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, 
Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net 
decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the 
movie theater and addition of  189 residential units. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R7. Response to Comments from Christine Denbo, dated August 17, 2021 

R7-1 The comment is regarding the Brea Housing Element Update and does not raise any 
issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R7-2 The comment is regarding the Brea Housing Element Update does not raise any issues 
related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R7-3 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. The comment is regarding the 
project’s inclusion in the Brea Housing Element Update and does not raise any issues 
related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 
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R8. Response to Comments from Cynthia Hyatt, dated August 17, 2021. 

R8-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. The comment does not raise any 
issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 
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R9. Response to Comments from Eric Small, dated August 17, 2021. 

R9-1  The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

The proposed project does not include subterranean parking spaces. Table 3-4, Brea Plaza 
Surface and Structure Parking, of  the DEIR, identifies the total number of  parking spaces 
(surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project.  
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R10. Response to Comments from Georgina Hewison, dated August 17, 2021. 

R10-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
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R11. Response to Comments from Linda Chapman, dated August 17, 2021. 

R11-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, 
Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net 
decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the 
movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a slight 
increase in AM peak hour trips. Table 3-4, Brea Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, of  the 
DEIR, identifies the total number of  parking spaces (surface and structured parking) at 
buildout of  the proposed project. The proposed project is adjacent to State Route 57, 
south of  the Mercury Insurance site, and would be 89 feet tall at the top of  the parapet. 
Section 5.1, Aesthetics, did not identify any impacts to the viewsheds in Brea, including the 
hills to the northeast. 
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R12. Response to Comments from Michael, dated August 17, 2021. 

R12-1 As substantiated in Section 5.7, Noise, of  the DEIR, mechanical noise, outdoor common 
area noise, noise from loading and deliveries, and traffic noise would be not result in a 
significant impact to the closest sensitive receptors to the site, which are the single-family 
homes to the north and east, approximately 500 to 550 feet, respectively. The proposed 
building would be located at the northwest portion of  the site; the Mercury Insurance 
building to the north and the adjacent building east of  the proposed building would 
provide substantial acoustical shielding to residential receptors to the north and east.  

Pursuant to Section 15126.2 of  the CEQA Guidelines, in assessing the environment 
impact of  the proposed project on the environment, the Lead Agency should limit its 
examination to changes in the baseline physical environmental conditions and not 
economic or social impacts of  project (see also Section 15131 of  the CEQA Guidelines). 
CEQA does not require an EIR to address economic impacts associated with a proposed 
project, which by themselves do not cause or contribute to physical impacts on the 
environment. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines state that "Economic or social 
information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency 
desires" (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131). Further, the Guidelines state that the 
"Economic and social effects of  a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment" (Section 15131[a]). The intent of  CEQA is to evaluate and mitigate physical 
impacts on the environment. The comment regarding project impacts on property values 
is acknowledged. This issue, however, is not within the purview of  the environmental 
review of  the project per CEQA. 

There is no relationship between housing density and crime rates.1 As substantiated in 
Section 5.9, Public Services, the payment of  dispatch fees as well as more-specific 
consideration of  police services and any desired augmentation to achieve best 
performance goals set by the police department may be considered part of  the project 
review process and any conditions of  approval for the project. 

 
1 Urban Land Institute. Higher-Density Development, Myth and Fact. https://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-

Documents/HigherDensity_MythFact.ashx_.pdf 
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R13. Response to Comments from Nancy Burd, dated August 17, 2021. 

R13-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, 
Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net 
decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the 
movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a slight 
increase in AM peak hour trips. Section 5.2, Air Quality, identifies that the proposed 
project would reduce the amount of  criteria air pollutants generated, which would be a 
project benefit, and would not exceed the South Coast AQMD significance thresholds for 
project operations. 

As indicated in Section 5.8, Population and Housing, the proposed population and 
employment increase as a result of  the project would not exceed the Southern California 
Association of  Government’s (SCAG) population and employment projections for the 
City of  Brea.  
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R14. Response to Comments from Robert and Kimberly Ramos, dated August 17, 2021. 

R14-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-74 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-75 

LETTER R15 – Wesley and Donna Mask (1 page) 

 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-76 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-77 

R15. Response to Comments from Wesley and Donna Mask, dated August 22, 2021. 

R15-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impacts on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The commenter’s objection to the proposed project 
is noted and has been forwarded to decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R16. Response to Comments from Donald Minck, dated August 23, 2021. 

R16-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-82 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-83 

LETTER R17 – Eric Small (1 page) 

 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-84 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-85 

R17. Response to Comments from Eric Small, dated August 23, 2021. 

R17-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. A Traffic Circulation Assessment has 
been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Transportation impacts 
are identified in Section 5.11, Transportation, in the DEIR.  
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R18. Response to Comments from Nancy Burd, dated August 23, 2021. 

R18-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

The DEIR evaluates the additional density associated with the Brea Plaza Expansion 
Project in addition to cumulative development in the City of  Brea. Section 4.4, Assumptions 
Regarding Cumulative Impacts, identifies the cumulative setting for the proposed project. As 
identified in Table 4-1, Locations and Descriptions of  Cumulative Projects, the Brea Place 
(Avalon) and Brea Mall Mixed-Use Project are both identified and considered in the 
cumulative analysis for the proposed project. The Traffic Circulation Analysis (Appendix 
J2 to the DEIR) included cumulative traffic conditions as a result of  these projects.  

As substantiated in Section 5.9, Public Services, with the payment of  development impact 
fees, dispatch fees, and fire impact and service fees, impacts to public services would be 
less than significant. More specific consideration of  these services and any desired 
augmentation to achieve best performance goals may be considered as part of  the project 
review process and any conditions of  approval for the project.  
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R19. Response to Comments from Amanda Casey, dated August 24, 2021. 

R19-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

As substantiated in Section 5.7, Noise, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would result in 
temporary construction noise increases. A maximum of  150 daily vendor and worker trips 
would be generated during trenching; the proposed project would generate a maximum 
of  114 daily haul trips during demolition debris haul for two workdays. The increase in 
haul trucks and construction vehicles would result in a negligible noise increase of  less 
than 1 dBA CNEL when compared to existing average daily trips. Additionally, as shown 
in Table 5.7-5, Project-Related Construction Noise, construction-related noise levels would not 
exceed the 80 dBA Leq(8hr) threshold at the nearest sensitive receptors. There are no 
cumulative projects in the immediate vicinity (i.e., 1,000 feet or less) of  the project site, 
and the proposed project would not contribute to a significant cumulative construction 
noise impact.  

The Brea Plaza Shopping Center began operations in the early 1980s and is not a historic 
resource. Based on the results of  the records search (see Chapter 8 in the DEIR), the 
project site is not listed on a national, state, or local historic registry. Demolition of  the 
movie theater would not impact historic resources in the City.  

As indicated in Section 5.8, Population and Housing, the proposed project would add up to 
405 residents. The proposed project would result in less than 1 percent increase in Brea’s 
population and growth accommodated by the proposed project is within the population 
projections for the City of  Brea.  

As described in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, the new development planned for the site is not a 
dramatic departure from what currently exists within the larger City of  Brea. However, 
the proposed eight-story structure would be substantially taller than the structures in the 
nearby single-family residential areas to the north and east. Despite the height of  the 
proposed structure, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in significant aesthetic 
impacts because the residential uses to the north are buffered by the existing two-story 
Mercury Insurance building and three-level Mercury Insurance parking structure, and the 
expansion area is over 550 feet away from residential areas. The residential neighborhood 
to the east is across Associated Road, over 650-feet from the proposed structure. To 
minimize aesthetic impacts and ensure that the proposed project would be compatible 
with the surrounding development, the higher density eight-story, 89-foot tall structure 
would be placed on the far northwestern corner of  the project site, directly adjacent to 
the freeway; behind the Mercury Insurance building; and connected with the existing retail 
onsite. 
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R20. Response to Comments from Barbara Sideri, dated August 24, 2021. 

R20-1  The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

A. Public Safety. As indicated in Section 5.9, Public Services, PPP PS-3 would be 
implemented which would require the Brea Fire Department to approve the building plan 
and emergency access for the project site, as well as approve the fire master plan. 
Furthermore, as indicated in Section 5.11, Transportation, Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour 
Intersection Queuing Analysis, and Table 5.11-6, Year 2045 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing 
Analysis, show that queues for the nine study intersections are considered adequate under 
the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project 
Traffic Conditions and under the Year 2045 General Plan Buildout Traffic Conditions and 
Year 2045 General Plan Buildout Plus Project Traffic Conditions, respectively. The project 
site would continue to be served by the existing Brea Plaza driveways; emergency vehicles 
would be able to continue to access the site and surrounding properties during and after 
construction. The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

B. Traffic Congestion. Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer 
constitute the sole basis for determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, 
a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address 
the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s 
transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to 
the DEIR. Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included 
as Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing 
and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
Additionally, Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that 
queues for the nine study intersections, which include SR-57 Ramps at Imperial Highway, 
are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 
2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions. 

R20-2 C. Air Quality. Impacts of  the environment on a project are not CEQA impacts (California 
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 
Case No. S213478). However, the California Building Code (Title 24), Part 6 (California 
Building and Energy Efficiency Standards) as well as Part 11 (California Green Building 
Standards Code [CALGreen]) has standards for enhanced filtration for multi-family 
residential buildings. Under Title 24, Part 6, Section 120.1(b)(1)(C) and Part 11 (Section 
5.504.5.3), multifamily residential buildings that are four stories or higher are required to 
use Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV)-13 filters. As a result, compliance with 
existing regulations is sufficient to ensure a healthy indoor air quality environment. 
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R20-3 D. Water Supply. As substantiated in Section 5.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed 
project would result in a net increase of  50.5 acre-feet per year of  water usage, which 
would represent 0.5 percent of  the water demand for the City in 2045. The projected 
water demand is very conservative because it is based on wastewater generation factors 
from the sewer study and does not account for a reduction in indoor water use for new 
construction that complies with CALGreen standards and water conservation features. 
The City is projected to meet all water demands through 2045, during normal, single dry, 
and multiple dry years, according to the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, due to the 
diversified supply and conservation measures. Therefore, the City would be able to meet 
the water demands of  the proposed project in addition to existing and cumulative 
demands.  

Moreover, the City prepared the 2020 Water Shortage Contingency Plan in June 2021, 
which is the City’s operating manual that is used to prevent catastrophic service 
disruptions through proactive management. The Water Shortage Contingency Plan 
provides a structured guide for the City to deal with water shortages, incorporating 
prescriptive information and standardized action levels, along with implementation 
actions in the event of  a catastrophic supply interruption. If  and when shortage 
conditions arise, pre-determined steps to manage a water shortage can be identified and 
efficiently implemented.  

Regarding the Fire Department, the project applicant will pay dispatch impact fees, fire 
impart fees, and fire service fees. In addition, the City of  Brea Fire Department will review 
the fire master plan during the building plan check to ensure there is sufficient water 
supply and pressure for fire hydrants and fire water service. The impact fees will be used 
to finance future fire protection facilities, fire service connections, and upgrades to the 
police and fire dispatch systems. Therefore, the proposed development will not adversely 
affect the ability of  the Brea Fire Department to provide adequate service.  
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R21. Response to Comments from Holly McKnight, dated August 24, 2021. 

R21-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

Table 5.11-2, Intersection Accident History, in the DEIR indicates that the study intersections 
along Imperial Highway have generally declined within the last five years. Caltrans has 
implemented several improvements that have improved safety along Imperial Highway, 
including traffic signal and American Disabilities Act improvements. Improvements 
implemented at these intersections have played a role in reducing the collision frequency 
and has generally improved safety.  

R21-2 Pursuant to Section 15126.2 of  the CEQA Guidelines, in assessing the environment 
impact of  the proposed project on the environment, the Lead Agency should limit its 
examination to changes in the baseline physical environmental conditions and not 
economic or social impacts of  project (see also Section 15131 of  the CEQA Guidelines). 
CEQA does not require an EIR to address economic impacts associated with a proposed 
project, which by themselves do not cause or contribute to physical impacts on the 
environment. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines state that "Economic or social 
information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency 
desires" (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131). Further, the Guidelines state that the 
"Economic and social effects of  a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment" (Section 15131[a]). The intent of  CEQA is to evaluate and mitigate physical 
impacts on the environment. The comment regarding project impacts on property values 
is acknowledged. This issue, however, is not within the purview of  the environmental 
review of  the project per CEQA. 

Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, includes an evaluation of  a Reduced Density 
Alternative, which halves the residential density on the project site.  
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R22. Response to Comments from Marilyn Broady, dated August 24, 2021. 

R22-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of  the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of  the proposed project would result in a reduction of  daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic.  

While it is a possibility that a few residents might cut through the Glenbrook 
neighborhood, that path would require five turning movements to reach the site and take 
a considerably higher amount of  time than continuing westbound on Imperial to turn 
right into the site (one turn) or to northbound Associated Road to turn left into the site 
(two turns). Driving through the Glenbrook neighborhood would not be a shortcut; and 
therefore, is unlikely to be used as a regular access route by residents. Furthermore, 
reconfiguring the westbound Greenbriar Lane approach to Associated Road to a right-
turn only, similar to Santa Fe and Carbon Canyon Road, would create a significant 
inconvenience for residents of  Glenbrook because it would reduce access to Imperial 
Highway and State Route 57 for residents and increase the amount of  vehicle miles 
traveled within the Glenbrook neighborhood from residents detouring to Castlegate Lane 
or to Chevy Chase Drive to exist the neighborhood and go south or west.  
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R23. Response to Comments from Marilyn Dielmann, dated August 24, 2021. 

R23-1  The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service 
metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for determining transportation impacts 
under CEQA. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and 
Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would result 
in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of  
the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a slight 
increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R24. Response to Comments from Michael and Robbi Price, dated August 24, 2021. 

R24-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service 
metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for determining transportation impacts 
under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the 
proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network 
relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment 
is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Recommendations included in the Traffic 
Circulation Assessment are included as Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. 
As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, 
Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net 
decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the 
movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a slight 
increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R25. Response to Comments from Frank Morrow, dated August 25, 2021. 

R25-1 A Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address 
the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s 
transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to 
the DEIR. The Traffic Circulation Assessment was prepared in consultation with the City 
of  Brea’s traffic engineering staff. A Memorandum of  Understanding (MOU) between 
the City of  Brea and the transportation consultant was prepared prior to initiating the 
traffic study for the proposed project (see Appendix A, Traffic Study Scope of  Work, to 
Appendix J2 of  the DEIR). As shown in Table 5.11-3 of  the Traffic Circulation 
Assessment, implementation of  the proposed project would result in a reduction of  daily 
traffic and PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. While the 
proposed project results in an increase in residential use onsite, the proposed project 
results in a reduction in retail use, specifically the movie theater.  



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-118 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-119 

LETTER R26 – Jan Picardy (1 page) 

 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-120 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-121 

R26. Response to Comments from Jan Picardy, dated August 25, 2021. 

R26-1 A Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address 
the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s 
transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to 
the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the 
existing and the anticipated project trip distribution. There is no direct connectivity of  the 
project site to Castlegate Lane. Vehicles associated with the proposed project would access 
the site via Imperial Highway or Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury 
Insurance parking lot to reach Greenbrier Lane. Closing the Castlegate Lane entrance 
would create a significant inconvenience for residents of  Glenbrook wishing to access 
Imperial Highway and State Route-57 and would increase the amount of  vehicle miles 
traveled within the Glenbrook neighborhood and surrounding streets from Glenbrook 
residents having to detour to other neighborhood access points. Furthermore, before the 
City would consider any change in the Castlegate Lane access there would have to be a 
traffic study performed to document any potential impacts, general consensus on the 
proposed change from Glenbrook residents, and concurrence from Caltrans. 

R26-2 Section 4.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts, identifies the cumulative setting for 
the proposed project. As identified in Table 4-1, Locations and Descriptions of  Cumulative 
Projects, the Brea Place (Avalon) and Brea Mall Mixed-Use Project are both identified and 
considered in the cumulative analysis for the proposed project. The Traffic Circulation 
Analysis (Appendix J2 to the DEIR) included cumulative traffic conditions as a result of  
these projects. As stated in Section 5.2, Air Quality, according to South Coast AQMD 
methodology, any project that does not exceed or can be mitigated to less than the daily 
threshold values would not add significantly to a cumulative impact. As such, additional 
traffic and air quality studies are not warranted. 
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R27. Response to Comments from Frank Morrow, dated August 27, 2021. 

R27-1 The proposed project includes an above-ground parking structure to accommodate 
vehicle parking for the proposed residential and office uses, plus additional vehicle parking 
to accommodate the existing commercial uses once the Memorandum of  Understanding 
(MOU) between Brea Plaza and Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026, and the Mercury 
Insurance parking lot no longer is available to patrons of  Brea Plaza.  

R27-2 Chapter 7, Alternatives, of  the DEIR, analyzed an Existing Zoning Alternative which 
would result in construction of  21,355 square feet of  office space, but not the 189 
residential units. This alternative would also retain the movie theater.  
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R28. Response to Comments from Terri Daxon, dated August 27, 2021. 

R28-1 As substantiated in Section 5.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase of  50.5 acre-feet per year of  water usage, which would represent 
0.5 percent of  the total water demand for the City in 2045. The City is projected to meet 
all water demands through 2045, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years, 
according to the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, due to the diversified supply and 
conservation measures. Therefore, the City would be able to meet the water demands of  
the proposed project in addition to existing and cumulative demands.  

The City of  Brea is almost completely built out and its population is projected to increase 
by only 0.23 percent per year, for a population increase of  2,607 people by 2045. The 
water demand for this project and other City projects that are currently under 
construction, approved for entitlement, or under review were included in the 2020 Urban 
Water Management Plan. The increased water demand in 2045 is 199 acre-feet per year, 
which is only a two percent increase from the current water demand. As stated previously, 
the City is projected to meet all water demands through 2045 during normal, single dry, 
and multiple dry years. 

Moreover, the City prepared the 2020 Water Shortage Contingency Plan in June 2021, 
which is the City’s operating manual that is used to prevent catastrophic service 
disruptions through proactive management. The Water Shortage Contingency Plan 
provides a structured guide for the City to deal with water shortages, incorporating 
prescriptive information and standardized action levels, along with implementation 
actions in the event of  a catastrophic supply interruption. If  and when shortage 
conditions arise, pre-determined steps to manage a water shortage can be identified and 
efficiently implemented.  
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R29. Response to Comments from Craig Farris, dated August 27, 2021. 

R29-1 The measures put into place to slow the spread of  COVID-19 resulted in significant 
changes in human activity and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Most notable are the 
temporary reductions in both heavy-duty and light-duty VMT across the state’s highways 
and local roads, and the resulting temporary emission reductions. In California, VMT fell 
to its lowest point in early- to mid-April, with an approximately 25 percent reduction in 
heavy-duty VMT and 50 to 60 percent reduction in light-duty VMT. Since that time, both 
heavy-duty and light-duty VMT have steadily increased, with heavy-duty VMT returning 
to pre–COVID-19 levels in early June. 2  COVID-19 stay-at-home orders and related 
closures are temporary measures.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. Based on project’s contribution to 
traffic at this intersection, no significant deterioration at the intersection of  Birch Street 
and Redbay Avenue was identified. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

As identified in the Traffic Circulation Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR), the 
traffic circulation analysis considered the general decrease in traffic as a result of  the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Section 3.4, Existing Traffic Volumes, in Appendix J2 details the 
methodology used to determine the existing traffic volumes in the project vicinity. Five 
of  the six study intersections had historic Year 2018/2019 traffic counts available, which 
were utilized and conservatively grown an additional 1.0 percent per year to establish pre-
pandemic baseline traffic conditions. An additional growth factor of  1.0 percent per year 
was then applied to the Year 2018/2019 pre-pandemic baseline to establish Year 2021 pre-
pandemic baseline traffic conditions at the study intersection. Furthermore, existing 
ingress and egress volumes at the four Brea Plaza Driveways and the west leg of  South 
Associated Road at Greenbriar Lane were based on forecasted trips for the existing Brea 
Plaza Center and Mercury Insurance building rather than applying adjustments to existing 
traffic counts. 

 
2 California Air Resources Board. 2021, April 23. Revised Draft 2020 Mobile Source Strategy 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/Revised_Draft_2020_Mobile_Source_Strategy.pdf 
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With regards to the intersection of  Redbay Avenue at Birch Street, it is our understanding 
that some employees of  the Mercury Insurance building may currently utilize the 
intersection and travel via Redbay Avenue, Eucalyptus Street, and Aurora Avenue to access 
their site. The proposed project does not contribute traffic to this route; and therefore, 
this is considered an existing issue unrelated to the proposed Project. However, it should 
be noted that the proposed project will construct an exclusive eastbound right-turn pocket 
at the intersection of  South Associated Road at Birch Street as an intersection safety 
enhancement, as well as intersection capacity improvement. This improvement would help 
facilitate traffic flow through the intersection while increasing bicycle safety, and with 
improved traffic flow could potentially discourage Mercury Insurance employees that may 
be cutting through the Glenbrook neighborhood to utilize S. Associated Road instead. 
The request to install a traffic signal on Birch Street and Redbay Avenue has been forward 
to Public Works for their consideration.  

R29-2 See response to Comment R29-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. The proposed 
project would result in a net decrease in daily vehicle trips and AM peak hour trips and a 
small increase in AM peak hour trips. The request to install a vehicle speed sensor along 
Associated Road to encourage vehicles to slow down before Greenbrier lane has been 
forwarded to Public Works for their consideration.  

R29-3 Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, did not identify any significant impacts associated 
with the design of  the building adjacent to State Route 57. PPP AES-7 and PPP AES-8 
requires that the design be consistent with the City’s Specific Development Standards for 
Mixed-Use Projects.  

R29-4 See response to Comment R29-1. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as 
Appendix J2 to the DEIR.  

R29-5 See Section 5.9, Public Services, of  the DEIR, regarding school services and Section 5.11, 
Transportation, regarding transportation and the intersection safety evaluation and 
emergency access. The project site would continue to be served by the existing Brea Plaza 
driveways; vehicles would be able to continue to access the site with no issues. The 
proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access or safety issues. 

R29-6 See response to Comment R29-1 and R29-2.  

R29-7 See Section 5.10, Recreation, of  the DEIR.  

R29-8 The proposed parking structure would accommodate residential and commercial uses.  

R29-9 CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
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Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 
project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

R29-10 See Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, regarding project lighting and PPP AES-2 and 
PPP AES-3. 

R29-11 See Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, regarding project design adjacent to State Route 
57. PPP AES-7 and PPP AES-8 requires that the design be consistent with the City’s 
Specific Development Standards for Mixed-Use Projects.  

R29-12 As indicated in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, PPP AES-6 would ensure recycling 
and refuse facilities would be located as far as possible from residential units and be 
completely screened from view from the residential portion of  the project and streets; the 
location and design of  trash enclosures shall mitigate nuisances from odors when 
residential uses might be impacted. Based on the site plan, the trash and recycling is in an 
enclosed area that is accessed through the loading docks on the northeastern portion of  
the building.  

R29-13 The service times for trash and recycling service would be determined by the service 
provider and would occur at the same time of  existing trash and recycling service onsite.  

R29-14 In accordance with Assembly Bill 341 the project will include recycling service (see PPP 
USS-7).  

R29-15 As substantiated in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to be Significant, of  the DEIR, the project 
does not propose groundwater wells that would extract groundwater from the aquifer, nor 
would the proposed project affect recharge capabilities for the Orange County subbasin, 
as the site is fully developed as the Brea Plaza Shopping Center.  

R29-16 See Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, and PPP AES-1, the proposed project is required 
to provide a landscaped coverage of  15 percent of  the net area.  

R29-17 The project would be required to adhere to the 2019 California Green Building Standards 
Code (CALGreen), which ensures are energy-efficient and reduce environmental impacts 
during and after construction. See also response to Comment R29-11.  
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R30. Response to Comments from Brea Country Hills PTA, dated September 1, 2021. 

R30-1 The quality of education is not a physical impact to the environment. The comment does 
not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment 
under CEQA. 

R30-2 Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of new development’s 
share of required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities.  

R30-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project, unless the District can be 
compensated an amount that reflects actual costs of expanding schools, is noted and has 
been forwarded to decision-makers for their review and consideration. The comment does 
not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment 
under CEQA. 
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R31. Response to Comments from Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Supporters Alliance for 
Environmental Responsibility (SAFER), Ruchard Drury, dated September 15, 2021. 

R31-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the proposed project’s impact on 
the physical environment under CEQA. The commenter’s letter has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R32. Response to Comments from Arthur Rubin, dated September 19, 2021. 

R32-1 The No Project Alternative uses the existing conditions as a baseline. As the movie theater 
is leasable space, it is considered in the No Project Analysis. Furthermore, it is unknown 
if the movie theater would stay closed or reopen at a later date.  

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 
project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  
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R33. Response to Comments from Cindy Goldsmith, dated September 19, 2021. 

R33-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. The comment does not raise any 
issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 
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R34. Response to Comments from Corey Ryan, dated September 19, 2021. 

R34-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. The comment does not raise any 
issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 
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R35. Response to Comments from Debbie and Mark Heuck, dated September 19, 2021. 

R35-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. There’s no direct connectivity of the project site to Castlegate Lane. As 
shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of the 
proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and 
a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should be noted that because the 
Memorandum of Understanding of the Brea Plaza site with Mercury Insurance expires in 
April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no longer be available for Brea Plaza 
residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles associated with the proposed 
project would access the site via Imperial Highway or Associated Road and would not cut 
through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach Greenbrier Lane.  

Additionally, as indicated in Section 5.11, Transportation, of the DEIR, a queuing evaluation 
was completed to address potential safety hazards. Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour 
Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the nine study intersections are 
considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 
Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no significant safety impacts 
were identified. Moreover, Caltrans has implemented several improvements that have 
improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American Disabilities 
Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have played a role 
in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 
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R36. Response to Comments from Deborah Eliason, dated September 19, 2021. 

R36-1 As identified in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR, the residential uses to the north are 
buffered by the existing two-story Mercury Insurance building and two-story (three level) 
Mercury Insurance parking structure, and located over 550 feet away from the project 
structure; the residential neighborhood to the east is across Associated Road over 650 feet 
from the proposed structure. Therefore, despite the height of the proposed structure and 
density of residential uses proposed on the site, significant aesthetic impacts are not 
anticipated to occur.  

The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of  the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of  the proposed project would result in a reduction of  daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should 
be noted that because the Memorandum of  Understanding of  the Brea Plaza site with 
Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no 
longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles 
associated with the proposed project would access the site via Imperial Highway or 
Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach 
Greenbrier Lane.  
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R37. Response to Comments from Helen Taylor, dated September 19, 2021. 

R37-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. Under Senate Bill 743 level of service 
metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for determining transportation impacts 
under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the 
proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network 
relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment 
is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Recommendations included in the Traffic 
Circulation Assessment are included as Conditions of Approval for the proposed project. 
Based on project’s contribution to traffic at this intersection, no significant deterioration 
at the intersection of Birch Street and Redbay Avenue was identified. As shown in Table 
5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed 
VMT, of the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and 
AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of the movie theater and addition of 
189 residential units. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a 
slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
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R38. Response to Comments from Barbara and Jack Sorter, dated September 19, 2021. 

R38-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R39. Response to Comments from Julie McCarthy, dated September 19, 2021. 

R39-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. There’s no direct connectivity of the project site to Castlegate Lane. As 
shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of the 
proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and 
a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should be noted that because the 
Memorandum of Understanding of the Brea Plaza site with Mercury Insurance expires in 
April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no longer be available for Brea Plaza 
residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles associated with the proposed 
project would access the site via Imperial Highway or Associated Road and would not cut 
through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach Greenbrier Lane.  

Section 5.2, Air Quality, Section 5.4, Energy, and Section 5.13, Utilities and Service Systems, 
discuss impacts associated with air quality, electricity, and water supply. However, no 
significant impacts were identified. 
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R40. Response to Comments from Kirsteen Gallacher-Ang, dated September 19, 2021. 

R40-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. As substantiated in Section 5.2, Air 
Quality, Section 5.7, Noise, and Section 5.11, Transportation, air quality, noise, and 
transportation impacts would be less than significant.  
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R41. Response to Comments from Linda Chapman, dated September 19, 2021. 

R41-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. Parking is not a physical impact on the environment. 
Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and may impose 
additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of the proposed project is 
satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide adequate parking 
and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

A Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address 
the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s 
transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to 
the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the 
existing and the anticipated project trip distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic 
Circulation Assessment, implementation of the proposed project would result in a 
reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour 
traffic.  

Additionally, as shown in Section 5.11, Transportation, Table 5.11-2, Intersection Accident 
History, indicates that the study intersections along Imperial Highway have generally 
declined within the last five years. Caltrans has implemented several improvements that 
have improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American 
Disabilities Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have 
played a role in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 
Additionally, a queuing evaluation was completed to address potential safety hazards. 
Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the 
nine study intersections are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic 
Conditions and Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no 
significant safety impacts were identified.  

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), the payment of impact fees 
fully mitigates impacts to school facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future 
development projects would also be required to pay fair-share payments to the City for 
increased resources which would help offset physical impacts to school facilities. See 
response to Comment Letter R30. 

As substantiated in Section 5.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase of 50.5 acre-feet per year of water usage, which would represent 
0.5 percent of the water demand for the City in 2045. The projected water demand is very 
conservative because it is based on wastewater generation factors from the sewer study 
and does not account for a reduction in indoor water use for new construction that 
complies with the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) standards and 
water conservation features. The City is projected to meet all water demands through 
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2045, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years, according to the 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan, due to the diversified supply and conservation measures. Therefore, 
the City would be able to meet the water demands of the proposed project in addition to 
existing and cumulative demands. Moreover, the City prepared the 2020 Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan in June 2021, which is the City’s operating manual that is used to 
prevent catastrophic service disruptions through proactive management. The Water 
Shortage Contingency Plan provides a structured guide for the City to deal with water 
shortages, incorporating prescriptive information and standardized action levels, along 
with implementation actions in the event of a catastrophic supply interruption. If and 
when shortage conditions arise, pre-determined steps to manage a water shortage can be 
identified and efficiently implemented.  

As discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, building pop-outs, variations in building rooflines, 
material colors, and landscaping would be added and modulated to offset the building’s 
massing, provide human scale, promote visual interest and articulation, and provide relief 
to and variation in the building form and style. To minimize aesthetic impacts and ensure 
that the proposed project would be compatible with the surrounding development, the 
higher density eight-story, 89-foot tall structure would be placed on the far northwestern 
corner of the project site, directly adjacent to the freeway; behind the Mercury Insurance 
building; and connected with the existing retail onsite. This placement would buffer the 
higher density mixed-use building from the lower density, single-family residential 
neighborhoods. As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with existing 
development in the City of Brea and the appearance and character of the proposed 
structures would be aesthetically compatible with adjacent land uses and land uses in the 
surrounding vicinity. 
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R42. Response to Comments from Linda Diane Colvin, dated September 19, 2021. 

R42-1 A Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address 
the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s 
transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to 
the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the 
existing and the anticipated project trip distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic 
Circulation Assessment, implementation of the proposed project would result in a 
reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour 
traffic.  

Additionally, as shown in Section 5.11, Transportation, Table 5.11-2, Intersection Accident 
History, indicates that the study intersections along Imperial Highway have generally 
declined within the last five years. Caltrans has implemented several improvements that 
have improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American 
Disabilities Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have 
played a role in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 
Additionally, a queuing evaluation was completed to address potential safety hazards. 
Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the 
nine study intersections are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic 
Conditions and Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no 
significant safety impacts were identified.  

Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of  new development’s 
share of  required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of  impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 
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R43. Response to Comments from Llebrecht, dated September 19, 2021. 

R43-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R44. Response to Comments from Marilyn Dielmann, dated September 19, 2021. 

R44-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic.  
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R45. Response to Comments from Mary Bradish, dated September 19, 2021. 

R45-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. There’s no direct connectivity of the project site to Castlegate Lane. As 
shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of the 
proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and 
a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should be noted that because the 
Memorandum of Understanding of the Brea Plaza site with Mercury Insurance expires in 
April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no longer be available for Brea Plaza 
residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles associated with the proposed 
project would access the site via Imperial Highway or Associated Road and would not cut 
through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach Greenbrier Lane.  
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R46. Response to Comments from Nancy Burd, dated September 19, 2021. 

R46-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, 
Section 5.9, Public Services, Section 5.11, Transportation, Section 5.13, Utilities and Service 
Systems, and Appendix J2, Traffic Circulation Analysis, of the DEIR, address density, schools, 
traffic, and infrastructure.  
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R47. Response to Comments from Robert Carroll, dated September 19, 2021. 

R47-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should 
be noted that because the Memorandum of Understanding of the Brea Plaza site with 
Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no 
longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles 
associated with the proposed project would access the site via Imperial Highway or 
Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach 
Greenbrier Lane. 
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R48. Response to Comments from Susan Pechan, dated September 19, 2021. 

R48-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should 
be noted that because the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) of the Brea Plaza site 
with Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would 
no longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, 
vehicles associated with the proposed Project would access the site via Imperial Highway 
or Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach 
Greenbriar Lane. 

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 
project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

As indicated in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, to minimize aesthetic impacts and 
ensure that the proposed project would be compatible with the surrounding development, 
the higher density eight-story, 89-foot tall structure would be placed on the far 
northwestern corner of  the project site, directly adjacent to the freeway; behind the 
Mercury Insurance building; and connected with the existing retail onsite. This placement 
would buffer the higher density mixed-use building from the lower density, single-family 
residential neighborhoods. 
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R49. Response to Comments from Tamara Roe, dated September 19, 2021. 

R49-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. The comment does not raise any 
issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 
However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of 
Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix 
J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the 
existing and the anticipated project trip distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic 
Circulation Assessment, implementation of the proposed project would result in a 
reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour 
traffic. Additionally, it should be noted that because the Memorandum of Understanding 
of the Brea Plaza site with Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026 the Mercury Insurance 
parking lot would no longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, employees, and patrons. 
As a result, vehicles associated with the proposed project would access the site via Imperial 
Highway or Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury Insurance parking 
lot to reach Greenbrier Lane.  

Refer to Section 5.9, Public Services, for a discussion on police protection services. 
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R50. Response to Comments from Ted Gribble, dated September 20, 2021. 

INTRO The commenter broadly asserts that the Draft EIR is inadequate. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, a Draft EIR is required to be recirculated only when 
“significant new information” is added to the EIR after circulation of  the Draft EIR. 
Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of  
substantial evidence.” The proposed project’s EIR was prepared in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines. The DEIR complies with the CEQA requirements and is sufficient as 
an informational document. The Draft EIR comprehensive assesses the significant 
environmental effects of the project, provides a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed project, and feasible mitigation measures to reduce and avoid potentially 
significant environmental impacts. No “significant new information” has been added to 
the Draft EIR; and therefore, the Draft EIR is not inadequate and does not need to be 
recirculated (See responses to comments R50-1 through R50-35). 

R50-1 CEQA does not require an evaluation of parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of parking spaces 
(surface and structured parking) at buildout of the proposed project. This table does not 
include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) will expire in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City 
would review the parking study and may impose additional conditions to ensure that the 
parking demand of the proposed project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that 
the project would provide adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies 
on parking.  

R50-2 Section 5.11, Transportation, describes the CEQA baseline used to identify transportation 
impacts of the project. While the environmental setting normally constitutes the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)), the North County Advocates v. City of Carlsbad (2015) 
241 Cal.App. 4th 94, identify that lead agencies have discretion to consider conditions over 
a range of time periods to account for a temporary lull or spike in operations. As with any 
regional shopping center, the Brea Plaza experiences periodic transitions in tenants and 
occupancy. The movie theater was in continuous operation from the 1976 until the 
COVID-19. Therefore, this EIR considers full occupancy associated with historical 
operations of the movie theater as the baseline for the transportation analysis. The traffic 
study assumes typical operations based on pre-pandemic conditions in which the movie 
theater was operating similar to other typical theaters. The movie theater was fully 
operational during the time the traffic counts were collected in Year 2018/2019. As such, 
the trip generation rates used for establishing the trip generation of the existing movie 
theater are considered to be appropriate and is consistent with standing engineering 
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practices. Therefore, no changes to the study are recommended and it is concluded that 
the proposed project’s traffic related impacts as evaluated in the Traffic Circulation 
Assessment are valid. 

R50-3 See response to Comment R50-2 regarding trips associated with the existing movie 
theater. 

R50-4 See response to Comment R50-2 regarding trips associated with the existing movie 
theater. Comments related to level of service (e.g., intersection capacity, intersection 
queuing) are not the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under 
CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment (see Appendix J2 in the DEIR) has 
been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. As identified 
in Section 5.11, Transportation, in the DEIR the proposed project would not generate a 
net increase in daily vehicle trips. Existing and project-related trip generation assumptions 
were based on the Scoping Agreement with the City of Brea (see Appendix A to Appendix 
J2).  

R50-5 See response to Comment R50-2 regarding trips associated with the existing movie 
theater. Section 5.11, Transportation, did not identify any significant impacts related to 
transportation safety. The crash being described at Associated Road and Greenbriar Lane 
is related to an illegal maneuver by a vehicle running a red light. The assumption that the 
added project trips would increase illegal activity in the area has zero basis and should be 
discounted all together 

As identified in the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily and 
PM peak hour traffic. An intersection safety evaluation was completed for intersections 
along Imperial Highway which analyzed five-years of  collision history. Table 5.11-2 
indicates that the study intersections along Imperial Highway have generally declined 
within the last five years. Additionally, Caltrans has implemented several improvements 
that have improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American 
Disabilities Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have 
played a role in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. The 
proposed project would not exacerbate hazardous conditions in the project vicinity.  

R50-6 The Notice or Preparation was circulated in 2020 and reflects the CEQA baseline for the 
project site (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125). The methodology for which existing 
volumes were developed is consistent with the standard practices used industry wide due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Additionally, Caltrans Traffic Operations Policy Directive 
20-04 documents the validity of this approach. Therefore, no changes to the study are 
recommended. Furthermore, existing ingress and egress volumes at the four Brea Plaza 
Driveways and the west leg of South Associated Road at Greenbriar Lane were based on 
forecasted trips for the existing Brea Plaza Center and Mercury Insurance building rather 
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than applying adjustments to existing traffic counts. Therefore, existing traffic counts at 
the intersection of South Associated Road at Greenbriar Lane are reflective of pre-
pandemic traffic conditions. 

R50-7 It is our understanding that some employees of the Mercury Insurance building may 
currently utilize the intersection Redbay Avenue at Birch Street and travel via Redbay 
Avenue, Eucalyptus Street, and Aurora Avenue to access their site. The proposed project 
does not contribute traffic to this route and therefore this is considered an existing issue 
unrelated to the proposed project. However, it should be noted that the proposed project 
will construct an exclusive eastbound right-turn pocket at the intersection of South 
Associated Road at Birch Street as an intersection safety enhancement, as well as 
intersection capacity improvement. This improvement will help facilitate traffic flow 
through the intersection while increasing bicycle safety, and with improved traffic flow 
could potentially discourage Mercury Insurance employees that may be cutting through 
the Glenbrook neighborhood to utilize South Associated Road instead. 

The commenter’s request for a traffic signal at the Redbay Avenue/Birch Street 
intersection to reduce congestion at this existing unsignalized intersection has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R50-8 Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of new development’s 
share of required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 

R50-9 In addition to paying development impact fees, the proposed project would be reviewed 
by the fire and police departments as part of the project review process where conditions 
of approval and specific condition of these services and desired augmentation to achieve 
best performance goals would be determined, as necessary. For example, PPP PS-5, of 
Section 5.9, Public Services, in the DEIR, states that additional design features such as 
funding for a new ladder truck, will Be incorporated as conditions of approval for the 
project in order to provide adequate protection. 

R50-10 Impacts of the environment on a project are not CEQA impacts (California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, Case No. 
S213478). As described in Section 5.2, Air Quality, the California Building Code (Title 24), 
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Part 6 (California Building and Energy Efficiency Standards) as well as Part 11 (California 
Green Building Standards Code [CALGreen]) has standards for enhanced filtration for 
multi-family residential buildings. Under Title 24, Part 6, Section 120.1(b)(1)(C) and Part 
11 (Section 5.504.5.3), multifamily residential buildings that are four stories or higher are 
required to use Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV)-13 filters. As a result, 
compliance with existing regulations is sufficient to ensure a healthy indoor air quality 
environment. 

R50-11 The expiration of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) would not hinder Mercury 
Insurance employees from utilizing the existing ingress/egress points off of South 
Associated Road. The connectivity between the project site and the Mercury Insurance 
property is maintained. There are no changes to emergency access. The proposed project 
site plan does not eliminate the internal driveways; and therefore, cross-access circulation 
between the two sites is still available. However, taking into consideration the new 
proposed project layout, with the construction of the new parking structure, as well as the 
expiration of the MOU, the Mercury Insurance employees/patrons would be travel either 
through or around the parking structure in order to access their site, which is considered 
less favorable and not as convenient when compared to existing conditions. Therefore, it 
has been assumed that the Mercury Insurance employees/patrons will primarily utilize the 
driveway on Greenbriar Lane because it is a more direct route rather than cutting through 
Brea Plaza. Comments related to level of service (congestion and intersection queuing) 
are not issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under 
CEQA. However, the Traffic Circulation Assessment (Appendix J2) evaluated the 
project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s 
transportation policies. 

R50-12 The existing Embassy Suites Hotel to the west of the project site, near the Brea Civic 
Center and Brea Mall is currently the tallest building in the City of Brea at 88 feet tall, eight 
stories, and two levels of below-grade parking. The proposed project would be a similar 
height as the existing Embassy Suites. The proposed project includes an 8-story 
residential/office building, which includes five levels of residential uses above three-levels 
of above-ground parking, for a total building height of 89 feet at the top of the parapet. 
As identified in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, the Mixed Use I (MU-I) use allows up 
to 100 feet. The proposed project is within the maximum height limitations of the MU-I 
use.  

The DEIR included a reasonable range of  alternatives. The DEIR did not identify 
significant unavoidable impacts associated with the building height (see Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics and Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning). The “Reduced Density Alternative” 
considered an alternative that reduced the residential density to 95 units and a decreased 
building height to four stories, resulting in a reduced height.  
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R50-13 As shown in Table 5.6-1, Brea Plaza Required Parking per Municipal Code, in Section 5.6, Land 
Use and Planning, of the DEIR, a total of 1,289 spaces (396 residential spaces and 893 non-
residential spaces) are required per the Brea Municipal Code. 

R50-14 Table 3-4, Brea Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in Chapter 3, of the DEIR, indicates that 
the total number of parking spaces after buildout would be 997 spaces.  

R50-15 See response to Comment R50-1 regarding parking. Parking is not a physical impact on 
the environment. As stated in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, despite the deficiency in 
parking spaces, the parking demand strategies proposed for the project, such as providing 
a lounge for rideshare drivers, subsidizing car sharing for residents, providing the majority 
of residential parking in unreserved parking spaces, providing short-term and long-term 
bicycle parking, VMT would be reduced, and parking demand would be moderated. 

R50-16 See response to Comment R50-1. Parking is not a physical impact on the environment. 
Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and may impose 
additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of the proposed project is 
satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide adequate parking 
and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

R50-17 See response to Comment R50-2 regarding trips associated with the existing movie 
theater. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of 
the proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic 
and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. 

R50-18 Ticket sales for the Brea 5 Cinema are not available. See response to Comment R50-2 
regarding trips associated with the existing movie theater. As shown in Table 5-1 of the 
Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of the proposed project would result in 
a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour 
traffic. 

R50-19 See response to Comment R50-2 regarding trips associated with the existing movie 
theater. As shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of 
the proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic 
and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Comments related to level of service 
(congestion and intersection queuing) are not issues related to the proposed project’s 
impact on the physical environment under CEQA. However, the Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (Appendix J2) evaluated the project’s effect on the local transportation 
network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. 

R50-20 See response to Comments R50-2 and R50-6. The measures put into place to slow the 
spread of COVID-19 resulted in significant changes in human activity and vehicle trips 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Most notable are the temporary reductions in both 
heavy-duty and light-duty VMT across the state’s highways and local roads, and the 
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resulting temporary emission reductions. In California, VMT fell to its lowest point in 
early- to mid-April, with an approximately 25 percent reduction in heavy-duty VMT and 
50 to 60 percent reduction in light-duty VMT. Since that time, both heavy-duty and light-
duty VMT have steadily increased, with heavy-duty VMT returning to pre–COVID-19 
levels in early June.3 COVID-19 stay-at-home orders and related closures are temporary 
measures. While there is potential for changes made during this time to have far-reaching 
implications for transportation mode choice, shared mobility, vehicle choice, and 
trips/VMT into the future, the medium- or long-term effects of the COVID-19 on 
trips/VMT are uncertain at this point in time, and it would be speculative to estimate any 
potential long-term or permanent changes. Predicting the proposed project’s physical 
impacts on the environment without firm evidence based on facts to support the analysis 
would require an engagement in speculation or conjecture that is inappropriate for an 
EIR. Accordingly, the transportation impact analysis presented in this EIR is generally 
based on the assumption that general behavior would be similar to conditions prior to the 
start of COVID-19 stay-at-home orders. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (Appendix J2) has been prepared for the proposed project to address the 
project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s 
transportation policies. As shown in Table 5-1 of  the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of  the proposed project would result in a reduction of  daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should 
be noted that because the Memorandum of  Understanding of  the Brea Plaza site with 
Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no 
longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles 
associated with the proposed project would access the site via Imperial Highway or 
Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach 
Greenbrier Lane. 

R50-21 See response to Comment R50-7.  

R50-22 See Response to Comment R50-8. 

R50-23 See Response to Comment R50-8. 

R50-24 See Response to Comment R50-8. 

 
3 California Air Resources Board. 2021, April 23. Revised Draft 2020 Mobile Source Strategy 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/Revised_Draft_2020_Mobile_Source_Strategy.pdf 
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R50-25 The comment does not raise issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The commenter’s letter has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R50-26 See response to Comment R50-8. 

R50-27 The comment does not raise issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The commenter’s letter has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R50-28 The comment does not raise issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The commenter’s letter has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R50-29 The comment does not raise issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The commenter’s letter has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R50-30 See response to Comment R50-10. 

R50-31 See response to Comment R50-10. 

R50-32 The proposed project would not affect ingress/egress associated with the Mercury 
Insurance use. The internal driveways between Mercury Insurance and Brea Plaza would 
remain open, despite the expiration of the parking agreement expiring in April 2025.  

R50-33 The DEIR included a reasonable range of alternatives. The DEIR did not identify 
significant unavoidable impacts associated with the building height (see Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics and Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning). The “Reduced Density Alternative” 
considered an alternative that reduced the residential density to 95 units and a decreased 
building height to four stories. 

R50-34 The proposed project does not include a retaining wall along the SR-57. The 
improvements for the new mixed-use building would be east of the Caltrans easement.  

R50-35 See response to Comments R33 and R34.  
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LETTER R51 – Babok and Robinson, LLC, on behalf  of  Mercury Insurance (56 pages) 
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R51. Response to Comments from Babok and Robinson, LLC on behalf of Mercury Insurance, 
dated September 20, 2021. 

INTRO The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow. Please see response 
to Comments R51-1 through R51-24. 

R51-1 A description of  the Memorandum of  Understanding (MOU) with Mercury Insurance is 
provided on page 3-2. As stated in the DEIR, use of  Mercury Insurance parking lots for 
retail use is limited to weekends and after 5:00 PM on weekdays. CEQA does not require 
an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience resulting from a parking 
shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The EIR included an evaluation 
of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s Zoning requirements in Section 
5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, 
in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking spaces (surface and structured parking) 
at buildout of  the proposed project. This table does not include the shared parking with 
Mercury Insurance since the MOU would remain in effect until April 2026, unless an 
extension is agreed upon by the applicant and Mercury Insurance. While the shared 
parking with Mercury Insurance would no longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, 
employees, and patrons, if  the MOU is not renewed, the proposed project is designed to 
meet the parking demand onsite without reliance on the Mercury parking lot. Pursuant to 
City regulations, the City would review the shared parking study and may impose 
additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed project is 
satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide adequate parking 
and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking. Additionally, as shown on 
Figure 3-4, Conceptual Site Plan, in Chapter 3, Project Description, of  the DEIR, internal 
driveways would not result in the permanent closure of  internal driveways upon the 
expiration of  the Memorandum of  Understanding; the use of  these internal driveways 
would continue even after the Memorandum of  Understanding expires. 

R51-2 See response to Comment R51-1. The measures put into place to slow the spread of  
COVID-19 resulted in significant changes in human activity and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). Most notable are the temporary reductions in both heavy-duty and light-duty 
VMT across the state’s highways and local roads, and the resulting temporary emission 
reductions. In California, VMT fell to its lowest point in early- to mid-April, with an 
approximately 25 percent reduction in heavy-duty VMT and 50 to 60 percent reduction 
in light-duty VMT. Since that time, both heavy-duty and light-duty VMT have steadily 
increased, with heavy-duty VMT returning to pre–COVID-19 levels in early June. 4 
COVID-19 stay-at-home orders and related closures are temporary measures. As 
identified in the Traffic Circulation Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR), pre-
COVID counts were available at five of  the study intersections for year 2018 and 2019. 

 
4 California Air Resources Board. 2021, April 23. Revised Draft 2020 Mobile Source Strategy 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/Revised_Draft_2020_Mobile_Source_Strategy.pdf 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-292 PlaceWorks 

Section 3.4, Existing Traffic Volumes, in Appendix J2 details the methodology used to 
determine the existing traffic volumes in the project vicinity.  

R51-3 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-4 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-5 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-6 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-7 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-8 See response to Comment R51-1. The incorrect parking count is listed in the parking 
study prepared by LSA (see Appendix K of  the DEIR) is noted. This number is not cited 
in the DEIR; therefore, no revisions to the DEIR are needed. 

R51-9 See response to Comment R51-1. The parking structure is open to both residents and 
retail uses. The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact 
on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-10 See response to Comment R51-1. The DEIR identifies the number of  existing and 
proposed parking spaces within Brea Plaza in Table 3-4.  

R51-11 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-12 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-13 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-14 See response to Comment R51-1. The project site currently has 739 surface parking 
spaces, not 733 parking spaces. 

R51-15 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-16 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 
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R51-17 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-18 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-19 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-20 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-21 See response to Comment R51-1. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
proposed project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA. 

R51-22 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. Although the MOU would remain in effect until April 2026, unless an 
extension is agreed upon by the Applicant and Mercury Insurance, the proposed project 
does not include any barriers that would prevent cut-through traffic from Mercury 
Insurance employees through the Brea Plaza project site. The driveways between Brea 
Plaza and Mercury Insurance would remain open.  

R51-23 See response to Comment R51-22. It is our understanding that Mercury Insurance 
employees/patrons currently utilize the Brea Plaza Driveways, primarily Brea Plaza 
Driveway 1, to travel through the Brea Plaza site to access the internal driveways. 
Additionally, based on the existing MOU and shared parking agreement, Mercury 
Insurance employees/patrons also currently utilize the Brea Plaza driveways to park in the 
existing parking spaces within Brea Plaza, located in the north end of  the site.  

The proposed project site plan does not eliminate the internal driveways; and therefore, 
cross-access circulation between the two sites is still available. However, taking into 
consideration the new proposed project layout, with the construction of  the new parking 
structure, as well as the expiration of  the MOU, the Mercury Insurance 
employees/patrons would be travel either through or around the parking structure in 
order to access their site, which is considered less favorable and not as convenient when 
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, it has been assumed that the Mercury 
Insurance employees/patrons will primarily utilize the driveway on Greenbriar Lane 
because it is a more direct route rather than cutting through Brea Plaza.  
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The northbound left-turn queuing assessment along South Associated Road identified in 
the KOA Study, which uses June 2021 existing traffic counts plus additional data provided 
by Mercury, appears to have some type of  error and/or anomaly and cannot be validated. 
The existing volumes with the proposed shift would not exceed 32 AM trips, 44 Midday 
trips and 43 PM trips. Applying a typical design queue estimate of  one foot per vehicle 
would result in a queue of  no more than 2 vehicles. Additionally, the LLG Traffic 
Circulation Analysis has a reported queue of  no greater than 1 vehicle. 

R51-24 See response to Comments R51-22 and R52-23. Although the MOU would remain in 
effect until April 2026, unless an extension is agreed upon by the Applicant and Mercury 
Insurance, the proposed project does not include any barriers that would prevent cut-
through traffic from Mercury Insurance employees through the Brea Plaza project site. 
The driveways between Brea Plaza and Mercury Insurance would remain open.  

R51-25 The Appendix files provided by KOA are noted. No response is needed.  
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R52. Response to Comments from Barbara McDaniel, dated September 20, 2021. 

R52-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the original 
project, which included a hotel, was for a 7-story structure, and included a six-story hotel 
and an apartment building with five levels of residential above two-levels of above-ground 
parking (7-stories) and two-levels of subterranean parking. Since the NOP was circulated, 
the project applicant has resubmitted the development application which removed the 
hotel component and included updated building plans for the residential component of 
the proposed project.   
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R53. Response to Comments from Scott and Barbara Steffensen, dated September 20, 2021. 

R53-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation Assessment has been 
prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of Brea’s transportation policies. The Traffic 
Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. Figures 5-1 through 5-4 
in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated project trip 
distribution. There’s no direct connectivity of the project site to Castlegate Lane. As 
shown in Table 5-1 of the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of the 
proposed project would result in a reduction of daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and 
a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should be noted that because the 
Memorandum of Understanding of the Brea Plaza site with Mercury Insurance expires in 
April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would no longer be available for Brea Plaza 
residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, vehicles associated with the proposed 
project would access the site via Imperial Highway or Associated Road and would not cut 
through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach Greenbrier Lane.  

Section 5.11, Transportation, regarding transportation and the intersection safety evaluation 
and emergency access. The project site would continue to be served by the existing Brea 
Plaza driveways; vehicles would be able to continue to access the site with no issues. The 
proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access or safety issues. Table 
5.11-2, Intersection Accident History, in the DEIR indicates that the study intersections along 
Imperial Highway have generally declined within the last five years. A queuing evaluation 
was completed to address potential safety hazards. Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour 
Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the nine study intersections are 
considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 
Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no significant safety impacts 
were identified. Moreover, Caltrans has implemented several improvements that have 
improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American Disabilities 
Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have played a role 
in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 
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R54. Response to Comments from Catalina Escobar, dated September 20, 2021. 

R54-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R55. Response to Comments from Cherie Besemer, dated September 20, 2021. 

R55-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The Notice of  Preparation (NOP) for the original 
project, which included a hotel, was for a 7-story structure, and included a six-story hotel 
and an apartment building with five levels of  residential above two-levels of  above-ground 
parking (7-stories) and two-levels of  subterranean parking. Since the NOP was circulated, 
the project applicant has resubmitted the development application which removed the 
hotel component and included updated building plans for the residential component of  
the proposed project. 
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R56. Response to Comments from Christine Denbo, dated September 20, 2021. 

INTRO Response to comments from the Glenbrook neighborhood can be found in response to 
Comments R56-1 through R56-39.  

R56-1 Access to the proposed parking structure would be accessible through Brea Plaza from 
the existing driveways at Imperial Highway and South Associated Road.  

R56-2 California’s Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code requires all new nonresidential 
buildings with 10 or more parking spaces to install EV Capable infrastructure in 
approximately 6 percent of  parking spaces (Nonresidential Mandatory Measures Section 
5.106.5.3). The proposed project would provide 64 electric vehicle charging stations. The 
proposed project would include solar panels on the roof  of  the proposed building to 
offset building energy use. See Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, and PPP AES-1, the 
proposed project is required to provide a landscaped coverage of  15 percent of  the net 
area.  

R56-3 Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the DEIR, analyzed a Reduced Density 
Alternative which evaluated a four-story, 95-unit building. It was determined that this 
Alternative would result in similar impacts to aesthetics, cultural and paleontological 
resources, and tribal cultural resources; however, population and housing impacts would 
be greater. This Alternative would meet all of  the project objectives, but to a lesser extent. 

R56-4 The DEIR included a reasonable range of  alternatives. The DEIR did not identify 
significant unavoidable impacts associated with the building height (see Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics and Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning). The “Reduced Density Alternative” 
considered an alternative that reduced the residential density to 95 units and a decreased 
building height to four stories. 

R56-5 The comment is noted that there are potential construction noise reduction measures for 
the below grade parking alternative that the commenter is suggesting. However, it would 
be speculative to predict construction noise levels or comment on the potential need for 
additional mitigation since this alternative is not proposed.  

R56-6 As discussed in Section 5.7, Noise, of  the DEIR, traffic noise from implementation of  the 
proposed project would be less than significant on study roadway segments in the project 
area. Roadway segment ADT volumes were provided by Linscott Law & Greenspan 
Engineers (LLG, see Appendix J2, of  the DEIR). To determine the project-related traffic 
noise increase, the Existing with Project ADT volumes were compared to the Existing no 
Project ADT volumes, as shown in Table 5.7-6, Summary of  Traffic Noise Increases, of  
the DEIR. As a result of  the decrease in vehicle trips from removal of  the movie theater, 
the project would result in a net decrease in ADT volumes on most study roadway 
segments, resulting in a decrease in traffic noise levels in some cases. In all cases, the 
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project noise increase would be negligible (i.e., less than 0.1 dBA CNEL) along study 
roadway segments.  

R56-7 A Traffic Circulation Assessment (Appendix J2 of  the DEIR) has been prepared for the 
proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network 
relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. Recommendations included in the 
Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as Conditions of  Approval for the proposed 
project. It is our understanding that some employees of  the Mercury Insurance building 
may currently utilize the intersection and travel via Redbay Avenue, Eucalyptus Street, and 
Aurora Avenue to access their site. The proposed project does not contribute traffic to 
this route; and therefore, this is considered an existing issue unrelated to the proposed 
project. However, it should be noted that the proposed project would construct an 
exclusive eastbound right-turn pocket at the intersection of  South Associated Road at 
Birch Street as an intersection safety enhancement, as well as intersection capacity 
improvement. This improvement would help facilitate traffic flow through the 
intersection while increasing bicycle safety, and with improved traffic flow could 
potentially discourage Mercury Insurance employees that may be cutting through the 
Glenbrook neighborhood to utilize South Associated Road instead.  

When assessing the potential need for signalization at an unsignalized location, one of  the 
first steps is to assess the crash history at the location. Per the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD), an intersection will meet signal warrant if  there are five or 
more crashes (of  types susceptible to correction by a traffic signal) within a 12 month 
period. As a result, five years of  crash data at Redbay Avenue and Birch Street has been 
research via the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). Review of  the 
crash data shows that there were four crashes over this five year period. However, none 
of  the crashes are correctible via signalization. Therefore, the crash data does not meet 
the signal warrant criteria noted in the MUTCD. The request to install a traffic signal on 
Birch Street and Redbay Avenue has been forward to Public Works and other City 
decision-makers for their consideration.  

R56-8 The DEIR includes an analysis of  these topics. See Section 5.2, Air Quality, Section 5.4, 
Energy, Section 5.10, Recreation, and Section 5.11, Transportation, for a discussion on air 
quality, electricity, parks, and transportation, respectively. 

R56-9 See response to Comment R56-7. The request for speed bumps on Aurora Avenue has 
been forwarded to decision-makers for their considerations. However, as identified in 
Appendix J2 of  the DEIR project-related traffic is not anticipated to drive through the 
residential neighborhoods.  

R56-10 As discussed under Impact 5.7-2 for the DEIR, operational stationary noise sources and 
project traffic noise would be less than significant without mitigation. Therefore, no 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

October 2021 Page 2-323 

mitigation measures such as sound walls are warranted for noise impacts to residents that 
live in Glenbrook or residences that back up to Associated from Birch to Imperial. 

R56-11 As discussed under Impact 5.7-2 for the DEIR, operational stationary noise sources and 
project traffic noise would be less than significant without mitigation. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures such as sound walls are warranted for noise impacts to homes that 
back up to Birch. 

R56-12 The project applicant and Mercury Insurance have been in communication with each 
other about the proposed project. Mercury Insurance employees would be able to 
continue to access the Mercury Insurance site through the existing driveways and access 
points.  

R56-13 The proposed project would comply with the City’s Affordable Housing Ordinance, 
which requires most new residential developments to provide at least 10 percent of  their 
units for sale at affordable below-market prices to qualified buyers. The proposed project 
would include 19 affordable housing units ranging from studios to 3-bedroom units.  

R56-14 The commenter’s objections to the project’s building height are noted. The comment does 
not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the physical environment 
under CEQA. 

R56-15 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R56-16 Table 3-4, Brea Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, identifies the existing and proposed 
parking within the Brea Plaza site. CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking 
impacts because the inconvenience resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, 
not an environmental impact. The EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a 
consistency analysis with the City’s Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and 
Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR 
identifies the total number of  parking spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout 
of  the proposed project. This table does not include the shared parking with Mercury 
Insurance since the MOU would remain in effect until April 2026, unless an extension is 
agreed upon by the Applicant and Mercury Insurance. Pursuant to City regulations, the 
City would review the parking study and may impose additional conditions to ensure that 
the parking demand of  the proposed project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure 
that the project would provide adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s 
policies on parking.  

R56-17 The commenter’s objections to the project density are noted. The DEIR evaluated 
potential impacts on traffic, air quality, and public services in Section 5.11, Transportation, 
Section 5.2, Air Quality, and Section 5.9, Public Services.  
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R56-18 See response to Comment R56-7. The Traffic Circulation Assessment (Appendix J2 to 
the DEIR) identified that the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips 
and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the 
AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour 
trips. Existing and project-related trip generation assumptions in Tables 5.11-3 and 5.11-
4 were based on the Scoping Agreement with the City of  Brea (see Appendix A to 
Appendix J2). The trip generation forecast was estimated using trip rates contained in the 
10th Edition of  Trip Generation, published by the Institute of  Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) (2017), which is an industry standard source. 

The traffic analysis for future (Year 2024) and General Plan Buildout (Year 2045) includes 
vehicle trips for the proposed Brea Place Project located at State College Boulevard and 
Birch Street.  

The traffic circulation analysis considered the general decrease in traffic as a result of  the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Five of  the six study intersections had historic Year 2018/2019 
traffic counts available, which were utilized and conservatively grown an additional 1.0 
percent per year to establish Year 2021 pre-pandemic baseline traffic conditions. One 
study intersection did not have historic data available, therefore, Year 2020 COVID-19 
counts were collected at the study location, as well as the intersections adjacent to the 
missing location, in order to estimate Year 2018/2019 pre-pandemic baseline. An 
additional growth factor of  1.0 percent per year was then applied to the Year 2018/2019 
pre-pandemic baseline to establish Year 2021 pre-pandemic baseline traffic conditions at 
the study intersection. Furthermore, existing ingress and egress volumes at the four Brea 
Plaza Driveways and the west leg of  South Associated Road at Greenbriar Lane were 
based on forecasted trips for the existing Brea Plaza Center and Mercury Insurance 
building rather than applying adjustments to existing traffic counts. 

R56-19 See response to Comment R56-7. The net decrease of  project trips during the daily and 
PM peak hours is due to the removal of  the existing movie theater. The traffic study 
assumes typical operations based on pre-pandemic conditions in which the movie theater 
was operating similar to other typical theaters. Furthermore, the movie theater was fully 
operational during the time the traffic counts were collected in Year 2018/2019. As such, 
the trip generation rates used for establishing the trip generation of  the existing movie 
theater are considered to be appropriate and is consistent with standing engineering 
practices. Therefore, no changes to the study are recommended and it is concluded that 
the proposed project’s traffic related impacts as evaluated in the Traffic Circulation 
Assessment are valid. 

R56-20 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (Appendix J2) has been prepared for the proposed project to address the 
project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s 
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transportation policies. The intersection queuing evaluation was completed for Year 2024 
and General Plan Buildout (Year 2045) traffic conditions at the two unsignalized Brea 
Plaza driveways located on South Associated Road. The queueing evaluation at 
unsignalized intersections are based on 95th Percentile methodology which is considered 
an industry standard. The queueing evaluation indicates that the internal queues and 
queues along South Associated Road at the two project driveways are not anticipated to 
exceed more than one vehicle during the AM and PM peak hours, under both Year 2024 
and General Plan Buildout (Year 2045) traffic conditions. 

R56-21 See response to Comment R56-20. The queueing evaluation at unsignalized intersections 
are based on 95th Percentile methodology which is considered an industry standard. The 
queueing evaluation indicates that the internal queues and queues along South Associated 
Road at the two project driveways are not anticipated to exceed more than one vehicle 
during the AM and PM peak hours, under both Year 2024 and General Plan Buildout 
(Year 2045) traffic conditions. 

R56-22 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R56-23 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R56-24 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R56-25 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. Impacts to public services and utilities and service 
systems are evaluated in Section 5.9, Public Services, and Section 5.13, Utilities and Service 
Systems.  

R56-26 As indicated in Section 8.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 5.11, 
Transportation, of  the DEIR, the proposed project would not conflict with adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plans. The surrounding roadways would continue to 
provide emergency access to the project site and surrounding properties during 
construction and postconstruction. The proposed project would comply with zoning, 
building, and fire codes, and the project applicant is required to submit appropriate plans 
for plan review prior to issuance of  a building permit. Adherence to these requirements 
would ensure that the proposed project would not have a significant impact on emergency 
response and evacuation plans. As identified in response to Comment R56-7, the 
proposed project would result in a decrease in daily and PM peak hour trips and a slight 
increase in AM peak hour trips. Table 5.11-2, Intersection Accident History, in the DEIR 
indicates that the study intersections along Imperial Highway have generally declined 
within the last five years. Caltrans has implemented several improvements that have 
improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American Disabilities 
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Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have played a role 
in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety.  

R56-27 The commenter’s objections to the proposed project and zone change are noted and have 
been forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. See also 
response to Comment R56-26, a Traffic Circulation Assessment (see Appendix J2) has 
been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on the local 
transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. Figures 5-1 
through 5-4 in the Traffic Circulation Assessment depict the existing and the anticipated 
project trip distribution. As shown in Table 5-1 of  the Traffic Circulation Assessment, 
implementation of  the proposed project would result in a reduction of  daily traffic and 
PM peak hour traffic and a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Additionally, it should 
be noted that because the Memorandum of  Understanding (MOU) of  the Brea Plaza site 
with Mercury Insurance expires in April 2026 the Mercury Insurance parking lot would 
no longer be available for Brea Plaza residents, employees, and patrons. As a result, 
vehicles associated with the proposed Project would access the site via Imperial Highway 
or Associated Road and would not cut through the Mercury Insurance parking lot to reach 
Greenbriar Lane. 

R56-28 The commenter’s objections to the proposed project and building height are noted and 
have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. See 
response to Comment R56-7 regarding traffic. A discussion on consistency of  the project 
buildings with the City of  Brea General Plan and Zoning Code can be found in Section 
5.6, Land Use and Planning, and a discussion on aesthetics can be found in Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics, of  the DEIR. Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, did not identify any significant 
impacts associated with the design of  the building adjacent to State Route 57. PPP AES-
7 and PPP AES-8 requires that the design be consistent with the City’s Specific 
Development Standards for Mixed-Use Projects.  

Section 3.3, Statement of  Objectives, in Chapter 3, Project Description, of  the DEIR, includes a 
list of  the project’s objectives which include increasing housing (including affordable 
housing) and job supply and providing a free intra-bus transportation system that would 
include stops at various locations. 

R56-29 As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed project includes 21,355 square 
feet of  office uses. The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed 
project’s impact on the physical environment under CEQA.  

R56-30 Section 5.11, Transportation, of  the DEIR, identified that project site would continue to be 
served by the four existing Brea Plaza driveways. As there are no proposed changes to the 
driveways, access to the site would remain the same. Additionally, the overall layout does 
not create any unsafe vehicle-pedestrian conflict points, and the driveway throating is 
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sufficient to prevent internal vehicle queuing/stacking from affecting access to parking 
spaces. 

R56-31 Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the DEIR, analyzed a Reduced Density 
Alternative which evaluated a four-story, 95-unit building. It was determined that this 
Alternative would result in similar impacts to aesthetics, cultural and paleontological 
resources, and tribal cultural resources; however, population and housing impacts would 
be greater. This Alternative would meet all of  the project objectives, but to a lesser extent. 

R56-32 See response to Comment R56-12. 

R56-33 See comment letter R51 provided on behalf  of  Mercury Insurance.  

R56-34 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. See Section 3.3, Statement of  Objectives, in Chapter 3, 
Project Description, of  the DEIR, includes a list of  the project’s objectives which include 
increasing housing (including affordable housing) and job supply and providing a free 
intra-bus transportation system that would include stops at various locations. 

R56-35 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R56-36 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R56-37 See response to Comment R56-27. 

R56-38 Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the DEIR, analyzed an existing zoning 
alternative which would construct the 21,355 square feet of  office space but would not 
develop the 189 residential uses and would not demolish the movie theater. This 
alternative would increase impacts to long-term air quality, construction-related noise, 
population and housing, and transportation. It would also result in a net increase of  208 
daily vehicle trips; and therefore, likely result in a new significant and unavoidable miles 
traveled impact under the City’s Senate Bill 743 impact criteria.  

R56-39 See response to Comment R56-34. 
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LETTER R57 – Cierra Chavez (2 pages) 
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R57. Response to Comments from Cierra Chavez, dated September 20, 2021. 

R57-1 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. Based on project’s contribution to 
traffic at this intersection, no significant deterioration at the intersection of  Birch Street 
and Redbay Avenue was identified. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

With regards to the intersection of  Redbay Avenue at Birch Street, it is our understanding 
that some employees of  the Mercury Insurance building may currently utilize the 
intersection and travel via Redbay Avenue, Eucalyptus Street, and Aurora Avenue to access 
their site. The proposed project does not contribute traffic to this route and therefore this 
is considered an existing issue unrelated to the proposed project. However, it should be 
noted that the proposed project will construct an exclusive eastbound right-turn pocket 
at the intersection of  South Associated Road at Birch Street as an intersection safety 
enhancement, as well as intersection capacity improvement. This improvement will help 
facilitate traffic flow through the intersection while increasing bicycle safety, and with 
improved traffic flow could potentially discourage Mercury Insurance employees that may 
be cutting through the Glenbrook neighborhood to utilize South Associated Road instead. 
The request to install a traffic signal on Birch Street and Redbay Avenue has been forward 
to Public Works for their consideration.  

Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of  new development’s 
share of  required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of  impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-332 PlaceWorks 

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 
project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

The DEIR evaluated potential impacts to police and fire services in Section 5.9, Public 
Services. As identified in this section, in addition to paying development impact fees and 
property taxes, the proposed project would be reviewed by the fire and police departments 
as part of  the project review process where conditions of  approval and specific condition 
of  these services and desired augmentation to achieve best performance goals would be 
determined (see PPP PS-3, PPP PS-5, and PPP PS-7). As a result, the proposed project 
would not adversely affect the Brea Police Department’s or the Brea Fire Department’s 
ability to provide adequate service. 

The commenter’s concerns regarding the project are noted and have been forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER R58 – Dan and Sue Vanderwall (1 page) 
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R58. Response to Comments from Dan and Sue Vanderwall, dated September 20, 2021. 

R58-1 The proposed project would include 19 affordable housing units ranging from studios to 
3-bedroom units. As addressed in Section 5.8, Population and Housing, according to Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for the 2014-2021 housing element, cycle, the City’s 
share of regional housing needs was 1,851 new units between 2014 and 2021. The 
proposed project would increase the number of housing units in the City by 189 units, 
thereby increasing the City’s housing supply.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 

The proposed project includes an 8-story residential/office building, which includes five 
levels of  residential uses above three-levels of  above-ground parking, for a total building 
height of  89 feet at the top of  the parapet. The commenter’s objections regarding the 
building height are noted. A discussion on consistency of  the project buildings with the 
City of  Brea General Plan and Zoning Code can be found in Section 5.6, Land Use and 
Planning, and a discussion on aesthetics can be found in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the 
DEIR. 

As substantiated in Section 5.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase of 50.5 acre-feet per year of water usage, which would represent 
0.5 percent of the water demand for the City in 2045. The projected water demand is very 
conservative because it is based on wastewater generation factors from the sewer study 
and does not account for a reduction in indoor water use for new construction that 
complies with the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) standards and 
water conservation features. The City is projected to meet all water demands through 
2045, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years, according to the 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan, due to the diversified supply and conservation measures. Therefore, 
the City would be able to meet the water demands of the proposed project in addition to 
existing and cumulative demands. Moreover, the City prepared the 2020 Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan in June 2021, which is the City’s operating manual that is used to 
prevent catastrophic service disruptions through proactive management. The Water 
Shortage Contingency Plan provides a structured guide for the City to deal with water 
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shortages, incorporating prescriptive information and standardized action levels, along 
with implementation actions in the event of a catastrophic supply interruption. If and 
when shortage conditions arise, pre-determined steps to manage a water shortage can be 
identified and efficiently implemented.  

The commenter’s concerns regarding the project are noted and have been forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R59. Response to Comments from Darcie Giacchetto, dated September 20, 2021. 

R59-1 The commenter’s objections regarding the building height are noted and have been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. A discussion on 
consistency of  the project buildings with the City of  Brea General Plan and Zoning Code 
can be found in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, and a discussion on aesthetics can be 
found in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR. Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, did not 
identify any significant impacts associated with the design of  the building adjacent to State 
Route 57. PPP AES-7 and PPP AES-8 requires that the design be consistent with the 
City’s Specific Development Standards for Mixed-Use Projects.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
Additionally, Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that 
queues for the nine study intersections, which include SR-57 Ramps at Imperial Highway, 
are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 
2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions. 

The measures put into place to slow the spread of  COVID-19 resulted in significant 
changes in human activity and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Most notable are the 
temporary reductions in both heavy-duty and light-duty VMT across the state’s highways 
and local roads, and the resulting temporary emission reductions. In California, VMT fell 
to its lowest point in early- to mid-April, with an approximately 25 percent reduction in 
heavy-duty VMT and 50 to 60 percent reduction in light-duty VMT. Since that time, both 
heavy-duty and light-duty VMT have steadily increased, with heavy-duty VMT returning 
to pre–COVID-19 levels in early June. 5  COVID-19 stay-at-home orders and related 
closures are temporary measures. As identified in the Traffic Circulation Assessment (see 
Appendix J2 to the DEIR), pre-COVID counts were available at five of  the study 
intersections for year 2018 and 2019. Section 3.4, Existing Traffic Volumes, in Appendix 

 
5 California Air Resources Board. 2021, April 23. Revised Draft 2020 Mobile Source Strategy 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/Revised_Draft_2020_Mobile_Source_Strategy.pdf 
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J2 details the methodology used to determine the existing traffic volumes in the project 
vicinity.  

Additionally, as indicated in Section 5.11, Transportation, of the DEIR, a queuing evaluation 
was completed to address potential safety hazards. Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour 
Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the nine study intersections are 
considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 
Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no significant safety impacts 
were identified. Moreover, Caltrans has implemented several improvements that have 
improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American Disabilities 
Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have played a role 
in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 

The commenter’s objections to the project are noted and have been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R60. Response to Comments from Florine and Gary Miller, dated September 20, 2021. 

R60-1 The commenter’s objections to the proposed project are noted and have been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 

Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of  new development’s 
share of  required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of  impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 
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R61. Response to Comments from Gloria Sc, dated September 20, 2021 

R61-1 The commenter’s objections to the proposed project are noted and have been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 

A discussion on consistency of  the project buildings with the City of  Brea General Plan 
and Zoning Code can be found in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, and a discussion on 
aesthetics can be found in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR. Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  
the DEIR, did not identify any significant impacts associated with the design of  the 
building adjacent to State Route 57. PPP AES-7 and PPP AES-8 requires that the design 
be consistent with the City’s Specific Development Standards for Mixed-Use Projects. 

The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The proposed project would increase housing 
(including affordable housing) and job supply in the City, and provide a free intra-bus 
transportation system that would include stops at various locations. The proposed project 
would include 21,355 square feet of  co-working office space. 

Section 5.11, Transportation, of  the DEIR, evaluated internal circulation. The project site 
would continue to be served by the four existing Brea Plaza driveways. As there are no 
proposed changes to the driveways, access to the site would remain the same. Additionally, 
the overall layout does not create any unsafe vehicle-pedestrian conflict points, and the 
driveway throating is sufficient to prevent internal vehicle queuing/stacking from affecting 
access to parking spaces. 

Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the DEIR, analyzed a Reduced Density 
Alternative which evaluated a four-story, 95-unit building. It was determined that this 
Alternative would result in similar impacts to aesthetics, cultural and paleontological 
resources, and tribal cultural resources; however, population and housing impacts would 
be greater. This Alternative would meet all of  the project objectives, but to a lesser extent.  
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R62. Response to Comments from Hal and Kathy Harkness, dated September 20, 2021 

R62-1 The commenter’s objections to the proposed project are noted and have been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

A discussion on consistency of  the project buildings with the City of  Brea General Plan 
and Zoning Code can be found in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, and a discussion on 
aesthetics can be found in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR. Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  
the DEIR, did not identify any significant impacts associated with the design of  the 
building adjacent to State Route 57. PPP AES-7 and PPP AES-8 requires that the design 
be consistent with the City’s Specific Development Standards for Mixed-Use Projects. The 
closest residentials areas to the expansion area are the single-family homes to the north 
and east, approximately 500 to 550 feet, respectively. Section 5.1, Aesthetics, did not identify 
any impacts to the viewsheds in Brea, including the hills to the northeast. 

As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, 
Existing and Proposed VMT, of the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net 
decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips generated due to the demolition of the 
movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would result in a slight 
increase in AM peak hour trips. As indicated in Section 5.11, Transportation, of the DEIR, 
a queuing evaluation was completed to address potential safety hazards. Table 5.11-5, Year 
2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the nine study 
intersections are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions 
and Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no significant 
safety impacts were identified. Moreover, Caltrans has implemented several 
improvements that have improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal 
and American Disabilities Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these 
intersections have played a role in reducing the collision frequency and has generally 
improved safety. 

The existing Embassy Suites Hotel to the west of the project site, near the Brea Civic 
Center and Brea Mall is currently the tallest building in the City of Brea at 88 feet tall, eight 
stories, and two levels of below-grade parking. The proposed project would be a similar 
height as the existing Embassy Suites. The proposed project includes an 8-story 
residential/office building, which includes five levels of residential uses above three-levels 
of above-ground parking, for a total building height of 89 feet at the top of the parapet. 
As identified in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, the Mixed Use I (MU-I) use allows up 
to 100 feet. The proposed project is within the maximum height limitations of the MU-I 
use. 

Impacts of  the environment on a project are not CEQA impacts (California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, Case No. 
S213478). However, the California Building Code (Title 24), Part 6 (California Building 
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and Energy Efficiency Standards) as well as Part 11 (California Green Building Standards 
Code [CALGreen]) has standards for enhanced filtration for multi-family residential 
buildings. Under Title 24, Part 6, Section 120.1(b)(1)(C) and Part 11 (Section 5.504.5.3), 
multifamily residential buildings that are four stories or higher are required to use 
Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV)-13 filters. As a result, compliance with 
existing regulations is sufficient to ensure a healthy indoor air quality environment. The 
project would be required to adhere to the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code 
(CALGreen), which ensures are energy-efficient and reduce environmental impacts during 
and after construction. 

Section 5.4, Energy, did not identify any significant impacts related to energy use. The 
proposed project would be required to comply with the Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards and CALGreen to minimize energy use and would not result in significant 
impacts to the Southern California Edison energy grid.  

As substantiated in Section 5.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase of  50.5 acre-feet per year of  water usage, which would represent 
0.5 percent of  the water demand for the City in 2045. The projected water demand is very 
conservative because it is based on wastewater generation factors from the sewer study 
and does not account for a reduction in indoor water use for new construction that 
complies with CALGreen standards and water conservation features. The City is projected 
to meet all water demands through 2045, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years, 
according to the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, due to the diversified supply and 
conservation measures. Therefore, the City would be able to meet the water demands of  
the proposed project in addition to existing and cumulative demands. Moreover, the City 
prepared the 2020 Water Shortage Contingency Plan in June 2021, which is the City’s 
operating manual that is used to prevent catastrophic service disruptions through 
proactive management. The Water Shortage Contingency Plan provides a structured guide 
for the City to deal with water shortages, incorporating prescriptive information and 
standardized action levels, along with implementation actions in the event of  a 
catastrophic supply interruption. If  and when shortage conditions arise, pre-determined 
steps to manage a water shortage can be identified and efficiently implemented.  
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R63. Response to Comments from Joy Bermudez, dated September 20, 2021 

R63-1 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. As indicated in 
Section 5.11, Transportation, of  the DEIR, a queuing evaluation was completed to address 
potential safety hazards. Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, 
shows that queues for the nine study intersections are considered adequate under the Year 
2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic 
Conditions, and therefore, no significant safety impacts were identified. Moreover, 
Caltrans has implemented several improvements that have improved safety along Imperial 
Highway, including traffic signal and American Disabilities Act improvements. 
Improvements implemented at these intersections have played a role in reducing the 
collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 

The DEIR includes an analysis parks in Section 5.10, Recreation. 
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R64. Response to Comments from Joy Walter, dated September 20, 2021 

R64-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of  new development’s 
share of  required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of  impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 
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R65. Response to Comments from Kevin and Marilyn Broady, dated September 20, 2021 

R65-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R66. Response to Comments from Kevin Odom, dated September 20, 2021 

R66-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R66-2 CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the LSA parking study 
(Appendix K of  the DEIR) and may impose additional conditions to ensure that the 
parking demand of  the proposed project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that 
the project would provide adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies 
on parking. The proposed project would not include a new restaurant.  

Table 3-4, Brea Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, of  the DEIR, identifies the total number 
of  parking spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project.  

R66-3 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. As 
shown in Table 5-1 of  the Traffic Circulation Assessment, implementation of  the 
proposed project would result in a reduction of  daily traffic and PM peak hour traffic and 
a slight increase in AM peak hour traffic. Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection 
Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the nine study intersections, which include 
Placentia Avenue/Castlegate Lane at Imperial Highway, are considered adequate under 
the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project 
Traffic Conditions. 

R66-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The measures put into place to slow the spread of  
COVID-19 resulted in significant changes in human activity and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). However, COVID-19 stay-at-home orders and related closures are temporary 
measures. 

R66-5 As addressed in Section 5.8, Population and Housing, according to Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA) for the 2014-2021 housing element, cycle, the City’s share of  
regional housing needs was 1,851 new units between 2014 and 2021. The proposed project 
would increase the number of  housing units in the City by 189 units. Growth associated 
with the proposed project is consistent with regional growth projections. 
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R66-6 The commenter’s objections to the building height are noted. A discussion on consistency 
of  the project buildings with the City of  Brea General Plan and Zoning Code can be 
found in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, and a discussion on aesthetics can be found 
in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR. The existing Embassy Suites Hotel to the west of  
the project site, near the Brea Civic Center and Brea Mall is currently the tallest building 
in the City of  Brea at 88 feet tall, eight stories, and two levels of  below-grade parking. The 
proposed project would be a similar height as the existing Embassy Suites. The proposed 
project includes an 8-story residential/office building, which includes five levels of  
residential uses above three-levels of  above-ground parking, for a total building height of  
89 feet at the top of  the parapet. As identified in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, the 
Mixed Use I (MU-I) use allows up to 100 feet. The proposed project is within the 
maximum height limitations of  the MU-I use. The closest residentials areas to the 
expansion area are the single-family homes to the north and east, approximately 500 to 
550 feet, respectively. Section 5.1, Aesthetics, did not identify any impacts to the viewsheds 
in Brea, including the hills to the northeast. 

As substantiated in Section 5.7, Noise, of  the DEIR, mechanical noise, outdoor common 
area noise, and noise from balconies is required to meet the City of  Brea Municipal Code 
noise standards. Additionally, noise-sensitive receptors are 500 to 550 feet away from the 
proposed residential units. No significant impacts to the noise-sensitive receptors were 
identified.  

As indicated in Section 5.9, Public Services, PPP PS-3 would be implemented which would 
require the Brea Fire Department to approve the building plan and emergency access for 
the project site, as well as approve the fire master plan. Therefore, the proposed 
development will not adversely affect the ability of  the Brea Fire Department to provide 
adequate service.  
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R67. Response to Comments from Leo Burke, dated September 20, 2021 

R67-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R68. Response to Comments from Linda Henderson, dated September 20, 2021 

R68-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R69. Response to Comments from Marne Bourgeois, dated September 20, 2021 

R69-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 
project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of  new development’s 
share of  required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of  impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 
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R70. Response to Comments from Michael and Robin Price, dated September 20, 2021 

R70-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  
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R71. Response to Comments from Mitchell Tsai on behalf of SWCC, dated September 20, 2021 

INTRO Responses to comments provided on behalf  of  the Southwest Regional Council of  
Carpenters (Southwest Carpenters) are provided in responses R71-2 through R71-22. At 
the request of  Southwest Carpenters, the City will include Mitchell M. Tsia and the 
Southwest Carpenters on the project mailing list. 

The request for the Applicant to require construction workers who have graduated from 
a Joint Labor Management apprenticeship and are registered apprentices will be forwarded 
to the Applicant.  

The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow. Please see response 
to Comments R71-1 through R71-22. 

R71-1 The comment related to requiring local hire and paying prevailing wages is noted and will 
be forwarded to the City’s decision makers prior to approval of  the proposed project. 
However, the comment does not address the inadequacy of  the DEIR and this is not a 
CEQA comment. No further response is necessary . 

R71-2 See response to Comment R71-1 

R71-3 See response to Comment R71-1. 

R71-4 See response to Comment R71-1. 

R71-5 See response to Comment R71-1. 

R71-6 The commenter broadly asserts that the Draft EIR is inadequate. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, a Draft EIR is required to be recirculated only when 
“significant new information” is added to the EIR after circulation of  the Draft EIR. 

The California Court of  Appeal in its decision in Georgetown Preservation Society v. County of  
El Dorado (2018) 30 Cal App 5th 358 stated the general rules governing CEQA, its 
requirements regarding EIRs and when a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative 
Declaration are appropriate. The court pointed out that for CEQA purposes “substantial 
evidence”: 

…means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even 
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument 
can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment 
is to be determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. 
Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which 
is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of  social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the 
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environment does not constitute substantial evidence. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
14, § 15384(a); see also § 21082.2.) 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) advises that: “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.”  

Finally, 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 potentially 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 environmental document. 
(14 CCR § 15204(a)). 

The proposed project’s EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. The 
DEIR complies with the CEQA requirements and is sufficient as an informational 
document. The Draft EIR comprehensive assesses the significant environmental effects 
of  the project, provides a reasonable range of  alternatives to the proposed project, and 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce and avoid potentially significant environmental 
impacts. No “significant new information” has been added to the Draft EIR; and 
therefore, the Draft EIR is not inadequate and does not need to be recirculated (See 
responses to comments R71-1 through R71-22). 

R71-7 See response to Comment R71-6. None of  this material indicates that the project will 
result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. 
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 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

R71-8 The comment asserts that public health risks related to COVID-19 to construction 
workers is considered a substantial adverse effect on human beings, and the City must 
adopt a mandatory finding of  significance. The comment also recommends that additional 
CEQA mitigation measures are adopted to mitigate health risks from construction 
activities to the workers. Pursuant to the decision in California Building Industry Association 
(CBIA) v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (Case No. S213478), CEQA 
evaluates a project's impact on the environment, not the environment's impact on a 
project. Potential health impact on the construction workers from COVID-19 is an impact 
of  the environment on the project, therefore, while it is important to take precautions and 
provide safe work environment, this is not a CEQA issue that needs to evaluated in the 
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DEIR. Furthermore, construction contractors in Orange County would be required to 
comply with the COVID-19 mandates and directives set forth by OC Health Care Agency. 

R71-9 The commenter did not specify what reference they are requesting. With regard to the 
comment that the DEIR includes incomplete technical reports; technical reports relating 
to environmental features are to be cited in the EIR but not included (Title 14, California 
Code of  Regulations, Section 15148). “Source documents” for an EIR are ordinarily not 
included in the administrative record. There is no legal requirement to make technical 
references or underlying studies available through the EIR comment process. The means 
to obtain such information from public agencies is through a request under the Public 
Resources Act pursuant to Title 1, Division 7, Chapter 3.5 of  the Government Code. 

R71-10 See response to Comment R71-6. None of  this material indicates that the project will 
result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. 
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 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Specific comments on the EIR’s adequacy are 
addressed in Comments R71-11 through R71-14. 

R71-11 The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions analysis in the DEIR evaluates 
the project’s cumulative contribution to air quality impacts. The impact analysis is based 
on the significance thresholds of  the South Coast AQMD. Modeling was conducted for 
the Proposed Project using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2.25; which was the latest 
modeling tool available at the time of  the analysis. CalEEMod Version 2020 was released 
in June 2020. The primary difference between CalEEMod 2016 and CalEEMod 2020 is 
that on-road emissions are based on the newer EMFAC2017 model runs. Modeling for 
this project utilizes the EMFAC2017 rates; calculated adjustments may be seen on Pages 
C1-38 through C1-43 for Year 2021 and Pages C1-44 through C1-49 for Year 2024. 
Additionally, modeling compares the net increase in emissions to the South Coast AQMD 
thresholds (see Appendix C to the DEIR). Thus, the DEIR provides substantial evidence 
on the basis of  cumulative air quality impacts.  

R71-12 Modeling conducted using CalEEMod is based on the Traffic Circulation Analysis 
prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers (LLG, Appendix J to the DEIR). As 
identified in Appendix J, the Proposed Project would generate a total of  7,283 weekday 
trips and the existing Brea Plaza generates 8,963 weekday trips, for a net decrease of  1,680 
weekday trips.  

Section 5.11, Transportation, describes the CEQA baseline used to identify transportation 
impacts of  the project. While the environmental setting normally constitutes the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)), the North County Advocates v. City of  Carlsbad (2015) 
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241 Cal.App. 4th 94 identifies that lead agencies have discretion to consider conditions over 
a range of  time periods to account for a temporary lull or spike in operations. As with any 
regional shopping center, the Brea Plaza experiences periodic transitions in tenants and 
occupancy. The movie theater was in continuous operation from the 1990s until the 
COVID-19. Therefore, this EIR considers full occupancy associated with historical 
operations of  the movie theater as the baseline for the transportation analysis. 
Furthermore, the movie theater was fully operational during the time the traffic counts 
were collected in Year 2018/2019. As such, the estimation of  trips for the existing movie 
theater based on ITE’s trip generation rates is valid. 

The CEQA baseline for the proposed project was modeled and the results may be seen 
on pages C1-180 through C1-447 of  Appendix C. The modeling is internally consistent 
with the Traffic Circulation Analysis; and therefore, the Commenter is incorrect that the 
DEIR underestimates the mobile source emissions 

R71-13 The proposed building is not adjacent to sensitive receptors and would not cause 
significant light and glare impacts. Perimeter landscaping and the implementation of  PPP 
AES-2 and AES-3 would further reduce the less than significant light and glare impacts. 

R71-14 As described in the DEIR, Air Quality, page 5.2-28, health risks were determined from 
project construction emissions to nearby residences approximately 525 feet to the north 
and to the east of  the project site. The results of  the health risk assessment (HRA) show 
the incremental cancer risk and non-cancer risk to the nearest off-site sensitive receptors 
(i.e., residences) would be below South Coast AQMD’s thresholds and, therefore, less than 
significant.  

The commenter is correct that the North Fullerton KinderCare facility is located over 
1,000 feet south from the construction area for the proposed project. In general, day care 
or school-based sensitive receptors would be present on-site fewer hours per day (i.e. 
typically 8 hours per day) as compared to residential receptors (i.e. 24 hours per day) and 
would therefore be exposed to less construction emissions compared to residents. In 
addition, the prevailing wind direction in the vicinity of  the project is toward the northeast 
and construction emissions would blow away from the North Fullerton KinderCare 
facility to the south. The wind rose is provided in DEIR Appendix C. As the North 
Fullerton KinderCare facility is further from the proposed project compared to the 
evaluated off-site residences, would have reduced exposure compared to residential 
receptors, and the predominant wind direction is to the northeast and away from the 
childcare facility, impacts to the North Fullerton KinderCare facility would be lower than 
the presented less-than-significant risks determined to off-site residents in the 
construction HRA and presented in the DEIR, and would also be less than significant. 
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R71-15 As stated in Chapter 5.3, Cultural Resources, the potential to uncover sensitive archeological 
or paleontological resources is low because the project site has been previously graded 
and the proposed project does not include substantial landform modification. Mitigation 
Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 ensures that in the unlikely event that resources are 
uncovered at the project site during construction activities, that they would be recovered. 
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), mitigation measures may 
specify performance standards for mitigating a significant impact when it is impractical or 
infeasible to specify the specific details of  mitigation during the EIR review process, 
provided the lead agency commits to implement the mitigation, adopts the specified 
performance standard, and identifies the types of  actions that may achieve compliance 
with the performance standard. In this case, the nature or extent of  mitigation that may 
be required depends on what is uncovered during construction. Mitigation Measure CUL-
1 and CUL-2 lays out clear performance standards for what would happen in the event 
construction activities would uncover cultural resources. At the request of  the 
Commenter, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and CUL-2 have been amended to include 
additional information (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR). CUL-1 and CUL-2 is not 
improper deferral. 

R71-16 The comment describes Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) and policies under the 2020-2040 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS or 
Connect SoCal) and asserts that the DEIR fails to analyze the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Connect SoCal and that the proposed project fails to consider or 
adopt the specific strategies from the Connect SoCal.  

Additionally, as discussed in Section 5.8, Population and Housing, of  the DEIR, although the 
proposed project would add new dwelling units and contribute to new residents in the 
City, the increase is minimal compared to the anticipated citywide growth projections. 

It should be noted that a CEQA impact would only occur if  inconsistency with a plan 
would result in environmental impacts. SCAG RTP/SCS focuses on transit, 
transportation, and mobility and protection of  the environment and health of  residents. 
State law does not require perfect conformity between a proposed project and the SCAG 
RTP/SCS. Thus, a policy-by-policy evaluation with the measures in Connect SoCal is not 
required in order for the City to determine if  the proposed project would conflict with 
Connect SoCal. For instance, the project applicant cannot anticipate shared mobility 
platforms, car-to-car communications, and automated vehicle technologies; and cannot 
institute teleconferencing, telecommute and/or flexible work hour programs to reduce 
unnecessary employee transportation.  

As described in the DEIR, Connect SoCal is a long-range vision plan for Southern 
California to improve mobility options and achieve a more sustainable growth pattern. 
The “Core Vision” in Connect SoCal includes “…locating housing, jobs, and transit closer 
together…” The project applicant would include rental cars for use by residents and office 
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tenants, create a rideshare waiting area, have rental bicycles for available use, and include 
a free Intra-Brea Transportation System for use by all people in Brea. The proposed 
project would include high density residential near Brea Downtown and major employers. 
The proposed project’s location and land use and transportation features would reduce 
the proposed project’s less-than-significant greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, housing 
opportunities, like the proposed project, are key to implementing the Core Vision of  
Connect SoCal. 

Additionally, the proposed project would be required to comply with local, state, and 
federal regulations governing water quality, and would not impact hydrology as 
substantiated in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to be Significant. As indicated in Section 5.13, 
Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would be required to comply with the 
California Green Building Standards Code, which requires recycling and/or salvaging for 
reuse a minimum of  65 percent of  the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste 
generated during most new construction projects, and during operations, the proposed 
project would comply with AB 341 and AB 1826 which requires commercial and 
multifamily residential land uses to have recycling and organic waste recycling.  

R71-17 Under the Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code Sections 65000–66499.58), strict 
conformity of  a project with all aspects of  a general plan is not required. A proposed 
project is considered to be consistent with the general plan if  it furthers one or more 
policies and does not obstruct other policies. Chapter 5.7, Land Use and Planning, 
provides supporting evidence that the project is generally consistency with the goals and 
policies of  City’s General Plan. Furthermore, it should be noted that an inconsistency 
between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal determination, not a physical 
impact on the environment.  

The project Applicant will be required to comply with the City of  Brea’s Affordable 
housing Ordinance, which requires the project to set aside 10 percent of  the 312 units for 
affordable housing. As the project would comply with this requirement, the project would 
not conflict with the City’s Affordable Housing Ordinance. 

R71-18 The comment related to requiring local hire is noted and will be forwarded to the City’s 
decision makers prior to approval of  the proposed project. However, the comment does 
not address the inadequacy of  the DEIR and this is not a CEQA comment. No further 
response is necessary . 

R71-19 See response to Comment R71-18. 

R71-20 See response to Comment R71-18. 
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R71-21 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impacts on the 
physical environment under CEQA. The commenter details the educational background 
and work experience of  the preparers (Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., and Matthew F. Hagemann, 
P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP) of  the analyses included in the comment letter. 

R71-22 See response to Comment R71-15. 
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R72. Response to Comments from Moneque Pratt, dated September 20, 2021 

R72-1 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

Additionally, as indicated in Section 5.11, Transportation, of the DEIR, a queuing evaluation 
was completed to address potential safety hazards. Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour 
Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that queues for the nine study intersections are 
considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 2024 
Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions, and therefore, no significant safety impacts 
were identified. Moreover, Caltrans has implemented several improvements that have 
improved safety along Imperial Highway, including traffic signal and American Disabilities 
Act improvements. Improvements implemented at these intersections have played a role 
in reducing the collision frequency and has generally improved safety. 

Section 4.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts, identifies the cumulative setting for 
the proposed project. As identified in Table 4-1, Locations and Descriptions of  Cumulative 
Projects, the Brea Place (Avalon) is considered in the cumulative analysis for the proposed 
project. The Traffic Circulation Analysis (Appendix J2 to the DEIR) included cumulative 
traffic conditions as a result of  these projects. As stated in Section 5.2, Air Quality, 
according to South Coast Air Quality Management District methodology, any project that 
does not exceed or can be mitigated to less than the daily threshold values would not add 
significantly to a cumulative impact. Section 5.4, Energy, Section 5.7, Noise, and Section 
5.13, Utilities and Service Systems, also included cumulative analyses, and found that impacts 
would be less than significant. As such, additional traffic, air quality, noise, energy, and 
water studies are not warranted. 

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 



B R E A  P L A Z A  E X P A N S I O N  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  B R E A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-470 PlaceWorks 

project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  

The city has in effect an Affordable Housing Ordinance, which requires most new 
residential developments to provide at least 10 percent of  their units for sale at affordable 
below-market prices to qualified buyers. The proposed project would comply with the 
City’s affordable housing requirements.  
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R73. Response to Comments from Oscar Sanchez, dated September 20, 2021 

R73-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R74. Response to Comments from Rhonda Ross, dated September 20, 2021 

R74-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
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R75. Response to Comments from Robin Rinear, dated September 20, 2021 

R75-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. The 
EIR included an evaluation of  parking based on a consistency analysis with the City’s 
Zoning requirements in Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning, of  the DEIR. Table 3-4, Brea 
Plaza Surface and Structure Parking, in the DEIR identifies the total number of  parking 
spaces (surface and structured parking) at buildout of  the proposed project. This table 
does not include the shared parking with Mercury Insurance since the MOU will expire 
in April 2026. Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and 
may impose additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed 
project is satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide 
adequate parking and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  
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LETTER R76– Scott Singletary (1 page) 
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R76. Response to Comments from Scott Singletary, dated September 20, 2021 

R76-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment (see Appendix J2 to the DEIR) has been prepared for the proposed project 
to address the project’s effect on the local transportation network relative to the City of  
Brea’s transportation policies. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and Proposed Trip 
Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak hour trips 
generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak hour, the 
proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips.  

CEQA does not require an evaluation of  parking impacts because the inconvenience 
resulting from a parking shortage is a social impact, not an environmental impact. 
Pursuant to City regulations, the City would review the parking study and may impose 
additional conditions to ensure that the parking demand of  the proposed project is 
satisfied. Review by the City would ensure that the project would provide adequate parking 
and ensure consistency with the City’s policies on parking.  
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LETTER R77– Suzette Honore (1 page) 
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R77. Response to Comments from Suzette Honore, dated September 20, 2021 

R77-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
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R78. Response to Comments from Doug and Joyce Matthews, dated September 20, 2021 

R78-1 The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted and has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

R78-2 Under Senate Bill 743 level of  service metrics may no longer constitute the sole basis for 
determining transportation impacts under CEQA. However, a Traffic Circulation 
Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project to address the project’s effect on 
the local transportation network relative to the City of  Brea’s transportation policies. The 
Traffic Circulation Assessment is included as Appendix J2 to the DEIR. 
Recommendations included in the Traffic Circulation Assessment are included as 
Conditions of  Approval for the proposed project. As shown in Table 5.11-3, Existing and 
Proposed Trip Generation Summary, and Table 5.11-4, Existing and Proposed VMT, of  the 
DEIR, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in daily trips and AM peak 
hour trips generated due to the demolition of  the movie theater. During the AM peak 
hour, the proposed project would result in a slight increase in AM peak hour trips. 
Additionally, Table 5.11-5, Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Queuing Analysis, shows that 
queues for the nine study intersections, which include SR-57 Ramps at Imperial Highway, 
are considered adequate under the Year 2024 Cumulative Traffic Conditions and Year 
2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Conditions.  

R78-3 As addressed in Section 5.4, Energy, while the proposed project would generate new energy 
demand on-site, it would be required to comply with the current Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards and the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). 
Therefore, it would not result in wasteful or unnecessary electricity demands. The 
proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to electricity. 

As substantiated in Section 5.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase of  50.5 acre-feet per year of  water usage, which would represent 
0.5 percent of  the water demand for the City in 2045. The projected water demand is very 
conservative because it is based on wastewater generation factors from the sewer study 
and does not account for a reduction in indoor water use for new construction that 
complies with CALGreen standards and water conservation features. The City is projected 
to meet all water demands through 2045, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years, 
according to the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, due to the diversified supply and 
conservation measures. Therefore, the City would be able to meet the water demands of  
the proposed project in addition to existing and cumulative demands. Moreover, the City 
prepared the 2020 Water Shortage Contingency Plan in June 2021, which is the City’s 
operating manual that is used to prevent catastrophic service disruptions through 
proactive management. The Water Shortage Contingency Plan provides a structured guide 
for the City to deal with water shortages, incorporating prescriptive information and 
standardized action levels, along with implementation actions in the event of  a 
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catastrophic supply interruption. If  and when shortage conditions arise, pre-determined 
steps to manage a water shortage can be identified and efficiently implemented.  

R78-4 The DEIR evaluated potential impacts to police and fire services in Section 5.9, Public 
Services. As identified in this section, in addition to paying development impact fees and 
property taxes, the proposed project would be reviewed by the fire and police departments 
as part of  the project review process where conditions of  approval and specific condition 
of  these services and desired augmentation to achieve best performance goals would be 
determined (see PPP PS-3, PPP PS-5, and PPP PS-7). As a result, the proposed project 
would not adversely affect the Brea Police Department’s or the Brea Fire Department’s 
ability to provide adequate service. 

R78-5 Section 5.13, Utilities and Service Systems, of  the DEIR, indicated that all the existing sewer 
lines have adequate capacity to convey the proposed project’s wastewater flows in addition 
to existing flows, and that there is adequate residual wastewater treatment capacity in the 
region for the wastewater generated by the proposed project. 

R78-6 Pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Sections 65995 and 
66000 (Assembly Bill 1600), school districts are authorized to conduct a nexus fee study 
to adopt updated development impact fees to fund the proportion of  new development’s 
share of  required K-12 school and support facilities. As identified in Section 5.9, Public 
Services, in the DEIR, the proposed project would generate up to 57 additional students 
(19 elementary school, 19 junior high, and 19 high school) within the Brea-Olinda Unified 
School District (BOUSD). Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995(h), 
the payment of  impact fees fully mitigates impacts to an increased demand for school 
facilities. Additionally, it should be noted that future development projects would also be 
required to pay fair-share payments to the City for increased resources which would help 
offset physical impacts to school facilities. 

R78-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 

R78-8 The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project’s impact on the 
physical environment under CEQA. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR 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  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors.  

None of  the revisions to the DEIR require recirculation of  the document. Recirculation is only required when 
significant new information is added. Information is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of  a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect 
or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. Recirculation is not required where the new information 
merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.) As explained 
below, none of  the changes adds any new significant information and recirculation is not required. 

Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to 
signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 

Page 5.3-10, Section 5.3, Cultural Resources. The following text has been in response to Comment R71-15  

CUL-1 If  cultural resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the 
immediate area shall cease, and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of  the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall be 
contacted immediately to evaluate the find(s). If  the discovery proves to be significant under 
CEQA, additional work, such as data recovery excavation and the preparation of  an 
Archaeological Resources Treatment Plan prepared by the qualified archaeologist in 
consultation with the City, may be warranted and will be reported to the City. 

CUL-2 Monitoring of  mass grading and excavation activities in the areas identified as likely to contain 
paleontological resources by a qualified paleontologist who meets the standards of  the Society 
of  Vertebrate Paleontology. A paleontologist shall be on call in the event that paleontological 
resources are found during ground-disturbing activities. The paleontologist shall be equipped 
to salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays and to remove samples of  
sediments that are likely to contain the remains of  small fossils. The paleontologist shall be 
empowered to temporarily halt or divert equipment to allow for the removal of  abundant or 
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large specimens in a timely manner, and comply with the standard procedures listed by the 
Society of  Vertebrate Paleontology Impact Mitigation Guidelines Revision Committee.  

Page 5.6-5, Section 5.6, Land Use and Planning. The following text has been revised to fix a typographical error.  

City of Brea General Plan 
The General Plan land use designation for the site is General Commercial with a floor area ratio (FAR) of  0.5. 
The General Commercial designation creates areas where a broad range of  retail, office, and service-oriented 
business activities can locate. The proposed project would require a general plan amendment to a Mixed Use 
II Mixed Use I designation, which allows the coordinated development of  urban villages with a diverse range 
of  complementary land uses in close proximity to one another. The proposed project would be consistent with 
the Brea General Plan policies pertaining to mixed-use projects. For example, Policies CD-1.2 and HE-6.6 call 
for a balance between the provision of  jobs and housing as well as a closer link between housing and jobs, and 
the proposed project would include office and residential uses in an area surrounded by commercial and 
residential uses. The proposed project would also be consistent with Policy HE-3.3, which calls for the efficient 
use of  land by encouraging commercial and residential uses on the same property.  
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Page 1-26, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. The following text has been in response to Comment R71-15  

 

5.3  CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Impact 5.3-1: Development of the project could 
impact an identified historic resource.  

No Impact. No mitigation measures are required. No Impact.  

Impact 5.3-2: Development of the project could 
impact archaeological resources.  

Potentially Significant.  CUL-1 If cultural resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
work in the immediate area shall cease, and an archaeologist meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 
archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall be contacted immediately 
to evaluate the find(s). If the discovery proves to be significant under CEQA, 
additional work such as data recovery excavation and the preparation of an 
Archaeological Resources Treatment Plan prepared by the qualified 
archaeologist in consultation with the City, may be warranted and will be 
reported to the City. 

Less Than Significant 
Impact. 

Impact 5.3-3: Grading activities could 
potentially disturb human remains, but 
compliance with existing regulations would 
ensure that impacts are less than significant.  

Less Than Significant Impact. No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
Impact. 

Impact 5.3-4: Development of the project could 
impact paleontological resources or unique 
geologic features.  

Potentially Significant Impact.  CUL-2 Monitoring of mass grading and excavation activities in the areas identified 
as likely to contain paleontological resources by a qualified paleontologist 
who meets the standards of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. A 
paleontologist shall be on call in the event that paleontological resources 
are found during ground-disturbing activities. The paleontologist shall be 
equipped to salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction 
delays and to remove samples of sediments that are likely to contain the 
remains of small fossils. The paleontologist shall be empowered to 
temporarily halt or divert equipment to allow for the removal of abundant or 
large specimens in a timely manner, and comply with the standard 
procedures listed by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Impact 
Mitigation Guidelines Revision Committee.. 

Less Than Significant 
Impact. 
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