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Executive Summary
Project Location
The Proposed Project, known as Esperanza Hills, is located within unincorporated
area of the County of Orange, east of San Antonio Road and north of Stonehaven
Drive (Via del Agua) near the City of Yorba Linda (City). The site is north of Yorba
Linda Boulevard and east of SR-90 (Imperial Highway). To the south and west lie
existing residential communities previously approved and developed in the City of
Yorba Linda, including Dominguez Ranch, Green Hills, Casino Ridge, Travis Ranch,
and Yorba Linda Hills. The Project Site is bordered on the north and east by Chino
Hills State Park. See Exhibit 2-1 - Project Vicinity Map.

2.2

Project Description
The Proposed Project is a residential development consisting of:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

A maximum of 340 single-family residential units on 468.9 acres of
undeveloped land in unincorporated Orange County
A maximum of 13.9 acres of active and passive parks
7 miles of trails (pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian) with linkages to
existing trails and open space areas
A maximum of 230 acres of open space
Two underground water reservoirs
Fuel modification areas
Two estate lots
Two options for access: 1) a primary connection going south to
Stonehaven Drive, and 2) a primary connection going west from the
community to Aspen Way. At this time, a final decision has not been made
regarding which access option will be implemented.
Continued oil production
Grading of approximately 15 to 16 million cubic yards

A detailed description of the project is provided in Chapter 4, Project Description.
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'

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

® Inland Empire District
17801 Lake Perris Drive
Perris, CA 92571

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor
Major General Anthony L Jackson, USMC (Ret), Director

ph (951) 443-2423
fax (951) 657-2736

February 3, 2014
Kevin Canning
300 N. Flower Street
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048
Subject:

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Esperanza
Hills Project, SCH #2012121071

Dear Mr. Canning:
The Inland Empire District of the Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks)
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Esperanza Hills Project.
State Parks is a trustee agency as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). State Parks' mission in part is to provide for the health, inspiration, and
education of the people of California by preserving the state's extraordinary biodiversity
and creating opportunities for high quality outdoor recreation. As the office responsible
for the stewardship of Chino Hills State Park (Chino Hills SP), we have an interest and
concern about contemplated alterations of land use within and adjacent to the park. The
long-term health of Chino Hills SP is dependent on the health of the regional
ecosystems because the biotic boundaries of the park extend beyond its jurisdictional
boundaries.
The main focus of our comments will be how the design of the project as described in
the DEIR could potentially impact the natural resources, quality of visitor experiences
and long term management of Chino Hills SP. We also include comments regarding the
DEIR's organization and adequacy in terms of the ability of interested parties to
adequately review all impacts.
General Comments

The proposed Esperanza Hills Project is adjacent to the proposed Cielo Vista Project to
the west. It is also adjacent to two other parcels to the west referred to in the DEIR as
Yorba Linda Land LLC and Bridal Hills LLC properties. The Esperanza Hills and Cielo
Vista projects are dependent on each other for various needs, such as major access
routes, utilities and the ultimate disposition and locations of oil wells, and related to each
other in terms of total land disturbance and other impacts, accordingly. However, they
are being reviewed with separate EIRs. In addition, both of these projects are also part
of an even bigger potential area of ultimate development that includes the Bridal Hills
LLC and Yorba Linda Land LLC parcels, in terms of ultimate development and
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connected access and utilities. The Esperanza Hills DEIR includes analysis on the
Bridal Hills parcel in this regard. CEQA does not allow "piecemeal" review of projects
that are, in terms of total impacts, actually one larger project. Cumulative impacts of the
whole cannot be analyzed accurately unless covered in one EIR, because cumulative
impacts of project components such as total vegetation cleared, air quality, biological
resources, hydrology, water quality, noise, geology, public services, transportation,
traffic, utilities and services, may not reach threshold levels of significance separately,
but could if analyzed together. All of these potential projects should be, therefore,
covered in one EIR.
The Blue Mud Canyon area is subject to a conservation easement with restrictive
covenants administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. Accordingly, State Parks requests coordination of this project with these
two agencies to ensure that they are aware of the improvements and the effect of the
restrictive covenants on the potential improvements adjacent to Blue Mud Canyon.
The DEIR contains incorrect boundary and vital statistics regarding Chino Hills SP in
various places in the document Please revise all map boundaries and discussions
regarding Chino Hills SP, including, but not limited to Section 5, 13, Exhibit 5-97, and
Section 7 on page 5-403, to agree with the attached map and brochure of the park. The
park is presently 14,100 acres.
Aesthetics
As identified in the Alternatives Analysis in the DEIR, Alternative 4, the Lower/Reduced
density Alternative would eliminate homes on the highest elevations of the property,
hence eliminate a significant amount of urbanization intrusion into the views from Chino
Hills SP. The DEIR also says that it would still modify the existing landform and grade
into the "Area 2", (the northernmost piece of the project), where no homes would be
built. State Parks requests that more specific detail including grading disturbance be
provided to illustrate the difference between views from Chino Hills SP from this
Alternative and those provided in the DEIR for Alternatives 2 and 3.
As identified in the DEIR, Alternative 2 (Option 2A) and Alternative 3 (Option 2B)
structures associated with Estate Lot 1 are visible from points within Chino Hills SP, as
shown on Exhibit 5-22. The DEIR concludes that aesthetics impacts from the project will
be less than significant. State Parks disagrees and considers it a significant impact to
the aesthetic qualities and visitor's experience within Chino Hills SP. We recommend
redesigning these options to eliminate this lot and its related components that would
bring urbanization closer to the natural setting of Chino Hills SP.
As shown on Exhibit 5-162, Proposed Water Facilities Plan, Option 1, and Exhibit 5163, Proposed Water Facilities Plan, Option 2, (Alternatives 2 and 3), the project would
include construction of an underground reseNoir. We request a visual simulation of any
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related view impacts from grading or infrastructure, such as fences and roads, that
involve the underground reservoir.
Biological Resources
State Parks believes that except for Alternative 1, (the No Project Alternative), all the
alternatives presented will have significant impacts to regional biological resources.
Although we believe that Alternative 4, the Lower/Reduced Density Alternative, has
considerably less impacts to biological resources due to far less disturbance of native
habitat than Alternatives 2, 3 or 5, it still will eliminate natural drainages with important
natural habitat and impact sensitive species and wildlife movement.
Chino Hills SP and the surrounding area are located within the Southwest ecoregion,
which contains biodiversity resources of worldwide significance. It lies specifically within
the nearly fully developed east Los Angeles Basin and is also considered the anchor
point for the 31 mile long Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. The region is also one of
the global centers of extinction risk. Given these conditions, Chino Hills SP is important
to the region's ability to preserve its extraordinary biodiversity. Any increased impacts to
its ecosystems from increased urban edge effects, loss of foraging and breeding habitat
for sensitive species and less natural buffers for plant and animal species to have
available to move in and out of in case of climate change and natural disasters can be
considered significant to biological resources.
The DEIR is not accurate or sufficient in terms of its treatment of the golden eagle
(Aquila chrysaetos). The DEIR reports that a golden eagle was observed foraging on
site and a nest observed nearby. However, the document lacks accurate information
regarding the species and its status and inaccurately portrays potential impacts to it
from this project. Specifically, golden eagles are considered resident all year in this
region, with occasional "floaters" that are unpaired sometimes present for brief periods.
In the local area, historical resident nesting pairs have declined from as many as 50
pairs in the early 1900's to no more than four pairs today, mostly due to loss of suitable
nesting and foraging habitat because of development. The few pairs that are left here
have used Chino Hills SP and adjacent natural open space for essential foraging
territory.
Golden eagles are protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act as well as
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, both of which prohibit take. In addition, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) revised 50 CFR Parts 13 and 22 in 2009, regarding eagle
take permits. In the regulation, take means to pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound,
capture, kill, capture, trap, collect, destroy, molest, or disturb. Disturb means to agitate
or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on
the best scientific information available, (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior, or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding,
feeding, or sheltering behavior. Also, the regulation also defines cumulative effects as
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the incremental environmental impact or effect of the proposed action, together with
impacts of past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions. According to the
USFWS, golden eagles in the four west Bird Conservation Areas (BCR's) are exhibiting
declines. Until the USFWS has additional data to show that populations in those four
BCRs (that constitute 80 percent of the species population in the US), can withstand
additional take of those authorized by the new rule, they will only consider issuance of
permits for safety emergencies and programmatic and other permits that will result in a
net reduction in take or a net take of zero for golden eagles. In the Final Environmental
Assessment for the new rule it states that pairs establish territories that may have
multiple nests. Individual nests left unused for years may be reoccupied and remains
protected under the Bald and Golden E:agle Protection Act. Golden eagle nests
damaged by fire can and do get repaired by the eagles and used again, although not
necessarily the same year.

Field surveys that were conducted and covered in the EIR attempted to determine
presence/absence of numerous special status plants and wildlife. Some were not
detected that have been documented in nearby areas of Chino Hills SP. Those include
red diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber), loggerhead shrike (Lanias fudovicianus),
coast patch-nosed snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea), pallid bat (Antrozous
pallidus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevilh), Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis),
pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops femorosaccus), western mastiff bat (Eumops
perotis), and one plant, many-stemmed dudleya, (Dud/eya multicaulis). Regarding the
northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), State Parks disagrees that they are not known to
breed in southern California. There are a few areas where resident pairs have been
known to nest in southern California, including at Chino Hills SP. We request additional
surveys to determine the presence of these species.
State Parks strongly disagrees that the project area does not provide an important
location for raptor foraging. Given the importance of raptors in healthy ecosystems and
the numerous species of raptors well documented by many sources as using the
Puente-Chino Hills for breeding, foraging and stop-overs during migration, the project
site in its natural condition as well as the surrounding Chino Hills SP offer significant
foraging habitat. State Parks recommends further evaluation of this potential impact and
development of appropriate measures to satisfactorily reduce this impact to the level of
less than significant.
The evaluation in the DEIR of the importance of the subject property with regards to
wildlife movement is incomplete. While large scale linkages such as those that can
connect the entire Chino Hills SP to other preserved areas are vital when trying to
preserve as much biodiversity as possible throughout a region, there is also great value
in facilitating movement of species in and out of smaller components within the larger
corridor in terms of functions such as flow and cycling of energy and materials. Where it
is not possible for a corridor to encompass the largest range of habitat types for all
species in a region, several small corridors may be effective. A large biological corridor
encompasses many smaller ones throughout it, not just one major route of biological
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flow. A corridor also benefits from having buffers between human development and
natural open space.
Critical Habitat for the Coastal California Gnatcatcher in the project area was indeed
burned in the Freeway Complex Fire in 2008. The DEIR concludes that the primary
constituent elements are severely reduced or lacking as a result. It also explains how
surveys over several seasons did not locate any of the birds. However, the DEIR fails to
include a series of previous fires in the discussion, which could explain the survey
results. This species disperses to new territories via new generations seeking
unoccupied territories, which can take many years. The frequent fire history can limit
the species ability to do that. The area is still part of the Critical Habitat for the species
and given enough time and recovery of suitable habitat, it could still become occupied
again. The DEIR should include more fire history in its analysis.
Geology and Soils
The project proposes a large amo4nt of grading with all access roads and utilities
situated over a major earthquake fault. In case of an emergency such as a large
earthquake, flood or landslide, the design of the project's access roads may be cut off.
This will not only be a problem for the community, it could make it difficult for fire crews
to access and suppress fires or State Parks to evacuate portions of the park. State
Parks is concerned about this and would like to see more analysis of these potential
disasters in the DEIR.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potential from human caused wildfire starts increase as more and more urban
development is situated along natural open space. State Parks agrees that a
comprehensive plan for fuel reduction for this project will help to lessen the number of
accidentally caused wildfires. State Parks would also like to have additional information
presented that depicts what the ultimate grading and subsequent fuel modification
would look like for Alternative 4. In addition, State Parks requests a review of the
proposed list of approved fuel modification plants. Our interest in doing so is to make
sure they are not known invasive pest plants that would spread into the natural habitat
of Chino Hills SP and request alternatives if there are any. State Parks is also
concerned about the impact that the north-south fuel breaks in Blue Mud Canyon will
have on the proposed mitigation areas and would like additional analysis.
Recreation
State Parks agrees that the various neighborhood parks and walking trails within these
neighborhoods will be an asset to this community. However, we feel that the DEIR did
not adequately analyze the operational impacts this project will have on Chino Hills SP.
More houses along open space park boundaries will bring impacts such as escaped
invasive plants, more wildfire starts, unapproved trails, loose pets, and other urban
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effects into Chino Hills SP. Each of these impacts increases the cost of staff time and
materials.
We disagree with the DEIR statement that the project could minimally increase the use
of Chino Hills SP but would not result in substantial physical deterioration of those
facilities. Each urban edge boundary that was added to Chino Hills SP has added
impacts and increased operations and maintenance costs. The DEIR should analyze
the increased use and come up with solutions to this costly impact to State Parks.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment and for your serious consideration. For
further discussion, please contact me or Enrique Arroyo at (951) 453-6848.

Kelly Elliott
District Superintendent
Inland Empire District
cc:

State Clearinghouse
Christine Medak, US Fish and Wildlife Service
District Counsel, US Army Corps of Engineers
Marilyn Fluharty, State Department of Fish and Wildlife
Judi Tamasi, WCCA
Claire Schlotterbeck, Hills For Everyone

KEVIN K. JOHNSON, APLC
KEVIN K. JOHNSON
JEANNE L. MacKINNON
HEIDI E. BROWN

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 225
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101

TELEPHONE (619) 696-6211
FAX (619) 696-7516

June 2, 2015
SENT VIA EMAIL
Chairman Todd Spitzer
Orange County Board of Supervisors
333 W. Santa Ana Blvd.
Santa Ana, CA 92701
Todd.Spitzer@ocgov.com
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
333 W. Santa Ana Blvd, Room 465
P.O. Box 687
Santa Ana, CA 92702-0687
response@ocgov.com
Re:

Esperanza Hills Project (PA 120037)
6/1/2015 Proposed Specific Plan Amendment;
3/9/2015 CAA Planning Responses to Public Comment Letters

Dear Chairman Spitzer and Members of the Board of Supervisors:
This firm represents Protect Our Homes and Hills, an unincorporated citizens group consisting
residents
and taxpayers in the City of Yorba Linda. We submit this letter in response to the
of
proposed specific plan amendment authored by Chairman Spitzer and sent to us by Robyn Uptegraff
of Orange County Public Works at 7:44 p.m. last night. As a preliminary matter, we are concerned
whether this proposed change has been properly noticed as part of the Board's meeting agenda today.
In addition, given the public interest and concern regarding the various access configurations for the
Esperanza Hills Project, we request that this amendment be properly vetted to permit the public to
comment upon the proposed change. We urge the Board to provide an explanation of the rationale for
this proposal as well as its likely ramifications and provide a reasonable time for public review and
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comment of this new proposal.
In addition, we seek clarify several incorrect assumptions and arguments made by CAA
Planning in the March 9, 2015 letter addressing public comments. To our knowledge, the letter was not
made available to the public and the public had no opportunity to respond to the CAA letter in
advance of the Board's March 10, 2015 hearing. We therefore seek to address a number of issues
therein which are relevant to the project applicant's entitlements and may impact the latest proposal by
Chairman Spitzer.
L CAA Comments re: City of Yorba Linda Measure B and Necessity of Public Vote before
Publically Owned Land May be used for Private Road Purposes:
The City of Yorba Linda Land Use Right to Vote Amendment provides for a public vote in the
event a "Major Amendment" of any Planning Policy Document is proposed. Major amendments are
defined in section 18.01.030 of the Yorba Linda Municipal Code. CAA Planning focuses on provisions
of the Code regarding zoning changes and omits discussion of applicable subsection 18.01.030 A(6) of
the Right to Vote Amendment. This section defines a "Major Amendment" as an amendment which:
"Provides for the private development of land owned by a government entity within five years of the
date of the approval to develop the land."
Access Options 2A and 2B propose to use land owned by the City of Yorba Linda near San
Antonio Road that is currently zoned open space for a private road to service the proposed adjacent
private development. This constitutes a "Major Amendment" under Measure "B" requiring a public
vote because Options 2A and 2B propose private development of city-owned land. We are concerned
the proposed Specific Plan Amendment seeks to avoid the necessity of a public vote by maintaining
County control over the access options.
2. CAA Comments regarding Wildland Urban Interface:
CAA comments indicating the project will not create any new Wildland Urban Interface appear
to not employ the commonly accepted definition of this term. According to the US Fish & Wildlife
Service: "Wildland urban interface is roughly defined as the zone where natural areas and
development meet. The wildland urban interface (WUI) has gained increasing importance as more
Americans build homes in rural settings adjacent to public lands. " (See
http://www.fws.gov/fire/living_with_fire/wildland_urban_interface.shtml).
According to the National Wildfire Coordinating Group: "Generally speaking, wildland urban
interface refers to the zone of transition between unoccupied land and human development. It is the
line, area, or zone where structures and other human development meet or intermingle with
undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels. Communities adjacent to and surrounded by wildlands are
at varying degrees of risk from wildfires." (See http://www.nwcg.gov/pms/pubs/pms051.pdf).
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California Building Code Chapter 7A, section 702A provides: "WILDLAND-URBAN
INTERFACE FIRE AREA is a geographical area identified by the state as a "Fire Hazard Severity Zone"
in accordance with the Public Resources Code Sections 4201 through 4204 and Government Code
Sections 51175 through 51189, or other areas designated by the enforcing agency to be at a significant
risk from wildfires."
Clearly, placing a development of 340 homes adjacent to a natural, undeveloped state park with
high vegetative fuel levels increases the WUI and comments to the contrary indicating the project
replaces WUI with fuel modification zones, fuel breaks, gravity fed water flow, ignition resistant homes
etc. border on specious and uninformed.
3. CAA Comments regarding Location of Chino Hills State Park in Relation to the Project Site:
CAA identifies various iterations of the same small scale site plan to argue that although the
EIR failed to accurately identify the location and extent of Chino Hills State Park (''CHSP") in relation
to the project site in multiple exhibits, these maps somehow correct this omission. An example of the
maps in question are attached. When printed, the maps include in typeface too small for the average
reader to identify, the words "Chino Hills State Park" in two places, neither of which accurately and
fully identifies the extent to which CHSP surrounds the northern and eastern borders of the project site.
Curiously, CAA attaches to its letter an accurate map showing the project in relation to CHSP which
only further reinforces how the omission of this information in the EIR renders it inadequate as an
informational document which omitted adequate analysis of project impacts on CHSP.
Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing issues.
Very truly yours,
KE N K. JOHNSON APLC

cc:

Robyn Uptegraff, OCPW (via email)
Kevin Canning, OCPW(via email)
Steven K. Harris, City of Yorba Linda (via email)
Gene Hernandez, Mayor, City of Yorba Linda (via email)
Members of City Council of Yorba Linda (via email)
Protect Our Homes and Hills (via email)

Enc.

EIR Exhibits 4-9, 4-10
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Kevin Canning, OC Public Works/OC Planning
OC Public Works
300 N. Flower Street
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048
E-Mail: Kevin.Canning@ocpw.ocgov.com
Re:

Final Environmental Impact Report and Planning Commission Hearing for the
Esperanza Hills Project (Project No.PA120037)

Dear Mr. Canning:
Friends of Harbors, Beaches, and Parks (FHBP) is a regional non-profit organization that
works to protect the natural lands, waterways, and beaches of Orange County. We are in
receipt of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and the County’s Response to
Comments from the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). We still believe the
environmental document is deficient, lacks proper analysis, and that this project risks
public safety, compromises existing protected natural lands, and puts future and current
residents in harm’s way due to the very real risk of wildland fires. Our follow up to the
County’s comments are as follows:
Response to L21-5
The International Association of Wildland Fire Factsheet (See Attachment 1, p. 7) does
relay benefits of construction, defensible space, etc., it also notes that:
 “Homes with the highest risk of burning are those adjacent to wildlands situated on
the perimeter of housing developments, and
 Interior homes situated less than 15 feet apart are at high risk from wildfire.”
In addition, the FEIR fails to address the fact that by adding houses on the project site, it is
increasing the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI). The WUI is defined in that same factsheet
as an area where structures and vegetation merge in a wildfire-prone environment (See
Attachment 1, p. 1). Existing measurements show that within 2500’ of the proposed
project boundaries there are already 6.28 perimeter miles of WUI (See Attachment 2).
With the proposed Esperanza Hills project the WUI increases by 3.65 perimeter miles (See
Attachment 3). This means if the Esperanza Hills project is approved the WUI will now
total nearly 10 perimeter miles—placing more people at risk. Additionally, we believe the
layout of the Esperanza Hills project provides a similar opportunity for the path of a
wildfire to follow two flame fronts as witnessed in the Cedar Fire (October 2003) (See
Attachment 4, p. 53) and the Freeway Complex Fire (November 2008). Huge fires spread
resources thin as witnessed by Casino Ridge resident Barry McKinley (See Attachment 5).
We would like to submit into the record, this YouTube video from the May 2014 San
Diego Fires which captures the scene as residents leave in a vehicle from a neighborhood
being overcome by fast moving flames. We believe this video shows what will happen
when the first wind-driven fire sweeps through the terrain this project is being proposed
in. The difference being the Esperanza Hills residents will be on steeper hillsides with
limited evacuations routes and other evacuees (traffic) to contend with. The video is
found at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fYril_YyaQM (Link 1)
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While the proposed development may have, as the FEIR contends, significant fuel modification zones,
meet the latest building codes, and ember resistant features on the homes, the greater concern is the
human component, of which the developer, County, and future Homeowners’ Association have no
control. The FEIR fails to adequately address this. In a “Lessons Learned” segment of the book Fire,
Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California, Max Moritz states fire prevention efforts “may only be as
effective as the weakest link in the system.” (See Attachment 6, pg. 104). While many fire specialists
note that property owners need to take responsibility for making their homes as fire resistant as
possible, humans actions (inactions) are a significant variable that cannot be measured or ensured. In
other words, it doesn’t matter how seemingly fire-resistant the development is or how big the fuel
modification zone is; if the residents/Homeowners’ Association don’t maintain it, don’t keep their
gutters clean of debris, don’t sweep up leaves before the Santa Ana winds, forget to shut a window
during a wildfire, forget to turn the air conditioner off, etc. there are still dozens of ways embers can
penetrate this (or any) home regardless of building construction. Because, again, what can’t be
controlled is the human element.
Marti Witter and Robert Taylor contend “At a minimum, development should be limited to defensible
sites (e.g., off of ridgelines and set back from steep slopes) and to sites with safe access (e.g., no lengthy
or midslope driveways, adequate road capacity for evacuation).” (See Attachment 7, p. 111). This
project is located on ridgelines and is rife with lengthy and midslope streets and driveways as
demonstrated in the DEIR Exhibit 4-9 on page 4-13. The FEIR acknowledges (page 27) the severe traffic
during the Freeway Complex Fire. Numerous comment letters received on the DEIR relay valid concerns
about the residential evacuation during the Freeway Complex Fire, including letters submitted by Danny
and Kim Paul, Bob Kanne, Ed Schumann, and Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer, among others. Based on the
history, existing roads can’t handle the existing evacuating residents during a wildfire. With proof from
the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, how then can the County state that adding additional residents will not
only be able to be accommodated, but will also be safe? This development knowingly puts existing and
future residents in harm’s way. For this public safety reason alone, this project should be denied.
Response to L21-10
The FEIR contends in RTC L21-10 that among other robust fire protection measures a large fuel break in
Blue Mud Canyon will reduce fire exposure for the older homes west of the property. This fuel break
may under normal conditions, but the worse-case scenario which was witnessed with the Freeway
Complex Fire proved fire breaks don’t stop or deter wind driven fires. Jon Keeley and C.J. Fotheringham
write that “During the Cedar Fire, fuel breaks failed to prevent the fire from spreading due to the
embers blowing far ahead of the fire by Santa Ana winds” (See Attachment 8, p. 118). As evidenced
during the Freeway Complex Fire, the 91 Freeway, which is 16 lanes wide couldn’t stop the explosive
growth of the fire due to embers spreading from Corona/Yorba Linda into Anaheim Hills. This was also
witnessed in the Cedar Fire of 2006 (See Attachment 9, p. 40). Further, fuel breaks and roads are ready
sources for non-native weed seeds which as indicated in our previous letter dry earlier, ignite faster, and
spread fire faster than native habitats (See Attachment 10, p. 26).
The FEIR continues to indicate that the best and newest building codes and fire codes will be utilized. A
house at 5960 Black Rail in Carlsbad was graded in 2003 (See Attachment 11), built in 2004, and finished
in 2005 (See Attachment 12). The photos of that same home with extensive defensible space and
proper vegetation management burned down during the May 14, 2014 (See Attachment 13 and 14),
Poinsettia Fire in Carlsbad, California. In other words, it too had the newest building and fire codes
implemented during its construction and yet that still wasn’t enough. San Diego planners documented
how many homes burned down and what building/fire codes they followed during construction (See
2

Attachment 15). How many houses and potentially lives is the County willing to risk by approving this
development?
The FEIR states (page 25) that “[t]he urban wildland interface will be shifted to the east, reducing direct
wildfire exposure to existing neighbors.” We agree, the exposure to existing neighborhoods will likely
be decreased, but the Esperanza Hills homes will face direct exposure from approaching fires and there
is still vegetation surrounding three of four sides of the development. Due to the County’s confidence in
the ability of the project developer and home design standards, it should be required that homes sold in
the Esperanza Hills neighborhood include through the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions that this
development is at higher level of risk of fire damage than adjacent communities because it is meant to
reduce fuel, slow the spread rate, and reduce flame length and intensity for the neighbors south and
west of the property (page 25).
Response to L21-6
The FEIR purports that this residential project replaces the fire ignition (vegetation) (page 344). To our
knowledge, no vegetation fire has ever started through spontaneous combustion in this county. The
existing site in its natural state and the land adjacent (Chino Hills State Park) are not inherently fire
ignitions. Yes, vegetation can burn, but so can homes. The FEIR fails to recognize that by adding homes
in this location; it actually adds more fuel to the steep hillsides. Adding 340 houses at the WUI adds
additional fuel to an already tenuous and fire-prone area. This development also puts fire and public
safety personnel at risk (See Attachment 16, p. 59). We maintain that with the clear majority of fires
starting due to human causes, the additional access provided into wildland areas and intentional fire
starts—adding 340 more houses, adds 1,088 many more opportunities (people) that have the potential
to start (intentionally or accidentally) fires in or adjacent to this community. There is no way to
eliminate risk.
Response to L21-7 and L21-15
We believe our comments regarding an unplanned entrance to Chino Hills State Park were
misunderstood. In short, to reiterate, the access at Old Edison Trail (while it may already be used by
residents in neighboring communities) it is NOT an official entrance to Chino Hills State Park. The 1999
General Plan for the State Park, does NOT include this site as a future or planned entrance. The FEIR
proposes to provide residents with access to the Park from the development at this location. As noted
in the letter from the California Department of Parks and Recreation these impacts, of creating a new
trailhead into the Park, are not analyzed. This lack of analysis makes the FEIR deficient.
Further, nowhere in our comments did we state that hikers caused the fires in Chino Hills State Park at
the Rim Crest entrance. That assumption is patently false. The truth rather is that the majority of those
fires were started by unsupervised children/teens that left the Rim Crest development and walked into
the hills to either play with matches or with fireworks (which are illegal in Yorba Linda). Rim Crest is
now a known hotspot for fires caused by the adjacent neighbors as noted in the Hills For Everyone
Wildfire Study submitted with our DEIR comments. Our point seems to have been missed, so we will
state it differently. Adding new residences in the hills with easy access to Chino Hills State Park, creates
a parallel situation as the evidenced at Rim Crest. There is a direct correlation between increased fire
ignitions in Chino Hills State Park at unplanned entrances. This project, as noted above, is creating an
unplanned (unauthorized, and unwanted) entrance to the Park.
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Response to L21-9
We agree a robust fire protection system is needed for this development, should it be approved,
because it is a known area prone to wildland fires. Of all California wildland fires, 97% are extinguished
in the initial attack phase (See Attachment 17, p. 32). The remaining 3% that are not extinguished tend
to happen during critical weather conditions and are usually located at the WUI (See Attachment 1, p.
3). Fire codes have made significant progress over the years. Reducing the WUI reduces the risk on all
fronts. What the FEIR fails to admit is that by adding homes at the WUI, the project proponent is
actually adding fuel. Structures are fuel for a fire. The most dangerous type of fire is structural because
buildings are concentrated sources of fuel. The domino effect comes into play (See Attachment 18, p.
vii).
Response to L21-10
The FEIR states the homes will be equipped with sprinklers to protect again flame intrusion (page 10). In
response to the inclusion of sprinklers in the homes, we agree that sprinklers, indeed, may help. What
the FEIR fails to address is if the system must be actively turned off. Who is going to do that? What is
the impact on water availability if multiple houses deploy sprinklers? What is the failure rate of the
sprinklers? Is the water for the sprinklers coming from the gravity-fed water supply or is it using the
City’s water lines?
What the FEIR also doesn’t explain is that the most frequent cause of sprinkler failure is that fire hoses
have diminished the residential water pressure. Doug Stricklin, an Olinda Village resident who stayed
behind to fight the Freeway Complex Fire, found out first hand that the existing homes in the Village had
very little water pressure so they relied on pool pumps (See Attachment 19). Apparently, loss of water
pressure from sprinkler deployment is enough of a concern that the Federal Emergency Management
Agency recommends that people who live in wildfire zones should consider adding a pressurized holding
tank even if the houses are hooked up to the municipal water supply. The FEIR has no mention of this
protective measure.
The FEIR also mentions that the neighborhood will have two gravity fed storage supply systems (page
24) for use by firefighters during a wildfire. We have a few questions about this system. How long does
this water supply system last when being used at capacity? Do the houses use a different system or are
they drawing on the gravity-fed system? How does this impact the rate of water use during a fire?
What is the backup system for when the gravity fed system is empty? How long does the gravity system
take to refill? What are the potential problems if the power goes out when refilling the system during a
catastrophic fire event?
Response to L21-14
The FEIR fails to correct the acreages and maps for Chino Hills State Park. California Department of Parks
and Recreation also noted the inaccurate park boundaries and acreages in its letter on the DEIR. Though
the consultants may have used the State Park’s General Plan for information about the park, four
acquisitions have occurred since the General Plan was adopted in 1999. These acquisitions increased
the park’s size by 16% (more than 2,200 acres) (See Attachment 20).
To ensure proper analysis of this project on existing neighbors, mainly Chino Hills State Park, we again
ask that the boundaries for the State Park accurately reflect existing conditions. Without accurate maps,
the document is flawed as the existing conditions are not properly described. For your reference the
following maps show incorrect boundaries for Chino Hills State Park and should be revised: 2-1, 4-1, 5-1,
5-2, 5-63, 5-66, 5-95, 5-96, 5-97, 5-98, 5-99, and 5-106.
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For your information, the public can download the GIS files for all of California’s State Parks at:
http://portal.gis.ca.gov/geoportal/catalog/search/resource/details.page?uuid=%7B1D60169E-220F4088-A349-9CAF1C6AB9F4%7D (Link 2)
For your benefit, we’ve included the GIS shapefile from the above link as a zipfile (See Attachment 21).
Conclusion
To conclude, FHBP again finds the FEIR inadequate, in need of recirculation, and lacking appropriate
analysis. We ask the Planning Commission do th right thing by correcting the document before any
action is taken to send this to the Board of Supervisors. If the Planning Commission choses to proceed,
we ask they deny the project to due an inadequate FEIR and unsafe conditions for this project.
Sincerely,

Jean H. Watt
President
cc:

Supervisor Todd Spitzer
Kevin Johnson, Attorney-at-Law

ENCLOSURES:
Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:
Attachment 5:

International Association of Wildland Fire Factsheet
Existing Wildland-Urban Interface Perimeter Map
Proposed Wildland-Urban Interface Perimeter Map
Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 53
Testimony and Map of Barry McKinley, Casino Ridge Resident from
Freeway Complex Fire
Link 1:
YouTube Video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fYril_YyaQM
Attachment 6: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 104
Attachment 7: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 111
Attachment 8: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 118
Attachment 9: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 40
Attachment 10: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 26
Attachment 11: 5960 Black Rail, Carlsbad – December 30, 2003
Attachment 12: 5960 Black Rail, Carlsbad – October 10, 2005
Attachment 13: 5960 Black Rail, Carlsbad – May 14, 2014
Attachment 14: 5960 Black Rail, Carlsbad – May 20, 2014
Attachment 15: Mega Fires: The Case for Mitigation, page 14
Attachment 16: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 59
Attachment 17: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. 32
Attachment 18: Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California (Rick Halsey), pg. vii
Attachment 19: Testimony by Olinda Village Resident Doug Stricklin During the Freeway
Complex Fire of 2008
Attachment 20: Table of Chino Hills State Park Acquisition
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Link 2:
California Department of Parks and Recreation GIS Dataset:
http://portal.gis.ca.gov/geoportal/catalog/search/resource/details.page?uuid=%7B1D60169E-220F4088-A349-9CAF1C6AB9F4%7D
Attachment 21: California Department of Parks and Recreation GIS Shapefile
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March 9, 2015
Submitted via email
Kevin Canning
County of Orange
300 N. Flower Street, 1st Floor
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048
RE: Esperanza Hills FEIR Comments
Dear Mr. Canning:
I’d like to submit into the record the following items related to water, wildfire, geology, and the
Yorba Linda parkland.
WATER
1. Yorba Linda Water District’s WaterLines published in Winter 2015
This newsletter outlines the fact that the majority of a home’s water use occurs outside. The
Water District is encouraging residents to reduce their water use by converting their grass to
artificial turf and hardscape. The Esperanza Hills project failed to analyze the amount of water
needed for landscaping, specifically the irrigate slopes found throughout the development, the
fuel modification zones, and habitat mitigation areas. This makes the document legally
deficient.

2. Huffington Post article “California Drought Just Broke a 120 Year Record’ from March
6, 2015
This article outlines how California had its driest January ever recorded. The drought’s
cause may be contested, but because when the soil is dry it leads to higher land
temperatures there self-sustains a cycle of drought. Again, the Esperanza Hills project
adds additional water use during a historic drought.
3. Sacramento Bee “Feds say many Central Valley farmers will get no water deliveries”
from February 27, 2015
Central Valley farmers received word from the federal government (Bureau of
Reclamation) that water deliveries for many farms this year would be non-existent since
California is in the fourth year of a drought. There is no water to provide. The Esperanza
Hills project adds additional water use during a historic drought.
1|Pa g e

WILDFIRE
4. Institute for Business and Home Safety article “MEGA FIRES: The Case for Mitigation”
excerpt from
This article outlines research and data from the San Diego fires and home loss during
wildfires. The Institute acknowledges that even homes built with current fire resistant
building codes still burned down. The hardening techniques proposed will help keep
Esperanza Hills homes safer, but the EIR does not account for human error (windows
being left open, garage doors being left open, etc.) during a wildfire event.
5. Los Angeles Times article “Wildfire risk to homes is most related to location, study
finds” from June 16, 2012
This article summarizes research done in Southern California wildfires as it relates to
home loss. The location of the homes is very important in determining whether a house
burns down in a wildfire or not. The location of the home and past fires, as well as
frequency of fires, determine the risk to homes. The Esperanza Hills site is in a known
wildfire corridor. It has burned multiple times.
6. United States Geological Survey article “Housing Location Factors Determine Risk of
Housing Loss from Wildfires in Southern California” from April 2012
Researchers found that more than 5,000 homes were damaged or destroyed since 2001.
The main contributing factor is the location of the home. Property losses were greatest
in areas with a history of frequent fire. Again, the Esperanza Hills site is in a known
wildfire corridor.
GEOLOGY
7. Cautionary Articles about Neighboring Cities packet
This collection of news articles relays the risks and liabilities of building homes of
landslide prone slopes. Many of the cities were found liable and had settlements to the
tune of millions of dollars. Slope failures ranged from irrigated slopes to excessive rain.
The Esperanza Hills site has numerous landslides found in the City of Yorba Linda’s
Landslide Map and the Draft Environmental Impact Report.
YORBA LINDA PARKLAND HISTORY
8. Tract 9813 from October 1986
This is the document that describes the irrevocable offer of dedication of the land (Lots
A & H) known in the Tract 9813 (Warmington Homes) in the City of Yorba Linda. The
City at the time did not accept the irrevocable offer of dedication.
9. City of Yorba Linda correspondence to Warmington Homes from September 26, 1986
This letter from City of Yorba Linda Community Development Director Phillip Paxton
outlines the fact that Warmington Homes (Tract 9813) intended to retain ownership of
lettered lots (Lots A & H) within the development. These lettered lots are open space
lots and their development rights were transferred to other areas within this planned
community.

2|Pa g e

10. City of Yorba Linda correspondence regarding Tract 9813 from May 19, 1989
This letter from the City of Yorba Linda Senior Planner Bruce Cook outlines that the
project’s “Open Space” is to be natural open space and is stipulated to be guaranteed in
perpetuity.
11. City of Yorba Linda Resolution #2008-3933 from June 3, 2008
This resolution indicates a unanimous vote by the City Council in June 2008 to approve a
lot line adjustment of roughly 1000 square feet of the Yorba Lind land. This resolution
clarifies that the land is consider Park Property (Lot H) within the Warmington Homes
(Tract 9813) development.
12. County of Orange Assessor’s Office Secured Assessment Rolls 2014-2015 for Assessor
Parcel Numbers 351-742-17, -18, and -20
These records from the County of Orange Assessor’s office provide proof that the
above-listed assessor parcels are indeed now in the ownership of the City of Yorba
Linda. While they did not accept the irrevocable offer of dedication when Tract 9813
was approved, the City did eventually take ownership. Documents have already been
submitted into the record by Paulette Byrne regarding the City’s declaration through its
General Plan that the land is designated Open Space and zoned Open Space in its land
use map.
In summary, this additional information provided on the land proposed for the
Alternative 3, Option 2B for use as the primary ingress/egress for the Esperanza Hills
project shows it is in the ownership of the City of Yorba Linda and dedicated parkland.
The City Council must now make a finding of surplus property, follow the Municipal Park
Abandonment Law and due to the General Plan Amendment and zone change provide
for a Measure B vote.
Thank you for consideration of these facts.
Sincerely,

Melanie Schlotterbeck
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