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4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section of the Draft PEIR analyzes the potential impacts from the implementation of the Neighborhoods Where 

We All Belong Zoning Updates and Housing Element Implementation (project) on tribal cultural resources (TCRs). A 

discussion of the cultural resources in the Planning Area and the surrounding areas is included in this section to 

present the environmental baseline conditions. As defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074, TCRs 

can include 1) sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a Tribe 

that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the national or state register of historical resources, or 

listed in a local register of historic resources; or (2) resources that the lead agency determines, in its discretion, are 

TCRs. The analysis in this section is based, in part, on records search results obtained from the California Historical 

Resources Information System at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), background research, and 

a desktop review of literature, maps, and archival documents summarized in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources. The 

analysis also incorporates the results of a Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 

search for the project and communication with California Native American tribal representatives conducted 

pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18. Additional details are provided in the appendices 

listed below: 

Appendix K-1 NAHC SLF Search Results and AB 52 and SB 18 Notification Letters 

Appendix K-2 Confidential Tribal Communications Records (on file with the City and available for review 

by eligible individuals) 

Non-confidential documents related to these efforts such as the NAHC Sacred Land File search results and the 

City’s original AB 52 and SB 18 project notification letters are provided in Appendix K-1; all confidential documents 

protected pursuant to PRC Section 21082.3(c)(1), such as communication records and documents provided by the 

Tribes, are on file with the City and available for review by eligible individuals. Other sources consulted are listed in 

Section 4.18.8, References. 

4.18.1 Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions discussion provided in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, including the SCCIC database 

records search, results of a NAHC SLF search, an archival review of historic aerial photographs and historic 

topographic maps (including the Kirkman–Harriman historical map), and an assessment of the regional geological 

setting, also applies to TCRs and is incorporated herein by reference to avoid repetition. 

4.18.1.1 Environmental Setting 

Evidence for continuous human occupation in the region spans the last 10,000 years. Various attempts to parse 

out variability in archaeological assemblages over this broad time frame have led to the development of several 

cultural chronologies; some of these are based on geologic time, most are based on temporal trends in 

archaeological assemblages, and others are interpretive reconstructions. Each of these reconstructions describes 

essentially similar trends in assemblage composition in more or less detail. This research employs a common set 

of generalized terms used to describe chronological trends in assemblage composition: Paleoindian (pre-5500 BC), 

Archaic (8000 BC–AD 500), Late Prehistoric (AD 500–1750), and Ethnohistoric (post-AD 1750). 
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Paleoindian (pre-5500BC) 

Evidence for Paleoindian occupation in the region is tenuous; the knowledge of associated cultural pattern(s) is 

informed by a relatively sparse body of data that has been collected from within an area extending from coastal 

San Diego through the Mojave Desert and beyond. One of the earliest dated archaeological assemblages in this 

area (excluding the Channel Islands) derives from SDI-4669/W-12, in La Jolla, San Diego County. A human burial 

from SDI-4669 was radiocarbon dated to 9,590–9,920 years before present (95.4 percent probability) (Hector 

2006). The burial is part of a larger site complex that contained more than 29 human burials associated with an 

assemblage that fits the Archaic profile (i.e., large amounts of groundstone, battered cobbles, and expedient flake 

tools). In contrast, typical Paleoindian assemblages include large stemmed projectile points, high proportions of 

formal lithic tools, bifacial lithic reduction strategies, and relatively small proportions of groundstone tools. Prime 

examples of this pattern are sites that were studied by Emma Lou Davis (1978) on China Lake Naval Air Weapons 

Station near Ridgecrest, California. These sites contained fluted and unfluted stemmed points and large numbers 

of formal flake tools (e.g., shaped scrapers, blades). Other typical Paleoindian sites include the Komodo site (MNO-

679), a multicomponent fluted point site, and MNO-680, a single component Great Basined stemmed point site 

(Basgall et al. 2002). At MNO-679 and MNO-680, groundstone tools were rare, while finely made projectile points 

were common. 

Warren et al. (2004) claimed that a biface manufacturing tradition present at the Harris site complex (SDI-149) is 

representative of typical Paleoindian occupation in the Southern California region that possibly dates between 

10,365 and 8200 BC (Warren et al. 2004, p. 26). Termed San Dieguito (Rogers 1945), assemblages at the Harris 

site, located in the area now occupied by City of Escondido, are qualitatively distinct from most others in the region 

because the site has large numbers of finely made bifaces (including projectile points), formal flake tools, a biface 

reduction trajectory, and relatively small amounts of processing tools (Warren 1964, 1968). Despite the unique 

assemblage composition, the definition of San Dieguito as a separate cultural tradition is debated. Gallegos (1987) 

suggested that the San Dieguito pattern is simply an inland manifestation of a broader economic pattern. Gallegos’ 

interpretation of San Dieguito has been widely accepted in recent years, in part because of the difficulty in 

distinguishing San Dieguito components from other assemblage constituents. In other words, it is easier to ignore 

San Dieguito as a distinct socioeconomic pattern than it is to draw it out of mixed assemblages. 

The large number of finished bifaces (i.e., projectile points and non-projectile blades), along with large numbers of 

formal flake tools at the Harris site complex, is very different than nearly all other assemblages throughout the 

region, regardless of age. Warren et al. (2004) made this point, tabulating basic assemblage constituents for key 

early Holocene sites. Producing finely made bifaces and formal flake tools implies that relatively large amounts of 

time were spent for tool manufacture. Such a strategy contrasts with the expedient flake-based tools and cobble-

core reduction strategy that typifies non-San Dieguito Archaic sites. It can be inferred from the uniquely high degree 

of San Dieguito assemblage formality that the Harris site complex represents a distinct economic strategy from non-

San Dieguito assemblages. 

If San Dieguito truly represents a distinct socioeconomic strategy from the non-San Dieguito Archaic processing 

regime, its rarity implies that it was not only short-lived, but that it was not as economically successful as the Archaic 

strategy. Such a conclusion would fit with the general trends in Southern California deserts, wherein hunting-related 

tools are replaced by processing tools during the early Holocene (Basgall and Hall 1990). 
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Archaic (8000 BC-AD 500) 

The more than 1500-year overlap between the presumed age of Paleoindian occupations and the Archaic period 

highlights the difficulty in defining a cultural chronology in the region. If San Dieguito is the only recognized 

Paleoindian component in the region, then the dominance of hunting tools implies that it derives from Great Basin 

adaptive strategies and is not necessarily a local adaptation. Warren et al. (2004) admitted as much, citing strong 

desert connections with San Dieguito. Thus, the Archaic pattern is the earliest local socioeconomic adaptation in 

the region (Hale 2001, 2009). 

The Archaic pattern is relatively easy to define with assemblages that consist primarily of processing tools: 

millingstones, handstones, battered cobbles, heavy crude scrapers, incipient flake-based tools, and cobble-core 

reduction. These assemblages occur in all environments across the region, with little variability in tool composition. 

Low assemblage variability over time and space among Archaic sites has been equated with cultural conservatism 

(Byrd and Reddy 2002; Warren 1968; Warren et al. 2004). Despite enormous amounts of archaeological work at 

Archaic sites, little change in assemblage composition occurs until the bow and arrow is adopted at around AD 500, 

as well as ceramics at approximately the same time (Griset 1996; Hale 2009). Even then, assemblage formality 

remains low. After the bow is adopted, small arrow points appear in large quantities, and already low amounts of 

formal flake tools are replaced by increasing amounts of expedient flake tools. Similarly, shaped millingstones and 

handstones decrease in proportion relative to expedient, unshaped groundstone tools (Hale 2009). Thus, the 

terminus of the Archaic period is equally as hard to define as its beginning because basic assemblage constituents 

and patterns of manufacturing investment remain stable, complimented only by the addition of the bow and 

ceramics. 

Late Prehistoric (AD 500-1750) 

The period of time following the Archaic and prior to Ethnohistoric times (AD 1750) is commonly referred to as the 

Late Prehistoric (Rogers 1945; Wallace 1955; Warren et al. 2004). However, several other subdivisions continue 

to be used to describe various shifts in assemblage composition, including the addition of ceramics and cremation 

practices. The post-AD 1450 period is called the San Luis Rey Complex (Meighan and True 1977). Rogers (1929) 

also subdivided the last 1,000 years into the Yuman II and III cultures, based on the distribution of ceramics. Despite 

these regional complexes, each is defined by the addition of arrow points and ceramics and the widespread use of 

bedrock mortars. Vagaries in the appearance of the bow and arrow and ceramics make the temporal resolution of 

the San Luis Rey complex difficult. For this reason, the term Late Prehistoric is well-suited to describe the last 1,500 

years of prehistory in the region. 

Temporal trends in socioeconomic adaptations during the Late Prehistoric period are poorly understood. This is 

partly due to the fact that the fundamental Late Prehistoric assemblage is very similar to the Archaic pattern but 

includes arrow points and large quantities of fine debitage from producing arrow points, ceramics, and cremations. 

While steatite was commonly the material of choice for vessel production, it was generally replaced near the time 

of missionization by locally procured clay to produce ceramic vessels. The appearance of mortars and pestles is 

difficult to place in time because most mortars are on bedrock. Some argue that the Ethnohistoric intensive acorn 

economy extends as far back as AD 500 (Bean and Shipek 1978). However, there is no substantial evidence that 

reliance on acorns, and the accompanying use of mortars and pestles, occurred prior to AD 1400. True (1980) 

argued that acorn processing and ceramic use in the region did not occur until the San Luis Rey pattern emerged 

after approximately AD 1450.  
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Ethnographic Setting 

The history of the Native American communities prior to the mid-1700s has largely been reconstructed through 

later mission-period and early ethnographic accounts. The first records of the Native American inhabitants of the 

region come predominantly from European merchants, missionaries, military personnel, and explorers. These brief, 

and generally peripheral, accounts were prepared with the intent of furthering respective colonial and economic 

aims and were combined with observations of the landscape. They were not intended to be unbiased accounts 

regarding the cultural structures and community practices of the newly encountered cultural groups. The 

establishment of the missions in the region brought more extensive documentation of Native American 

communities, though these groups did not become the focus of formal and in-depth ethnographic study until the 

early twentieth century (Bean and Shipek 1978; Boscana 1846; Fages 1937; Geiger and Meighan 1976; Harrington 

1934; Laylander 2000; White 1963). The principal intent of these researchers was to record the precontact, 

culturally specific practices, ideologies, and languages that had survived the destabilizing effects of missionization 

and colonialism. This research, often understood as “salvage ethnography,” was driven by the understanding that 

traditional knowledge was being lost due to the impacts of modernization and cultural assimilation. Alfred Kroeber 

applied his “memory culture” approach (Lightfoot 2005, p. 32) by recording languages and oral histories within the 

region. Ethnographic research by Dubois, Kroeber, Harrington, Spier, and others during the early twentieth century 

seemed to indicate that traditional cultural practices and beliefs survived among local Native American 

communities.  

It is important to note that even though there were many informants for these early ethnographies who were able 

to provide information from personal experiences about Native American life before European immigration, a 

significantly large proportion of these informants were born after 1850; therefore, the documentation of pre-

contact, aboriginal culture was being increasingly supplied by individuals born in California after considerable 

contact with Europeans. This is an important issue to note when examining these ethnographies, since considerable 

culture change had undoubtedly occurred by 1850 among the Native American survivors of California.  

Gabrielino/Tongva 

The archaeological record indicates that the proposed project and vicinity was occupied by the Gabrielino/Tongva. 

Surrounding cultural groups included the Chumash and Tataviam to the northwest, the Serrano and Cahuilla to the 

northeast, and the Juaneño and Luiseño to the southeast. 

The name “Gabrielino” (also spelled “Gabrieliño” and “Gabrieleño”) denotes those people who were administered 

by the Spanish from the San Gabriel Mission, which included people from the Gabrielino area proper as well as 

other social groups (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1925). Therefore, in the post-Contact period, the name does 

not necessarily identify a specific ethnic or tribal group. The names by which Native Americans in southern California 

identified themselves have, in some cases, been lost. Many modern California Native Americans identify themselves 

as the Tongva (King 1994), within which there are a number of regional bands. Though the names “Tongva” or 

“Gabrielino” are the most common names used by modern Native American groups in Los Angeles County and are 

recognized by the California Native American Heritage Commission, there are groups within the region that self-

identify differently. 

Tongva lands encompassed the greater Los Angeles Basin and three Channel Islands, San Clemente, San Nicolas, 

and Santa Catalina. The Tongva established large, permanent villages in the fertile lowlands along rivers and 

streams, and in sheltered areas along the coast, stretching from the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains to the 

Pacific Ocean. A total tribal population has been estimated of at least 5,000 (Bean and Smith 1978), but recent 
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ethnohistoric work suggests a number approaching 10,000 (O’Neil 2002). Houses constructed by the Tongva were 

large, circular, domed structures made of willow poles thatched with tule that could hold up to 50 people (Bean and 

Smith 1978). Other structures served as sweathouses, menstrual huts, ceremonial enclosures, and probably 

communal granaries. Cleared fields for races and games were created adjacent to Tongva villages (McCawley 

1996). Archaeological sites composed of villages with various sized structures have been identified. 

The largest, and best documented, ethnographic Tongva village in the vicinity was that of Yanga (also known as 

Yaangna, Janga, and Yabit), which was in the vicinity of downtown Los Angeles (McCawley 1996:56-57; NEA and 

King 2004). This village was reportedly first encountered by the Portola expedition in 1769. In 1771, Mission San 

Gabriel was established. Yanga provided a large number of the recruitments to this mission; however, following the 

founding of the Pueblo of Los Angeles in 1781, opportunities for local paid work became increasingly common, 

which had the result of reducing the number of Native American neophytes from the immediately surrounding area 

(NEA and King 2004). Mission records indicate that 179 Native inhabitants of Yanga were recruited to San Gabriel 

Mission (King 2000; NEA and King 2004: 104). Based on this information, Yanga may have been the most 

populated village in the Western Gabrielino territory. Second in size, and less thoroughly documented, the village 

of Cahuenga was located slightly closer, just north of the Cahuenga Pass. 

Father Juan Crespí passed through the area near Yanga on August 2-3, 1769. The pertinent sections from his 

translated diary are provided here: 

Sage for refreshment is very plentiful at all three rivers and very good here at the Porciúncula [the 

Los Angeles River]. At once on our reaching here, eight heathens came over from a good sized 

village encamped at this pleasing spot among some trees. They came bringing two or three large 

bowls or baskets half-full of very good sage with other sorts of grass seeds that they consume; all 

brought their bows and arrows but with the strings removed from the bows. In his hands the chief 

bore strings of shell beads of the sort that they use, and on reaching the camp they threw the 

handfuls of these beads at each of us. Some of the heathens came up smoking on pipes made of 

baked clay, and they blew three mouthfuls of smoke into the air toward each one of us. The Captain 

and myself gave them tobacco, and he gave them our own kind of beads, and accepted the sage 

from them and gave us a share of it for refreshment; and very delicious sage it is for that purpose. 

We set out at a half past six in the morning from this pleasing, lush river and valley of Our Lady of 

Angeles of La Porciúncula. We crossed the river here where it is carrying a good deal of water 

almost at ground level, and on crossing it, came into a great vineyard of grapevines and countless 

rose bushes having a great many open blossoms, all of it very dark friable soil. Keeping upon a 

westerly course over very grass-grown, entirely level soils with grand grasses, on going about half 

a league we came upon the village belonging to this place, where they came out to meet and see 

us, and men, women, and children in good numbers, on approaching they commenced howling at 

us though they had been wolves, just as before back at the spot called San Francisco Solano. We 

greeted them and they wished to give us seeds. As we had nothing at hand to carry them in, we 

refused [Brown 2002:339-341, 343]. 

The Portola party passed westward through the La Brea Tar Pits area (CA-LAN-159) the following day. This was a 

known area of Native American use for hunting and the gathering of tar and other area-specific resources (Westec 

1983). A pertinent excerpt from Father Juan Crespí’s August 3, 1769 diary entry is provided here: 
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The Captain told me that when they scouted here, in a ravine about half a league to the westward 

they came upon about forty springs of pitch, or tar, boiling in great surges up out of the ground, 

and saw very large swamps of this tar, enough to have caulked many ships. [Brown 2002:341] 

Upon leaving the La Brea Tar Pits, the Portola expedition continued westward, camping on August 4, 1769 near 

what is now the route Interstate 405 before heading northward into the mountains. Details of the day’s travels are 

provided below: 

At a quarter past six in the morning we set out from this copious spring at the San Esteban 

Sycamores …. We pursued our way northwestward and on going about a quarter-league [0.85 

mile], we came into a little flat hollow between small knolls, and then onward across level 

tablelands of dark friable soil….we turned west-northwestward and on going two hours, all over 

level soil, came to the watering place: two springs rising at the foot of a high tableland, their origin 

being higher up on the large plain here….At this spot we came upon a village at the aforesaid 

tableland and as soon as we arrived and set up camp, six very friendly, compliant tractable 

heathens came over, who had their little houses roofed with grass, the first we have been seeing 

of this sort. They brought four or six bowls of the usual seeds and good sage which they presented 

to our Captain. On me they bestowed a good-sized string of the sort of beads they all have, made 

of white seashells and red ones, though not very bright-colored, that look to be coral. [Brown 

2002:345-349] 

The name of this village referenced to be near the August 4, 1769 Portola camp is unknown, and would have been 

located approximately 3 miles from the named village near Santa Monica (Kuruvungna) and 5 miles from Sa’anga 

near the mouth of Ballona Creek. Sa’anga, has also been commonly referred to as Guaspet or Guashna, (NEA and 

King 2004), Saan (Kroeber 1925), or Saa’anga or Waachnga (McCawley 1996). Ethnohistoric research completed 

by John Johnson (1988) pertaining to the inhabitants of San Clemente Island and Santa Catalina Island has 

indicated that there were many marriage ties between these islands and this village in the vicinity of the Ballona 

wetlands. Mission records indicate that a total of 95 neophytes came from this village; 87 of these individuals at 

Mission San Gabriel and the remaining eight at Mission San Fernando (NEA and King 2004). These records further 

suggest that marriage was common with the surrounding outside villages, but perhaps most often occurring with 

members of the large village of Yanga. 

The Tongva subsistence economy was centered on gathering and hunting. The surrounding environment was rich 

and varied, and the Tribe exploited mountains, foothills, valleys, deserts, riparian, estuarine, and open and rocky 

coastal eco-niches. Like that of most Native Californians, acorns were the staple food (an established industry by 

the time of the early Intermediate Period). Acorns were supplemented by the roots, leaves, seeds, and fruits of a 

wide variety of flora (e.g., islay, cactus, yucca, sages, and agave). Fresh water and saltwater fish, shellfish, birds, 

reptiles, and insects, as well as large and small mammals, were also consumed (Bean and Smith 1978: 546; 

Kroeber 1925; McCawley 1996). 

A wide variety of tools and implements were used by the Tongva to gather and collect food resources. These 

included the bow and arrow, traps, nets, blinds, throwing sticks and slings, spears, harpoons, and hooks. Groups 

residing near the ocean used oceangoing plank canoes and tule balsa canoes for fishing, travel, and trade between 

the mainland and the Channel Islands (McCawley 1996). 

Tongva people processed food with a variety of tools, including hammerstones and anvils, mortars and pestles, 

manos and metates, strainers, leaching baskets and bowls, knives, bone saws, and wooden drying racks. Food was 
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consumed from a variety of vessels. Catalina Island steatite was used to make ollas and cooking vessels (Blackburn 

1963; Kroeber 1925; McCawley 1996). 

At the time of Spanish contact, the basis of Tongva religious life was the Chinigchinich cult, centered on the last of 

a series of heroic mythological figures. Chinigchinich gave instruction on laws and institutions, and also taught the 

people how to dance, the primary religious act for this society. He later withdrew into heaven, where he rewarded 

the faithful and punished those who disobeyed his laws (Kroeber 1925). The Chinigchinich religion seems to have 

been relatively new when the Spanish arrived. It was spreading south into the Southern Takic groups even as 

Christian missions were being built and may represent a mixture of Native and Christian belief and practices 

(McCawley 1996). 

Deceased Tongva were either buried or cremated, with inhumation more common on the Channel Islands and the 

neighboring mainland coast and cremation predominating on the remainder of the coast and in the interior 

(Harrington 1942; McCawley 1996). Cremation ashes have been found in archaeological contexts buried within 

stone bowls and in shell dishes (Ashby and Winterbourne 1966), as well as scattered among broken ground stone 

implements (Cleland et al. 2007). Archaeological data such as these correspond with ethnographic descriptions of 

an elaborate mourning ceremony that included a wide variety of offerings, including seeds, stone grinding tools, 

otter skins, baskets, wood tools, shell beads, bone and shell ornaments, and projectile points and knives. Offerings 

varied with the gender and status of the deceased (Johnston 1962; McCawley 1996; Reid 1926). At the behest of 

the Spanish missionaries, cremation essentially ceased during the post-Contact period (McCawley 1996). 

4.18.2 Regulatory Requirements 

4.18.2.1 Federal Regulations  

No federal regulations are known to pertain to this project. 

4.18.2.2 State Regulations 

Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52 of 2014 amended PRC Section 5097.94 and added PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 

21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. AB 52 established that TCRs must be considered under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and also provided for additional Native American consultation requirements for 

the lead agency. PRC Section 21074 describes a TCR as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or 

object that is considered of cultural value to a California Native American Tribe and that is either: 

▪ On or determined to be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources or a local historic register; or 

▪ A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 

significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1. 

AB 52 formalizes the lead agency–tribal consultation process. Specifically, it requires the lead agency to notify a 

California Native American Tribe of proposed projects in the geographic area that is traditionally and culturally 

affiliated with the Tribe if that Tribe has requested such notification, in writing, to the lead agency (PRC Section 

21080.3.1(b)). Additionally, prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or 

environmental impact report, the lead agency is required to begin consultation with a California Native American 

Tribe that requested consultation within 30 days of receipt of project notification (PRC Section 21080.3.1(e)).  
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PRC Section 21084.2 establishes that “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” Effects 

on TCRs should be considered under CEQA. PRC Section 21080.3.2 states that parties may propose mitigation 

measures “capable of avoiding or substantially lessening potential significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource 

or alternatives that would avoid significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource.” Further, if a California Native 

American Tribe requests consultation regarding project alternatives, mitigation measures, or significant effects to 

TCRs, the consultation shall include those topics (PRC Section 21080.3.2(a)). The environmental document and 

the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (where applicable) shall include any mitigation measures that are 

adopted (PRC Section 21082.3(a)). 

Senate Bill 18 

The Local and Tribal Intergovernmental Consultation process, commonly known as SB 18 (Government Code 

Section 65352.3) was signed into law September of 2004 and took effect March 1, 2005. SB 18 refers to PRC 

Sections 5097.9 and 5097.995, which define cultural places as: 

▪ Native American sanctified cemetery place of worship, religious or ceremonial site, or sacred shrine (PRC 

Section 5097.9). 

▪ Native American historic, cultural, or sacred site that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the California 

Register of Historic Resources pursuant to Section 5024.1, including any historic or prehistoric ruins, any 

burial ground, any archaeological or historic site (PRC Section 5097.993). 

SB 18 established responsibilities for local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and consult 

with California Native American tribes that have been identified by the NAHC and if that tribe requests consultation 

after local government outreach as stipulated in Government Code Section 65352.3. The purpose of this 

consultation process is to protect the identity of the cultural place and to develop appropriate and dignified 

treatment of the cultural place in any subsequent project. The consultation is required whenever a general plan, 

specific plan, or open space designation is proposed for adoption or to be amended. Once local governments have 

sent notification, tribes are responsible for requesting consultation. Pursuant to Government Code Section 

65352.3(a)(2), each tribe has 90 days from the date on which they receive notification to respond and request 

consultation. 

In addition to the requirements stipulated previously, SB 18 amended Government Code Section 65560 to “allow 

the protection of cultural places in open space element of the general plan” and amended Civil Code Section 815.3 

to add “California Native American tribes to the list of entities that can acquire and hold conservation easements 

for the purpose of protecting their cultural places.”  

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 

5097.98 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies procedures to be 

used when Native American remains are discovered. As described below, these procedures are detailed in California 

Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, regardless of their 

antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. Health and Safety Code Section 

7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further 
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disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur 

until the County coroner has examined the remains (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b)). If the 

coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact 

the NAHC within 24 hours (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5[c]). In accordance with California 

Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(a), the NAHC will notify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). With the 

permission of the landowner, the MLD may inspect the site of discovery. Within 48 hours of being granted access 

to the site, the MLD may recommend means of treatment or disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the human 

remains and associated grave goods.  

4.18.2.3 Local 

City of Costa Mesa 2015 - 2035 General Plan 

Chapter 11, the Historical and Cultural Resources Element of the Costa Mesa 2015 - 2035 General Plan, provides 

the following goals and policies potentially relevant to the Project (City of Costa Mesa 2016). The following 

summarizes goals and policies specific to tribal cultural resources.  

Goal HCR-1:  Historical, Archaeological, and Paleontological Resource Preservation. 

Objective HCR-1A: Encourage preservation and protection of the City’s archaeological, paleontological, and 

historical resources.  

Preserving Archaeological Resources 

Policy HCR-1.7: Require cultural resources studies (i.e., archaeological and historical investigations) for all 

applicable discretionary projects, in accordance with CEQA regulations. The studies should 

identify cultural resources (i.e., prehistorical sites, historical sites, and isolated artifacts 

and features) in the project area, determine their eligibility for inclusion in the California 

Register of Historical Resources, and provide mitigation measures for any resources in the 

project area that cannot be avoided. Cultural resources studies shall be completed by a 

professional archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualifications Standards in prehistorical or historical archaeology. 

Policy HCR-1.8: Comply with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act regarding protection 

and recovery of archaeological resources discovered during development activities. 

4.18.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate project impacts to TCRs are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact related to TCRs would occur if the project would: 

Threshold 4.18-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 

in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 

that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 

place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
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i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in 

a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 

5020.1(k). 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 

(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 

consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

4.18.4 Impact Analyses 

4.18.4.1 Methodology 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Neighborhoods Where We All Belong Zoning Updates and 

Housing Element Implementation project is a policy document that does not include or propose any site-specific 

development that could directly result in construction or operational impacts to the environment. However, 

implementation of the project would facilitate additional future development in the city. Therefore, this Draft PEIR 

does not assess the site-specific construction and operation details of each future development within the Planning 

Area. Rather, it assesses the impacts associated with changes to existing land uses and the associated overall 

effects of buildout of the Neighborhoods Where We All Belong Zoning Updates and Housing Element 

Implementation project through 2056, where reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment could 

occur. Analysis at a parcel or site-specific level was not conducted because, unless otherwise noted within this 

assessment, the actual locations of project development (and its chronologic sequence or concurrence) that may 

be implemented in the future are speculative.  

The following analysis considers the existing environmental setting and regulatory environment applicable to the 

Planning Area. This analysis considers the CEQA Guidelines in determining whether implementation of the project 

could adversely affect TCRs within the Planning Area. 

AB 52 Consultation 

The project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (primarily PRC Section 21074, 21080.3.1 and 21082.3) which 

requires consideration of impacts to TCRs as part of the CEQA process, and that the lead agency provide notification 

of the project and pertinent details to California Native American Tribal representatives (that have requested 

notification), who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project. Pursuant to AB 52, 23 

NAHC-listed California Native American Tribal representatives were sent letters via certified U.S. Postal Service (USPS) 

mail, by the City on November 19, 2025. The letters contained a project description, outline of AB 52 timing, an 

invitation to consult, and contact information for the appropriate lead agency representative. AB 52 allows tribes 30 

days after receiving notification to request consultation in writing. If a tribe does not respond within the 30-day period, 

the lead agency is not required to initiate consultation with that tribe (PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)). 

SB 18 Consultation 

The project is also subject to compliance with SB 18 (Government Code Section 65352.3), which requires local 

governments to invite California Native American Tribal representatives to participate in consultation regarding 

proposed General Plan and Specific Plan adoptions or amendments. The NAHC identified 23 representatives from 

California Native American Tribes who would potentially have specific knowledge of the cultural resources identified 
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within the Planning Area, all of whom were also notified pursuant to AB 52. All 23 California Native American Tribal 

representatives provided by the NAHC were sent notification letters via certified USPS mail, by the City on November 

19, 2025. SB 18 allows tribes 90 days after receiving notification to request consultation in writing. If a tribe does 

not respond within the 90-day period, the lead agency is not required to initiate consultation with that tribe 

(Government Code Section 65352.3(a)).  

At the close of both allotted 30-day (AB 52) and 90-day (SB 18) response periods, two tribes, the Juaneño Band of 

Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation – Belardes, and the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 84A, 

have responded to the City’s notifications pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18. An account of all communication can be 

found in Table 4.18-1. Confidential documents related to AB 52 and SB 18 consultation are on file with the City 

(Appendix K-2) and available for review by eligible individuals.  

Table 4.18-1. Tribal Communications Log 

Native American 

Tribal 

Representatives 

Method and Date of 

Notification 

Response to City 

Notification Letters 

Consultation Date and 

Results 

Cahuilla Band of 

Indians; Erica 

Schenk, 

Chairperson 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Erica Schenk 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Erica Schenk 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Cahuilla Band of 

Indians; BobbyRay 

Esparza, Cultural 

Director 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Director BobbyRay Esparaza  

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Director BobbyRay Esparaza 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Cahuilla Band of 

Indians; Anthony 

Madrigal, Tribal 

Historic 

Preservation Officer 

(THPO)  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO Anthony 

Madrigal 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO Anthony 

Madrigal 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrieleno Band of 

Mission Indians – 

Kizh Nation; 

Anderw Salas, 

Chairperson 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Andrew Salas, 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Andrew Salas, 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrieleno Band of 

Mission Indians – 

Kizh Nation; 

Christina Swindall 

Martinez, Secretary  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Secretary 

Christina Swindall Martinez, 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Secretary 

Christina Swindall Martinez, 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 
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Table 4.18-1. Tribal Communications Log 

Native American 

Tribal 

Representatives 

Method and Date of 

Notification 

Response to City 

Notification Letters 

Consultation Date and 

Results 

Gabrileno/Tongva 

San Gabriel Band 

of Mission Indians; 

Anthony Morales, 

Chairperson 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Anthony Morales. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Anthony Morales. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrielino Tongva 

Indians of 

California Tribal 

Council; Christina 

Conley, Cultural 

Resource 

Administrator 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Administrator 

Christina Conley.  

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Administrator 

Christina Conley. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrielino Tongva 

Indians of 

California Tribal 

Council; Robert 

Dorame, 

Chairperson 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Robert Dorame. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Robert Dorame. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrielino/Tongva 

Nation; Sandonne 

Goad, Chairperson 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Sandonne Goad. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Sandonne Goad. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrielino-Tongva 

Tribe; Charles 

Alvarez, 

Chairperson 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Charles Alvarez. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairperson 

Charles Alvarez. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Gabrielino-Tongva 

Tribe; Sam Dunlap, 

Cultural Resource 

Director 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Director Sam 

Dunlap. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Director Sam 

Dunlap. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 
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Table 4.18-1. Tribal Communications Log 

Native American 

Tribal 

Representatives 

Method and Date of 

Notification 

Response to City 

Notification Letters 

Consultation Date and 

Results 

Juaneño Band of 

Mission Indians 

Acjachemen Nation 

- Belardes; Joyce 

Perry, Cultural 

Resource Director 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Director Joyce 

Perry. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Director Joyce 

Perry. 

AB 52 and SB 18: Joyce 

Perry, Cultural Resources 

Director, requested 

consultation on December 

1, 2025.  

The City and the Juaneño 

Band of Mission Indians 

Acjachemen Nation – 

Belardes, held a meeting 

on January 7, 2026. The 

City attempted to 

schedule two follow-up 

meetings, but both were 

cancelled due to 

scheduling conflicts. 

Consultation concluded 

on May 26, 2026. 

Juaneño Band of 

Mission Indians 

Acjachemen Nation 

84A; Nathan 

Banda, Chairman 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairman 

Nathan Banda.  

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Chairman 

Nathan Banda. 

AB 52 and SB 18: Chris 

Garando, Cultural Director, 

requested consultation on 

November 19, 2025. 

The City held two 

meetings with the 

Juaneño Band of Mission 

Indians Acjachemen 

Nation 84A on December 

16, 2025 and March 17, 

2026. Consultation 

concluded on May 22, 

2026. 

Juaneño Band of 

Mission Indians 

Acjachemen Nation 

84A; Heidi Lucero, 

THPO/Most Likely 

Descendant (MLD) 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO/MLD 

Heidi Lucero. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO/MLD 

Heidi Lucero. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Juaneño Band of 

Mission Indians 

Acjachemen Nation 

84A; Shannon 

Wingfield, Secretary  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Secretary 

Shannon Wingfield. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Secretary 

Shannon Wingfield. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Pala Band of 

Mission Indians; 

Shasta Gaughen, 

THPO  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO Shasta 

Gaughen. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO Shasta 

Gaughen. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Pala Band of 

Mission Indians; 

Alexis Wallick, 

Assistant THPO  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Assistant 

THPO Alexis Wallick. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Assistant 

THPO Alexis Wallick. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 
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Table 4.18-1. Tribal Communications Log 

Native American 

Tribal 

Representatives 

Method and Date of 

Notification 

Response to City 

Notification Letters 

Consultation Date and 

Results 

Pala Band of 

Mission Indians; 

Christopher Nejo, 

Legal 

Analyst/Researcher  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Legal 

Analyst/Researcher 

Christopher Nejo. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Legal 

Analyst/Researcher 

Christopher Nejo. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Santa Rosa Band of 

Cahuilla Indians; 

Steven Estrada, 

Tribal Chairman 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Tribal 

Chairman Steven Estrada. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Tribal 

Chairman Steven Estrada. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Santa Rosa Band of 

Cahuilla Indians; 

Mercedes Estrada, 

Cultural Director 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Director Mercedes Estrada. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Director Mercedes Estrada. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Santa Rosa Band of 

Cahuilla Indians; 

Vanessa Minott, 

Tribal Administrator  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Tribal 

Administrator Vanessa 

Minott. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Tribal 

Administrator Vanessa 

Minott. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Soboba Band of 

Luiseño Indians; 

Joseph Ontiveros, 

THPO 

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO Joseph 

Ontiveros. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to THPO Joseph 

Ontiveros. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 

Soboba Band of 

Luiseño Indians; 

Jessica Valdez, 

Cultural Resource 

Specialist  

AB 52: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Specialist Jessica 

Valdez. 

SB 18: November 19, 2025, 

Letters sent to Cultural 

Resource Specialist Jessica 

Valdez. 

AB 52: No response 

SB 18: No response 

N/A 
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The Neighborhoods Where We All Belong Zoning Updates and Housing Element Implementation does not propose 

any land use or zoning changes to parcels currently zoned or designated as open space. Instead, the Project would 

facilitate changes to development type/intensity (e.g., from commercial/industrial to mixed-use and residential to 

denser residential) on parcels that already support and/or are zoned for development. Potential future development 

would predominantly consist of infill development within previously disturbed and/or developed parcels. 

4.18.4.2 Environmental Analyses 

Threshold 4.18-1 Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 

cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 

feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 

scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native 

American Tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in 

a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 

5020.1(k)?  

Significant and Unavoidable. In accordance with AB 52 and SB 18 requirements, the City sent the Project 

notification letters vis USPS Certified Mail to the California Native American Tribes on November 19, 2025, 

respectively, formally inviting Tribes to consult with the City on the Project. The City received two requests for 

consultation from two California Native American Tribes, the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 

– Belardes on December 1, 2025, and the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 84A on November 

19, 2025. The City met with both Tribes as part of the consultation process to discuss the Project, potential impacts 

to TCRs, and proposed mitigation measures. MM-4.5-2, which is implemented as part of the Project and detailed 

in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, of this PEIR, was presented to both Tribes. Both Tribes acknowledged the 

program-level nature of the Project and expressed interest in consulting on future projects subject to subsequent 

environmental review. Following transmittal of the draft MM-4.5-2 in May 2026, consultation with both Tribes was 

concluded, with the City intending to move forward with MM-4.5-2 as presented. 

Although no analysis at a parcel or site-specific level was conducted due to the speculative nature of the Planning 

Area, the Project would facilitate changes to development type/intensity (e.g. from commercial/industrial to mixed-

use and residential to denser residential). These changes could directly impact tribal cultural resources through the 

redevelopment of these properties. As such, the impact to tribal cultural resources resulting from the Project would 

be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

The majority of the Planning Area has undergone substantial grading, construction, or other ground-disturbing 

activities that have reduced the likelihood that intact archaeological deposits remain. These areas are generally 

considered to have low archaeological sensitivity. However, areas of moderate and high archaeological sensitivity 

remain within the Planning Area.  

Areas of low archaeological sensitivity are generally characterized by extensive prior ground disturbance and urban 

development, where intact archaeological deposits are unlikely to remain. Moderate sensitivity areas include 

locations with limited prior ground disturbance, areas where archaeological resources were previously recorded but 

documented as destroyed or heavily disturbed, or areas in proximity to the Santa Ana River. High sensitivity areas 

include locations where previously recorded archaeological resources with documented human remains have been 

identified, or where intact archaeological deposits may still be present underlying existing development. 
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Additionally, a search of the NAHC Sacred Lands File was conducted and the NAHC replied with positive results (i.e., 

results indicating that resources are present in the study area).  

The Project is intended to guide regional-level growth and development within the Planning Area. No direct 

development is proposed, and the Project would not directly destroy or adversely change the significance of a TCR. 

The Project would facilitate additional future development. Some of the future projects that would be facilitated by 

the Project would involve the earthwork to demolish, renovate, and construct on properties within the Planning 

Area. Such activities could require grading and/or construction in native soils, such as earthwork for ground 

preparation, construction of foundations and driveways and installation of trenching for utilities and landscaping. It 

is not expected that all of these activities would occur in engineered fill and/or previously disturbed soils, and this 

analysis anticipates that native/undisturbed soils would be impacted by future development activities. Therefore, 

there is a potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of both known and unknown TCRs, 

that are either listed or eligible for listing in the California Register, or listed in a local register of historical resources 

as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k). 

As detailed in Section 4.18.2, Regulatory Requirements, there are existing federal and state regulations in place to 

identify, assess impacts to, and protect TCRs. Additionally, the City of Costa Mesa’s Historic Preservation Ordinance 

and the City’s General Plan include guidelines, goals and policies that promote the identification and preservation 

of TCRs as described in Section 4.18.2.3, Local Regulations. However, even with compliance with applicable 

regulations, there is a potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of both known and 

unknown TCRs through the reasonably foreseeable future property development that may occur on existing 

properties in the Planning Area. 

MM-4.18-1 would require the City to obtain a NAHC Sacred Land Files Search, as appropriate, and comply with all 

applicable requirements of AB 52, during subsequent environmental review. Pursuant to AB 52, the City must 

provide formal notification of applicable future development projects to designated contact of each traditionally 

and culturally affiliated California Native American tribe that has requested notice. Additionally, the City must begin 

the consultation process within 30 days after receiving a Tribe’s request for consultation.  

If the future project’s impacts to TCRs are determined to be potentially significant, the City would require the project 

to incorporate appropriate measures to avoid or minimize impacts to TCRs. Appropriate measures would be 

determined in consultation with the California Native American Tribe and consistent with MM-4.5-2 in Section 4.5, 

Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR. Measures may include an Archaeological Resources Work Plan (ARWP), 

construction worker archaeological/TCR sensitivity training, tribal monitoring, and/or protocols for 

archaeological/TCR discoveries. In addition, MM-4.5-2 would require all ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet 

of the find to cease if TCRs are encountered during construction. The evaluation and treatment of the discovered 

resources must be completed according to the protocol outlined in MM-4.5-2. Furthermore, all applicable 

requirements set forth in MM-4.5-2 must also be performed in coordination and consultation with the local Native 

American Tribes. The City would consider tribal preferences when deciding on the disposition of Native American 

archaeological resources, which may include curation at an accredited or nonaccredited repository; onsite or offsite 

reburial; and/or donation to a local tribe or public, nonprofit institution with a research interest in the materials, or 

local school or historical society in the area for educational purposes.  

While background research, pedestrian surveys, archaeological assessments, evaluations, and avoidance of known 

resources are common mitigation measures for projects in which there are impacts to known TCRs, these measures 

do not ensure that all impacts from future development projects would be mitigated to a level of less than 

significant. Future non-discretionary projects that would be implemented under the Project would be subject to the 
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federal, state and local regulations mentioned above; however, these non-discretionary projects would not 

necessarily be subject to CEQA review, additional environmental assessments, or mitigation measures. As such, 

even with the implementation of existing regulations, applicable guidelines, goals and policies, and MM-4.18-1 and 

MM 4.5-2, potential impacts relative to TCRs would be significant and unavoidable because it is not possible to 

ensure the successful preservation of all TCRs where new development may occur.  

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 

(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 

consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?  

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. In accordance with AB 52 and SB 18 requirements, the City sent the Project 

notification letters vis USPS Certified Mail to the California Native American Tribes on November 19, 2025, 

respectively, formally inviting Tribes to consult with the City on the Project. The City received two requests for 

consultation from two California Native American Tribes, the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 

– Belardes on December 1, 2025, and the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 84A on November 

19, 2025. The City met with both Tribes as part of the consultation process to discuss the Project, potential impacts 

to TCRs, and proposed mitigation measures. MM-4.5-2, which is implemented as part of the Project and detailed 

in Section 4.5 of this PEIR, was presented to both Tribes. Both Tribes acknowledged the program-level nature of 

the Project and expressed interest in consulting on future projects subject to subsequent environmental review. 

Following transmittal of the draft MM-4.5-2 in May 2026, consultation with both Tribes was concluded, with the City 

intending to move forward with MM-4.5-2 as presented. 

Although no analysis at a parcel or site-specific level was conducted due to the speculative nature of the proposed 

Planning Area, the Project would facilitate changes to development type/intensity (e.g. from commercial/industrial 

to mixed-use and residential to denser residential). These changes could directly impact TCRs through the 

redevelopment of these properties. As such, the impact to TCRs resulting from the Project would be a significant 

and unavoidable impact.  

As detailed in Section 4.18.2, Regulatory Requirements, there are existing federal and state regulations in place to 

identify, assess impacts to, and protect tribal cultural resources. Additionally, the City of Costa Mesa’s Historic 

Preservation Ordinance and the City’s General Plan include guidelines, goals and policies that promote the 

identification and preservation of TCRs as described in Section 4.18.2.3, Local Regulations. However, even with 

compliance with applicable regulations, there is a potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of both known and unknown TCRs through the reasonably foreseeable future property development 

that may occur on existing properties in the Planning Area. 

MM-4.18-1 would require the City to obtain a NAHC Sacred Land Files Search, as appropriate, and comply with all 

applicable requirements of AB 52, during subsequent environmental review. Pursuant to AB 52, the City must 

provide formal notification of applicable future development projects to designated contact of each traditionally 

and culturally affiliated California Native American tribe that has requested notice. Additionally, the City must begin 

the consultation process within 30 days after receiving a tribe’s request for consultation.  

If the future project’s impacts to TCRs are determined to be potentially significant, the City would require the project 

to incorporate appropriate measures to avoid or minimize impacts to TCRs. Appropriate measures would be 

determined in consultation with the California Native American Tribe and consistent with MM-4.5-2 in Section 4.5, 
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Cultural Resources section of this Draft EIR. Measures may include an ARWP, construction worker 

archaeological/TCR sensitivity training, tribal monitoring, and/or protocols for archaeological/TCR discoveries. In 

addition, MM-4.5-2 would require all ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of the find to cease if TCRs are 

encountered during construction. The evaluation and treatment of the discovered resources must be completed 

according to the protocol outlined in MM-4.5-2. Furthermore, all applicable requirements set forth in MM-4.15-2 

must also be performed in coordination and consultation with the local Native American Tribes. The City would 

consider tribal preferences when deciding on the disposition of Native American archaeological resources, which 

may include curation at an accredited or nonaccredited repository; onsite or offsite reburial; and/or donation to a 

local tribe or public, nonprofit institution with a research interest in the materials, or local school or historical society 

in the area for educational purposes.  

While background research, pedestrian surveys, TCR assessments, evaluations, and avoidance are common 

mitigation measures for impacts to known TCRs, these measures do not assure that all impacts would be mitigated 

to a level of less than significant for those TCRs not yet identified. Future non-discretionary projects that would be 

implemented under the proposed Project would be subject to the federal, state and local regulations mentioned 

above; however, these non-discretionary projects would not necessarily be subject to CEQA review, additional 

environmental assessments, or mitigation measures. As such, even with implementation of existing regulations, 

applicable Neighborhoods Where We All Belong Zoning Updates and Housing Element Implementation goals and 

policies, and MM-4.5-2 and MM-4.18-1, impacts relative to TCRs could still occur and potential impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable.  

4.18.5 Cumulative Impact Analyses 

Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of a project, taken together with the impacts of other 

closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are significant, the lead agency then must 

determine whether the project’s incremental contribution to such significant cumulative impact is “cumulatively 

considerable” (and thus significant in and of itself). The cumulative study area used to assess potential cumulative 

cultural resources impacts includes the entirety of the City and considers the future buildout of applicable local and 

regional plans. The full list of related plans applicable to the Project's cumulative analyses is provided in Section 

2.5, Cumulative Impact Analysis, in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting of this Draft PEIR. 

Threshold 4.18-1. The development of cumulative projects has the potential to cumulatively affect known and 

unknown TCRs. Development of related projects can affect TCRs if such projects adversely alter or destroy TCRs, 

such as TCRs that could contribute to understanding of an overall tribal cultural landscape. Over time, population 

growth and its accompanying development throughout the City has resulted in the destruction of TCRs during the 

early settlement days of the region and continuing to this day. Because all TCRs are unique and nonrenewable 

members of finite classes of resources that represent time periods, cultural landscapes, projects that destroy or 

alter certain TCRs have the potential to limit or eliminate an opportunity for a comprehensive understanding of the 

time periods and cultural landscapes a TCR belongs and could result in a cumulatively significant effect on TCRs. 

Therefore, implementation of future projects under the proposed Project could result in a cumulatively significant 

effect on TCRs. Even with existing state, and local regulations in place designed to protect TCRs, individual TCRs 

would still have the potential to be impacted or degraded from destruction, relocation, or alteration as a result of 

new private or public development or redevelopment allowable under cumulative projects.  

Therefore, impacts to TCRs as a result of project implementation, in combination with other development that would 

occur in the region, would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact to TCRs. Even with 
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implementation of MM-4.5-2 and MM-4.18-1, impacts relative to TCRs could still occur, and the Project’s 

incremental contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 

4.18.6 Mitigation Measures 

MM-4.5-2  Archaeological Resources. See Section 4.5, Cultural Resources.  

MM 4.18-1 Tribal Cultural Resources. During subsequent project-level environmental review, the City shall 

obtain a State of California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Land Files 

Search, as appropriate, and comply with all applicable requirements of AB 52. Pursuant to AB 52, 

the City shall provide formal notification of the project to designated contact of each traditionally 

and culturally affiliated California Native American Tribe that has requested notice. The City shall 

begin the consultation process within 30 days after receiving a Tribe’s request for consultation. 

The City shall consider all relevant information available for the property to identify potential tribal 

cultural resources in the project area, evaluate the project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural 

resources, and mitigate those potential impacts.  

 If project impacts to tribal cultural resources are determined to be potentially significant, the City 

shall require the project to incorporate appropriate measures to avoid or minimize impacts to tribal 

cultural resources, including but not limited to, the measures recommended in Public Resources 

Code Section 21084.3, tribal monitoring, or other alternative measures identified in consultation 

with the California Native American Tribe.  

If an archaeological resource that is Native American in origin is identified in the preparation of a 

Phase I Archaeological Resources Inventory Report (see MM-4.5-2) or Native American 

archaeological resources are encountered during construction, the City shall consult and 

coordinate with the California Native American Tribal representatives who are traditionally or 

culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the development project to evaluate and mitigate 

impacts in accordance with the requirements set forth in MM-4.5-2. 

4.18.7 Level of Significance Conclusion 

Threshold 4.18-1. Even with implementation of MM-4.18-1 and MM-4.5-2, the Project has the potential to cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 

section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 

and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and 

impacts would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable.  
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4.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

This section of the Draft PEIR evaluates the potential impacts from the implementation of the Neighborhoods Where 

We All Belong Zoning Updates and Housing Element Implementation (Project) on utilities and service systems, 

including the potential impacts to water, wastewater, storm drain, electric power, natural gas, telecommunication, 

conveyance capacity, as well as impacts to water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal capacity. 

A discussion of the existing utilities and service systems in the City of Costa Mesa (City) and in the Planning Area is 

also included in this section to present the environmental baseline for the Project. The analysis is based, in part, 

on information provided in various City planning documents, as well as information from the Costa Mesa Sanitary 

District, the Costa Mesa Building Division, Mesa Water District, and Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD), and the 

following appendix:  

Appendix L  Utility Services Correspondence 

Other sources consulted are listed in Section 4.19.8, References.  

4.19.1 Existing Conditions 

4.19.1.1  Stormwater Service 

While many of the regional flood control facilities in the city are owned, operated, and maintained by the Orange 

County Flood Control District, the City is responsible for operating and maintaining City-owned storm drainage 

facilities. There are over 50 miles of City-owned storm drain pipes and approximately 1,167 City-owned catch basins 

(City of Costa Mesa 2026a). The Orange County Flood Control District, Caltrans, the City of Santa Ana, and the City 

of Newport Beach also operate and maintain storm drain facilities inside the city as part of their respective storm 

drainage systems. Costa Mesa has experienced a history of stormwater ponding, especially within the western and 

southwestern portions of the city. Many of the known locations of recurring ponding (i.e. flooding) within the city 

occur in flat areas that typically reside along historic water courses and are serviced by undersized drainage 

infrastructure which was designed and built during the early development of the city when the engineering 

standards were less comprehensive than the current standards of today (City of Costa Mesa 2024). As part of the 

City’s Storm Drain System Master Plan, the City prepared an Existing Conditions Assessment Report (ECAR) in 2024 

to summarize the current conditions of the City’s storm drain infrastructure. According to the ECAR, the City’s storm 

drainage network is organized into three hydrologic regions or subareas (specifically, West, East and North). West 

of the 55fwy/Newport Blvd being one sub area, East of 55fwy/Newport Blvd being the second, and North of the 

405fwy being the third. These subareas collectively route storm water runoff via catch basins, inlets, storm drain 

pipes, and channels that ultimately discharge into one of two watershed drainage basins; the Santa Ana River 

Watershed or the Newport Bay Watershed (City of Costa Mesa 2024). The Planning Area spans portions of all three 

subareas.  

Most trunk facilities in and downstream of the city were built to pre-1986 “100 year Expected Value” criteria, which 

were ultimately reclassified as roughly equivalent to a 25-year “High Confidence” standard, meaning many pipes 

and channels now effectively provide approximately 25-year storm event capacity and cannot take more flow 

without overloading downstream infrastructure (City of Costa Mesa 2024). As a result, several locations in the city 

currently experience periodic flooding under existing conditions, led by the 17th Street/Pomona Avenue system in 

the West subarea (which is adjacent to several Planning Area parcels), and the Canyon storm drain along the south 

edge of Fairview Park (City of Costa Mesa 2024). Other recurring hotspots in the vicinity of the Planning Area include 
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19th Street/Anaheim Avenue, Farad Street/Ohms Way, and Newport Boulevard/23rd Street (City of Costa Mesa 

2024). The 2024 ECAR report includes a preliminary prioritization combining hydraulic deficiency and public safety 

factors and identifies approximately 65,150 linear feet of storm drain as Moderate, High, or Highest priority for 

improvement, with many lines performing below the 25-year level (City of Costa Mesa 2024).  

As discussed under “Storm Drain System Master Plan” in Section 4.19.2.3, Local (Regulatory Requirements), based 

on the results of the ECAR, the City also prepared a Proposed Drainage and Water Quality Improvements Report 

that identifies recommended storm drainage infrastructure improvements necessary to ensure the City achieves 

the desired flood control and water quality standards (City of Costa Mesa 2024). 

4.19.1.2  Sewer Service 

The Costa Mesa Sanitary District (CMSD) is an independent special district that encompasses the entire city. CMSD 

maintains a 224-mile wastewater collection system that collects and transmits wastewater to Orange County Sanitation 

District (OC San) facilities for treatment and disposal. There are approximately 4,707 sewer manholes within the system, 

which are used as access points for cleaning and inspection purposes (CMSD 2021a). The system also includes 20 

pump stations that convey wastewater flow from low lying areas to higher elevations where it can continue its gravity flow 

(CMSD 2021a, 2026a). The wastewater generated within the city is collected and processed at OC San treatment plants 

in Fountain Valley and Huntington Beach (City of Costa Mesa 2016). 

Resource Recovery Plant No. 1 (Fountain Valley), which receives flow primarily from the eastern and inland parts of the 

service area, has a peak influent wet weather flow (PWWF) capacity of 320 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently 

processes an average flow of approximately 116 mgd. Resource Recovery Plant No. 2 (Huntington Beach), which receives 

flow from the western and coastal parts of the service area, has a PWWF capacity of 340 mgd and currently processes 

an average flow of approximately 68 mgd. As such, the current average total sewage flow to these wastewater treatment 

plants is approximately 184 mgd (OC San 2026) and the combined total treatment PWWF capacity is approximately 660 

mgd (OC San 2017). Accounting for the existing average sewage flow, the remaining treatment capacity is approximately 

476 mgd. 

At the regional level, OC San provides wastewater collection, treatment, disposal, and recycling services for 

approximately 2.6 million people in central and northwest Orange County. OC San owns and operates over 380 

miles of regional sewer pipes, 15 pump stations, and two operating facilities that treat wastewater from residential, 

commercial, and industrial sources (OC San 2026).  

4.19.1.3  Water Supply 

Domestic water services within the city are provided by the Mesa Water District and IRWD. The Mesa Water District 

service area encompasses approximately 18 square miles, covering most of the city, part of Newport Beach, and 

John Wayne Airport. The IRWD service area encompasses approximately 181 square miles and covers a portion of 

properties within Costa Mesa located southeast of Newport Boulevard between 23rd Street and Bristol Street, as 

well as various other jurisdictions (City of Costa Mesa 2016). Both Mesa Water District and IRWD are member 

agencies of the Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC), a wholesale importer of water from the 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. MWDOC serves all of Orange County except for the cities of 

Anaheim, Fullerton, and Santa Ana. 

The current and projected water supplies are provided in Table 4.19-1, as included in Mesa Water District’s and 

IRWD’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (Mesa Water District 2021; IRWD 2021).  
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Table 4.19-1. City of Costa Mesa Water Supplies (Actual and Projected) (acre-feet) 

Water Supply 

Source  

2020  

(Actual)  

2025  

(Projected)  

2030  

(Projected)  

2035  

(Projected)  

2040  

(Projected)  

2045  

(Projected)  

Mesa Water District 

Groundwater (Orange 

County Basin) 

16,118 16,354 18,009 19,001 19,376 19,751 

Recycled Water 

(Orange County Water 

District) 

1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 

Mesa Water District 

Subtotal 

17,218 17,454 19,109 20,101 20,476 20,851 

Irvine Ranch Water District 

Purchased or Imported 

Water (Mesa Water 

District) 

12,861 51,027 51,027 51,027 51,027 51,027 

Purchased or Imported 

Water (Mesa Water 

District [SAC]) 

1,168 3,048 3,048 3,048 3,048 3,048 

Surface Water (Irvine 

Lake) 

6,600 17,347 17,347 17,347 17,347 17,347 

Groundwater 37,990 42,012 42,012 42,012 42,012 42,012 

Groundwater (Non-

Potable) 

4,437 3,461 3,461 3,461 3,461 3,461 

Recycled Water 

(MWRP & LAWRP) 

24,627 12,352 12,352 12,352 12,352 12,352 

IRWD Subtotal 87,683 178,727 178,727 178,727 178,727 178,727 

Total 104,901 196,181 197,836 198,828 199,203 199,578 

Source: Mesa Water District 2021; IRWD 2021. 

Notes: MWRP: Michelson Water Recycling Plant; LAWRP: Los Alisos Water Recycling Plant; SAC: Santiago Aqueduct Commission, IRWD: 

Irvine Ranch Water District 

Mesa Water District’s main source of water supply is groundwater from the OC Basin. Mesa Water District operates 

eight groundwater wells within the city that pump water from the Orange County Groundwater Basin. However, 

because natural water supplies are limited in Orange County and demand generally exceeds the rate of 

replenishment of these sources, a majority of communities in Orange County rely on water imported from sources 

outside Orange County, including from the Colorado River Aqueduct and the State Water Project. Recycled water 

makes up the rest of Mesa Water District’s water supply portfolio. Although Mesa Water District has historically relied 

on imported water to supplement its demands, Mesa Water District is projected to meet its future demands using local 

groundwater through 2045 (Mesa Water District 2021).  

IRWD's water resource portfolio consists of imported water, local groundwater, recycled water, and local surface 

water. Treated and untreated imported water is purchased from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California through MWDOC. Potable and non-potable groundwater supplies are extracted from both the Main 

Orange County Groundwater Basin and the Irvine Sub‐Basin. Recycled water production at IRWD’s Michelson and 

Los Alisos Water Recycling Plants are primary supplies to IRWD’s non-potable distribution system. IRWD is projected 

to meet its future demands using local groundwater through 2045 (IRWD 2021). 
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4.19.1.4 Solid Waste 

The Costa Mesa Public Works Department (Public Works) manages all commercial waste collection and recycling 

services within the city, while CMSD oversees all residential waste collection and recycling services. Public Works 

uses a non-exclusive franchise system to manage trash and recycling services to multi-family (5 or more units) and 

business properties, as well as any for-hire hauling of temporary waste collection containers from construction and 

demolition projects. Public Works also has a permit system that allows contractors to self-haul the waste generated 

by their primary business activity (i.e. roofing, land grading, etc.). Public Works contracts commercial, multi-family, 

and construction waste collection and recycling services with CR&R, Inc., Robert's Waste & Recycling, Haul-Away 

Rubbish Service Co., Waste Management of Orange County, Rainbow Disposal Co., Inc, Ware Disposal, and 

Universal Waste Systems (City of Costa Mesa 2026b). CMSD contracts curbside refuse and recycling collection 

services with CR&R Inc. (CMSD 2026).  

Solid waste is primarily transported to the three active landfills in Orange County, as coordinated by Public Works, 

CMSD, and contracted waste management service providers (OC Waste and Recycling 2026a). Table 4.19-2 

provides information on the three solid waste disposal facilities that are permitted to accept solid waste from the 

City and other municipalities in Orange County, including the estimated remaining disposal capacity (in tons). 

Table 4.19-2. Solid Waste Disposal Facilities in Orange County 

Class III Landfills 

Facility 

Name Permit No. Address 

Average 

Daily 

Disposal 

(tons) 

Maximum 

Permitted 

Daily 

Capacity 

(tons) 

Remaining 

Capacity 

(tons)2 

Remaining 

Life 

(years)3 

Frank R. 

Bowerman 

Sanitary 

Landfill 

30-AB-0360 11002 Bee Canyon 

Access Road, Irvine, 

CA 92618 

8,500 11,500 Daily: 3,000 

Total: 24.3 

million 

27 

Olinda 

Alpha 

Landfill 

30-AB-0035 North Valencia 

Avenue, Brea, CA 

92823 

7,000 8,000 Daily: 1,000 

Total: 3.0 

million 

10 

Prima 

Deshecha 

Landfill 

30-AB-0019 32250 Avenida La 

Pata, San Juan 

Capistrano, CA 

92675 

2,5361 4,000 Daily: 1,464 

Total: 33.4 

million 

76 

Total  17,732 23,500 Daily: 5,464 

Total: 60.7 

million 

— 

Source: OC Waste & Recycling 2026a; CalRecycle 2026a; CalRecycle 2026b; CalRecycle 2026c 

Notes:  
1  Average daily disposal for the Prima Deshecha land is based on 300 operating days per year. The Prima Deshecha Landfill is open 

six days per week, except federal holidays. 
2 Remaining capacity is based on 300 operating days per year. All landfills are open six days per week, except federal holidays. 

Daily remaining capacity (tons) x operating days x remaining life (years) = total remaining capacity (tons). 
3 Remaining life represents the difference in years between the “Ceased Operation Date” and the time of drafting this PEIR (2026). 
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As demonstrated in Table 4.19-2, there is a remaining landfill capacity of 5,464 tons per day at the Orange County 

facilities. The total remaining capacity for Orange County facilities is approximately 60.7 million tons. Currently, OC 

Waste & Recycling is proposing a project to increase capacity of the Prima Deshecha Landfill. At the time drafting of 

this analysis, OC Waste & Recycling has publicly circulated a Subsequent EIR to evaluate the potential effects of 

increasing the amount of waste the landfill can accept each day. If the project is approved, an additional disposal 

capacity of up to 8,000 tons per day will become available (OC Waste & Recycling 2026b). 

It is expected that landfill space will diminish in Southern California, which will require jurisdictions to continue 

development of waste reduction and diversion efforts to avoid shortfalls in landfill capacity (City of Costa Mesa 

2016). However, as stated in the 5-Year Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) Review Report, 

Orange County has overall landfill capacity of 50 years as of 2021 (OC Waste & Recycling 2021).  

For hazardous waste, Orange County Waste and Recycling (OC Waste & Recycling) operates four regional Household 

Hazardous Waste Collection Centers (HHWCCs) located in the cities of Anaheim, Huntington Beach, Irvine, and San 

Juan Capistrano. HHWCCs offer convenient drop off locations for Orange County residents, meet all regulatory 

requirements, and offer a Materials Reuse Program area for residents to obtain partially used qualified materials. 

These programs are an effective way to manage household hazardous waste while reducing illegal and improper 

disposal of hazardous wastes (OC Waste & Recycling 2021). See Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

of this Draft PEIR for further discussion. 

4.19.1.5 Electric Service 

Electricity in the city is provided by Southern California Edison (SCE), a private franchise utility company and 

subsidiary of Sempra Energy. All standards, development requirements, and improvement strategies are set directly 

by SCE, with oversight by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Electricity is transmitted by a network 

of aboveground and underground power lines to supply sufficient power to all locations, including streetlights and 

traffic signals.  

4.19.1.6 Natural Gas 

Natural gas currently serving the city is provided by Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), which owns and 

operates two natural gas storage fields in Southern California. These storage fields help meet peak seasonal 

demand and allow Southern California customers to secure natural gas supplies more efficiently. SoCalGas also 

owns and operates four underground storage facilities located around Southern California. In addition, SoCalGas 

owns and operates all transmission mains, distribution pipelines, and service laterals within the city.  

4.19.1.7 Telecommunication Service 

Telecommunication facilities are installed in the city by a variety of private utility companies, including AT&T, 

Spectrum Services, Verizon, and Comcast Cable.  
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4.19.2 Regulatory Requirements 

4.19.2.1 Federal 

Safe Drinking Water Act  

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) administers the Safe Drinking Water Act, which is the 

primary federal law that regulates the quality of drinking water and establishes standards to protect public health 

and safety. The Department of Health Services (DHS) implements the requirements of the Act and oversees public 

water system quality statewide. DHS establishes legal drinking water standards for contaminants that could 

threaten public health. 

Clean Water Act 

The federal Clean Water Act, United States Code, Title 33, Sections 1251 et seq. requires that wastewater be 

treated prior to being discharged to waters of the United States. The Clean Water Act is described in further detail 

in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft PEIR. 

4.19.2.2 State 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act  

In California, the State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) 

are responsible for implementing the Clean Water Act and the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

(Porter-Cologne Act). The Porter-Cologne Act authorizes the State Water Resources Control Board to implement 

programs to control polluted discharges into state waters. In compliance with the Porter-Cologne Act, the nine 

RWQCBs establish wastewater concentration limits for a number of specific hazardous substances in treated 

wastewater discharge. 

California Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1983 

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 797, Water Code Division 6, Part 2.6, 

Section 10610-10656) requires that every urban water supplier that annually serves 3,000 or more customers, or 

provides more than 3,000 acre-feet of water, must prepare and adopt an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). 

UWMPs provide a description and evaluation of water supplies, reclamation programs, and conservation activities. 

Based on land use plans provided by local governments, population projections or other inputs, the UWMP 

calculates the projected water demand for the district and compares this demand against current and anticipated 

water supplies. These UWMPs, which must be updated every five years, are provided to local governments to help 

inform decisions on development proposals. UWMPs serve as building blocks for Integrated Regional Water 

Management Plans, which define a clear vision and strategy for the sustainable management of water resources 

within a specific region delineated by one or more watersheds. For the current planning cycle, 2025 Urban Water 

Management Plans must be adopted and submitted to California Department of Water Resources by July 1, 2026, 

consistent with updated requirements published in the 2025 UWMP Guidebook. The updated Guidebook includes 

clarifications to reliability tables, expanded guidance on potable reuse integration, and revised methods to avoid 

double‐counting stored water.  
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

On September 16, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed into law a three-bill legislative package, AB 1739 (Dickinson), 

SB 1168 (Pavley), and SB 1319 (Pavley), collectively known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

(SGMA). SGMA requires governments and water agencies of high- and medium-priority basins to halt overdraft and 

bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. Under SGMA, these basins should reach 

sustainability within 20 years of implementing their sustainability plans. For critically over-drafted basins, 

sustainability should be achieved by 2040. For the remaining high- and medium-priority basins, 2042 is the 

deadline. Through SGMA, the California Department of Water Resources provides ongoing support to local agencies 

through guidance, financial assistance, and technical assistance. SGMA empowers local agencies to form 

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to manage basins sustainably and requires those Groundwater Sustainability 

Agencies to adopt Groundwater Sustainability Plans for crucial groundwater basins in California. 

Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance  

The Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 23, Division 2, Chapter 

2.7, Section 490) adopts water efficiency standards for new and retrofitted landscapes and encourages the use of 

more efficient irrigation systems, graywater usage, and on-site storm water capture, and limits the portion of 

landscapes that can be covered in turf. The Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO), most recently 

updated and approved by the Office of Administrative Law with amendments effective January 2, 2025, establishes 

updated statewide standards for water‐efficient landscapes. The 2025 amendments improve clarity, reduce 

ambiguities, and implement provisions from the Governor’s Water Resilience Portfolio. Local agencies adopt and 

enforce a WELO at least as stringent as the updated MWELO. 

California Water Resources Control Board Low Impact Development Policy  

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted the Low Impact Development (LID) Policy which, at its 

core, promotes the idea of “sustainability” as a key parameter to be prioritized during the design and planning 

process for future development. The SWRCB has directed its staff to consider sustainability in all future policies, 

guidelines, and regulatory actions. LID is a proven approach to manage stormwater. The RWQCBs are advancing 

LID in California in various ways, including provisions for LID requirements in renewed Phase I municipal stormwater 

NPDES permits. 

Certified Sanitary Sewer Systems General Order Requirements 

On December 6, 2022, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted a General Waste Discharge Requirement 

(Order No. 2022-0103-DWQ) for all publicly owned sanitary sewer collection systems in California with more than 

1 mile of sewer pipes. A sewage discharge from sanitary sewers to waters of the State is prohibited by this Order. 

In addition, this Order: (1) further expands the existing prohibition of sewage discharges to include waters of the 

State, in addition to waters of the United States as provided in previous Order 2006-0003-DWQ, and (2) enhances 

the ability for Water Board enforcement of violations of the established prohibitions. The Order provides a consistent 

statewide approach to reducing sanitary sewer overflows by requiring public sewer system operators to take all 

feasible steps to control the volume of waste discharged into the system in order to prevent sanitary sewer waste 

from entering the storm sewer system, and to develop a Sewer System Management Plan. The General Waste 

Discharge Requirements also require that storm sewer overflows be reported to the State Water Resources Control 

Board using an online reporting system. 
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California Green Building Standards Code 

California Green Building Standards Code ([CALGreen], Part 11 of California Code of Regulations Title 24) requires that 

at least 65 percent diversion of the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste from most residential construction 

projects be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse, or that the conditions of a local construction and demolition waste 

management ordinance are met, whichever is more stringent. 

California Public Utilities Commission 

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 112E, which is based upon the Federal Department of 

Transportation Guidelines contained in Part 192 of the Federal Code of Regulations, specifies a variety of design, 

construction, inspection, and notification requirements. The CPUC conducts annual audits of pipeline operations to 

ensure compliance with these safety standards. In addition, the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) has 

a safety program which has reduced the risk of gas distribution fires by improving welds on the larger diameter (24- 

to 30-inch) pipelines and by replacing old distribution pipes with flexible plastic pipes. According to SoCalGas staff, 

high-pressure gas mains are common in developed areas throughout the country, and SoCalGas lines are inspected 

regularly and must comply with CPUC mandated safety requirements.  

California Energy Commission 

The California Energy Commission (CEC) was created as the state’s principal energy planning organization in 1974, 

in order to meet the energy challenges facing the state in response to the 1973 oil embargo. The CEC is charged 

with six basic responsibilities when designing state energy policy:  

▪ Forecasting statewide electricity needs;  

▪ Licensing power plants to meet those needs;  

▪ Promoting energy conservation and efficiency measures;  

▪ Developing renewable energy resources and alternative energy technologies; 

▪ Promoting research, development, and demonstration; and  

▪ Planning for and directing state response to energy emergencies. 

Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 6: Energy Efficiency Standards for Buildings 

Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations contains the CEC’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential 

and Nonresidential Buildings. Title 24 was first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce 

California’s energy consumption. Since that time, Title 24 has been updated periodically to allow for consideration 

and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. 

Title 20, California Code of Regulations, Sections 1601 et seq: Appliance Efficiency Regulations 

The 2012 Appliance Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR Sections 1601 through 1608) took effect February 13, 2013. 

The regulations include standards for both federally regulated appliances and non-federally regulated appliances.  

California Integrated Waste Management Act and Solid Waste Diversion Mandates   

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill [AB] 939) was enacted to reduce, recycle, 

and reuse solid waste generated in the state to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, the act required city and 
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county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to divert 50 percent of the total waste stream from 

landfill disposal by the year 2000. The act also required each city and county to promote source reduction, recycling, 

and safe disposal or transformation. AB 939 further required each city to conduct a Solid Waste Generation Study 

and to prepare a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to describe how it would reach the goals. The Source 

Reduction and Recycling Element contains programs and policies for fulfillment of the goals of the act, including 

the above-noted diversion goals, and must be updated annually to account for changing market and infrastructure 

conditions. As projects and programs are implemented, the characteristics of the waste stream, the capacities of 

the current solid waste disposal facilities, and the operational status of those facilities are upgraded, as appropriate. 

California cities and counties are required to submit annual reports to CalRecycle (formerly the County Integrated 

Waste Management Board) to provide an update on their progress toward the AB 939 goals. AB 939, as amended, 

requires that the 50 percent solid waste diversion goal continue be achieved by jurisdictions annually.  

California’s solid waste diversion requirements are governed primarily by the California Integrated Waste Management Act 

(AB 939) and subsequent legislation, most notably Senate Bill 1383 (Short‐Lived Climate Pollutants). While earlier statutes 

such as AB 341 (Mandatory Commercial Recycling) and AB 1826 (Mandatory Commercial Organics Recycling) established 

foundational diversion and recycling programs, their requirements have largely been subsumed by SB 1383, which took 

effect January 1, 2022, and is now the controlling regulatory framework. SB 1383 mandates universal organic waste 

separation, organics recycling services, and edible food recovery, with active statewide enforcement by CalRecycle. SB 1383 

requires the City to provide and enforce mandatory organic waste collection services for all waste generators, including 

residents, businesses, and City-owned facilities. Failure of the City to comply with SB 1383 implementation and 

enforcement requirements may subject the jurisdiction to administrative civil penalties imposed by CalRecycle of up to 

$10,000 per day. 

California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act 

The California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (AB 2176) was enacted to assist local jurisdictions 

with accomplishing the goals of AB 939. In accordance with AB 2176, any application submitted for a building 

permit must include adequate, accessible areas for the collection and loading of recyclable materials. Furthermore, 

the areas to be used must be demonstrated as adequate in capacity, number, and distribution to serve the 

proposed program. Moreover, the collection areas are to be situated as close as possible to existing exterior refuse 

collection areas. 

Public Resources Code Sections 41813 and 41850(a)   

CalRecycle has statutory requirements under Public Resources Code Sections 41813 and 41850(a) to enforce the 

provisions of AB 939 if a local jurisdiction fails to submit an adequate element or plan or if a local jurisdiction fails 

to implement its Source Reduction and Recycling Element or Household Hazardous Waste Element. Administrative 

civil penalties of up to $10,000 per day may be imposed on local jurisdictions until the element or plan is submitted 

to CalRecycle and is deemed adequate or until the element or plan is implemented. 

4.19.2.3 Local 

Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) 

The Porter-Cologne Act, Section 13000, directs each RWQCB to develop a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) 

for all areas within its region. The Basin Plan is the basis for each RWQCB’s regulatory program. The city and 

Planning Area are within the purview of the Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8), and the Project must comply with 
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applicable elements of the Basin Plan for Region 8. The Basin Plan gives direction on the beneficial uses of state 

waters, describes the water quality that must be maintained, and provides programs necessary to achieve the 

standards established in the Basin Plans. 

Costa Mesa Sanitary District–Sewer Connection Fees 

Capital improvements to Costa Mesa Sanitary District (CMSD) water reclamation plants are funded from connection 

fees charged to new developments, redevelopments, and expansions of existing land uses. The connection fee is 

a capital facilities fee used to provide additional conveyance, treatment, and disposal facilities (capital facilities) 

required by new users connecting to the CMSD sewerage system or by existing users that significantly increase the 

quantity or strength of their wastewater discharge.  

Storm Drain System Master Plan (SDSMP) 

The City’s Storm Drain System Master Plan (SDSMP) is a comprehensive set of citywide planning documents 

prepared and maintained by the City to guide long-term storm drainage infrastructure planning, capital 

improvements, and related drainage fee programs. The SDSMP evaluates the City’s storm drain infrastructure on 

a systemwide basis through hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, identification of existing and future system 

deficiencies, and prioritization of recommended drainage and water quality improvements. The plan serves as the 

technical foundation for the City’s storm drainage capital improvement programming and drainage fee nexus 

studies and supports the City’s ongoing efforts to achieve desired flood control and water quality standards. 

The SDSMP was developed and implemented in two phases. Phase I included preparation of the Existing Conditions 

Assessment Report (ECAR) and the Proposed Drainage and Water Quality Improvements Report, both of which were 

completed and accepted by the City Council in October 2024. Based on the findings of the ECAR, the Proposed 

Drainage and Water Quality Improvements Report identified recommended storm drainage infrastructure 

improvements necessary to address system deficiencies and improve flood control and water quality performance 

throughout the City. 

Phase II included preparation of the Storm Drainage Impact Fee Nexus Study and the Storm Drain Capital 

Improvement Program (CIP), both of which were completed and adopted by the City Council in April 2026. The Nexus 

Study provides planning-level CIP schedules, technical data, and fee calculations necessary to implement future 

storm drainage improvements and establish updated storm drainage impact fees. Presentation of the updated 

storm drainage impact fees, Storm Drain CIP, proposed ordinance amendments, and associated resolution 

occurred at the regularly scheduled City Council meeting on April 7, 2026, where the items were approved with 

revisions to the ordinance language. The second reading and adoption of the ordinance was subsequently 

continued from the April 21, 2026 meeting and formally adopted by the City Council on May 5, 2026. 

Costa Mesa Municipal Code 

Components of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code (“CMMC”) that are applicable to the subject of utilities and service 

systems are identified below. 

Title 8, Chapter III, Drainage. Chapter III regulates urban runoff, prohibits illicit discharges, and authorizes the City 

to impose conditions and controls on new development and redevelopment to protect receiving waters. It sets forth 

requirements for a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), which is a project‐level planning document that 

evaluates how a proposed development or redevelopment will prevent, reduce, and treat stormwater pollutants 

generated by the project. A WQMP typically includes: identification of pollutant‐generating activities; determination 
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of whether the project is a priority development project; selection and sizing of post‐construction Best Management 

Practices (BMPs); and documentation of long‐term operation and maintenance responsibilities for those BMPs. The 

technical content and applicability of WQMPs are implemented through the City’s MS4 compliance program, which 

relies on Orange County’s Model Water Quality Management Plan and Technical Guidance Document and 

City‐specific checklists and templates made available by Costa Mesa Public Works. The WQMP requires 

incorporation of structural stormwater controls—such as infiltration, biofiltration, capture and reuse, or treatment 

systems—that are physically integrated into the project’s site design to treat runoff before it enters the municipal 

storm drain system. 

Title 15, Chapter III, Section 15-65 – Drainage fees established. Section 15-65 of the CMMC establishes a Drainage 

Fee that is set periodically by the City Council to pay for upgrades/improvements to the City’s storm drain system. 

The fee is tiered to take into account the intensity of proposed development. The fee tiers include the following: 

low-density residential; medium-density residential; high-density residential; and commercial/industrial. The 

Drainage Fee shall be imposed on a pro rata, per acre basis upon any parcel or other piece of property for which an 

owner, developer or other applicant has requested approval to develop or redevelop, or to construct or reconstruct 

any structure upon such property pursuant to Section §15-70, prior to, and as a condition of approval being granted 

for such development or construction. The funds collected are deposited into one of two of the City’s Drainage Fee 

Funds. One for property that tributary to the Santa Ana River Watershed and another for property that is tributary 

to the Newport Bay Watershed. Chapter III related to the collection of storm drainage fees was updated by Ordinance 

No. 2026-05 on May 5, 2026 and marked the completion of the 2026 Storm Drainage Impact Fee Nexus Study, 

and the Storm Drain System Master Plan (SDSMP). 

Costa Mesa 2015-2035 General Plan 

The General Plan guides policy for land use within the city of Costa Mesa. The following provides a summary of the 

applicable goals and policies that pertain to the Project. The Project would support and/or would not conflict with 

the implementation of the following goals and policies. 

Land Use Element  

The Land Use Element of the Costa Mesa 2015-2035 General Plan (General Plan) provides the following goals and 

policies potentially relevant to the Project. The Housing Element Implementation Program would support and/or 

would not conflict with the implementation of the following goals and policies, as discussed in Section 4.11, Land 

Use and Planning (City of Costa Mesa 2025): 

Policy LU-2.2 Pursue maximum use of utility company funds and resources in undergrounding existing 

overhead lines, and encourage undergrounding of utilities in the public right-of-way for 

residential development consisting of five units or more, to the extent feasible and 

practical. 

Goal LU-5 Adequate Community Services, Transportation System, and Infrastructure to Meet Growth. 

Policy LU-5.8 Include an evaluation of impacts on utility systems and infrastructure in EIRs for all major 

general plan amendment, rezone, and development applications. 
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Safety Element  

The Safety Element of the General Plan provides the following goals and policies relevant to the Project (City of 

Costa Mesa 2016): 

Policy S-2.6:  Require that water supply systems for development are adequate to combat structural fires 

in terms of location and minimum required fire-flow pressures. 

Existing Community-Based and Specific Plans 

The 19 West Urban Plan, SoBECA Urban Plan, Mesa West Bluffs Urban Plan, Mesa West Residential Ownership 

Urban Plan/Mixed-Use Overlay, Harbor Mixed-Use Overlay, Residential Incentive Overlay, North Costa Mesa Specific 

Plan, One Metro West Specific Plan, and the Newport Boulevard Specific Plan are the existing community-based or 

specific plans within the Planning Area. However, none of these plans include goals or policies pertaining to utilities 

and service systems in the city.  

4.19.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the Project’s impacts on utilities and service systems are based on 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines, a significant impact related to utilities and service systems would occur if the Project would: 

Threshold 4.19-1: Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 

treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 

facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 

effects. 

Threshold 4.19-2: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 

future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 

Threshold 4.19-3: Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve 

the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 

addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

Threshold 4.19-4: Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 

local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. 

The following threshold question for this topic required in accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines was 

scoped out of this Draft PEIR, having been adequately addressed in the Initial Study, wherein it was determined 

that the Project would have no impact or a less than significant impact on the environment: 

▪ Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste? 

Thus, an analysis of this threshold is included in Appendix A-1, NOP and Initial Study, of this Draft PEIR. 



4.19 – UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION DRAFT PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 4.19-13 

4.19.4 Impact Analyses 

4.19.4.1 Methodology 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Neighborhoods Where We All Belong Zoning Updates and 

Housing Element Implementation is a policy document that does not include or propose any site-specific 

development that could directly result in construction or operational impacts to the environment. However, 

implementation of the Project would facilitate additional future development in the city. Therefore, this Draft PEIR 

does not assess the site-specific construction and operation details of each future development within the Planning 

Area. Rather, it assesses the impacts associated with changes to existing land uses and the associated overall 

effects of buildout of the Project through 2056, where reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment 

could occur. Analysis at a parcel or site-specific level was not conducted because, unless otherwise noted within 

this assessment, the actual locations of Project development (and its chronological sequence or concurrence) that 

may be implemented in the future are speculative.  

The potential for adverse impacts on utilities and service systems has been evaluated based on information 

concerning current service levels and the ability of the service providers to accommodate the increased demand 

generated by the proposed Project. 

Water/Sewer Infrastructure Capacity 

The analysis of water and sewer infrastructure capacity focuses on the projected increase in water demand and 

wastewater generation over the 2056-year horizon of the Project, in comparison to existing conditions. Impacts are 

considered significant if buildout of the Project would result in the need for construction of water and wastewater 

facilities that could result in a significant impact on the environment. 

Storm Drain Infrastructure Capacity 

The analysis of storm drain capacity focuses on the potential increase in stormwater generation that is anticipated 

to occur from added impervious area and buildout of the Project, in comparison to existing conditions. Impacts 

would be considered significant if the development of future projects pursuant to the MUOD would result in a 

substantial increase in impervious area and stormwater generation, which would necessitate construction or 

expansion of drainage facilities that may cause a significant impact on the environment.  

Energy System Capacity 

A number of factors are considered when weighing whether a project would use a proportionately large amount of 

energy (i.e., electricity and natural gas) that could result in energy capacity problems for existing infrastructure and 

requiring the expansion of infrastructure or energy supplies. Impacts would be considered significant if the Project 

would result in a substantial increase in energy demand that would necessitate construction or expansion of energy 

facilities that could cause a significant impact on the environment. 

Water Supply 

The water supply analysis focuses on the potential increased demand associated with buildout of the Project. The 

primary resources used for this analysis include the respective UWMPs for each retail water supplier, including 

Mesa Water District and IRWD (Mesa Water District 2021, IRWD 2021). The demand generated by the Project at 
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buildout compared to existing water supplies determines whether an impact from implementation of the Project 

would occur.  

Wastewater Treatment  

The analysis of wastewater treatment capacity focuses on the magnitude of the change in demand for wastewater 

treatment from buildout of the Project, based on the projected increase in water demand and wastewater 

generation over the 2056-year horizon of the Project. Impacts are considered significant if buildout of the Project 

would necessitate construction or expansion of wastewater facilities that could result in a significant impact on the 

environment. 

Landfill Capacity 

The analysis of landfill capacity focuses on whether existing and projected landfill capacity in the greater Orange 

County region will be sufficient to accommodate increased construction and operational waste generation 

associated with buildout of the Project. Impacts would be considered significant if the Project would result in a 

substantial increase in solid waste that would affect landfill capacity to the extent that a new or expanded landfill 

facility would be required, the development of which could result in an impact on the environment.  

4.19.4.2  Environmental Analyses 

Threshold 4.19-1 Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 

water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 

significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. For the reasons discussed below, the Project would result in less than significant 

impacts regarding the requirement or in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, 

electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities.  

Wastewater Treatment 

As detailed in Table 4.10-4, Project-Related Population Increase by Service Area, of Section 4.10, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, of this Draft PEIR, the total population increase in the Planning Areas as a result of Project 

implementation (by 2056) is 66,026 (inclusive of the residential population and employment). Of that total 

population increase, approximately 97 percent (63,966) would be within Mesa Water District’s service area, while 

approximately 3 percent (2,060) would be within IRWD’s service area.  

As presented in Table 4.19-3, based on the projected population and employment growth in the Planning Area and using 

the average per capita water use factor, the results estimate that sewage loads will increase by 3.38 mgd, a 1.84 percent 

increase over existing sewage loads for the Planning Area. As detailed in Section 4.19.1.2, Sewer Service, the current 

average total sewage flow to the Resource Recovery Plants No. 1 and No. 2 is approximately 184 mgd (OC San 2026) 

and the combined total treatment PWWF capacity is approximately 660 mgd (OC San 2017). Thus, Resource Recovery 

Plants No. 1 and No. 2 would have an additional 472.62 mgd of available, unused treatment capacity before they reach 

their permitted design capacity of 660 mgd. While it is not possible to fully evaluate future treatment capacity without 

fully understanding the potential increase in sewage loads across all of Resource Recovery Plants No. 1 and No. 2 

collection areas, the collective Project-area population increase constitutes less than 2 percent of the Resource Recovery 

Plants No. 1 and No. 2 combined additional treatment capacity.  
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Table 4.19-3. Projected Project-Related Increase in Sewer Loads by Service Area 

Location 

Project-Related 

Pop. Increase 

2020 UWMP 

Actual GPCD1 

Est. Increased 

Average Water 

Demand (mgd)2 

Est. Increased 

Average Sewer 

Load (mgd)3 

Mesa Water District 

Service Area 
63,966 85 

5.44 3.26 

IRWD Service Area 2,060 95 0.20 0.12 

Planning Area 66,026 — 5.63 3.38 

Sources: Mesa Water District 2021; IRWD 2021 

Notes: Figure totals may not sum precisely due to rounding; IRWD = Irvine Ranch Water District; Pop. = population; GPCD = gallons per 

capita per day; GPD = gallons per day; AFY = acre feet per year. 
1 The actual 2020 GPCD rates are derived from the UWMPs for each water purveyor (Mesa Water District 2021, IRWD 2021).  
2 The estimated increased water demand was based on the total increase in population/employees times the 2020 actual 

rate in gallons per capita per day.  

3 Assumes sewer return rate of 60 percent of the water demand. 

Further, as described in OC San’s 2023 Asset Management Plan, OC San evaluates wastewater treatment capacity 

using system condition data, operational performance data, and regulatory requirements. Existing infrastructure is 

assessed based on asset condition, risk, and performance to determine whether facilities can meet current service 

demands. These evaluations inform ongoing maintenance needs and identify where rehabilitation, replacement, or 

expansion may be required to maintain reliable treatment capacity. Their Asset Management Plan functions as a 

coordinating framework that aligns operational planning with long‐range capital planning, ensuring that capacity 

decisions are based on documented system conditions and performance considerations (OC San 2023). 

Future capacity needs are assessed by incorporating growth projections associated with adopted General Plan 

buildout within OC San’s service area. OC San coordinates with its member agencies to obtain land use and 

development projections, which are translated into projected wastewater flows. These projections are evaluated 

alongside historical flow data, including wet‐weather inflow and infiltration and observed trends in water use, to 

assess whether existing conveyance and treatment facilities can accommodate buildout conditions. Where capacity 

limitations are identified, improvements are incorporated into OC San’s long‐range capital planning, including its 

rolling 20‐year Capital Improvement Program, which is updated regularly to reflect revised growth assumptions and 

system needs (OC San 2023). Therefore, as part of OC San’s ongoing assessment of facility capacity and 

infrastructure, growth projections in its service area (including Costa Mesa) are periodically reviewed and 

considered in their Asset Management Plan. 

Because the collective Project-related population increase would constitute less than 2 percent of the combined 

remaining treatment capacity for their service area, and because OC San is regularly updating its facility and 

infrastructure capacity and adjusting accordingly, it is anticipated that adequate treatment capacity will be available 

to accommodate the increased sewage loads associated with future development as growth occurs incrementally 

over time. As such, the Project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 

wastewater treatment facilities that could result in significant environmental impacts, and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Stormwater Drainage 

Conversion of the two existing sparsely developed agricultural parcels, as well as landscaped and un-paved areas 

on developed parcels, into impervious surfaces as part of future Project-facilitated development could marginally 

increase stormwater runoff from the Planning Area. Furthermore, as discussed above in Section 4.19.1.1, 
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Stormwater Service, several locations near or adjacent to Planning Area parcels currently experience local flooding 

as a result of deficiencies in the existing stormwater drainage system.  

Future development in the Planning Area facilitated by the Project would be located in developed areas of the city 

where storm drain infrastructure already exists. The vast majority of the Planning Area parcels are developed and 

drain into the City’s storm drain system. Accordingly, future development facilitated by the Project is not anticipated 

to require or result in the relocation or construction of new storm drain facilities that could cause significant 

environmental effects. Under the Costa Mesa Municipal Code, land development projects are required to provide 

storm drainage facilities that are consistent with the City’s adopted drainage framework and engineering standards. 

Title 15 (Public Works), Chapter III (Drainage) establishes the City’s authority over storm drainage and formally 

identifies an adopted master drainage plan as the basis for drainage planning, facility construction, and drainage 

fee programs. New development is required to construct or upgrade storm drainage improvements as necessary to 

safely convey runoff, connect to the City’s storm drain system, and avoid adverse impacts on downstream facilities. 

The Code authorizes the City to require drainage improvements and impose drainage fees to fund public storm 

drain facilities that serve development.  

The City’s Storm Drain System Master Plan (SDSMP) is a citywide document that evaluates existing storm drain 

capacity, identifies deficiencies, and establishes priorities for system improvements based on hydrologic and 

hydraulic modeling. For individual projects, the City typically requires preparation of a project‐specific drainage 

study or hydrology and hydraulics analysis demonstrating that post‐development runoff can be safely 

accommodated by on‐site facilities and the downstream public system, and that the project is consistent with 

assumptions and constraints identified in the SDSMP.  

Future development projects would be required to: (1) design on‐site storm drainage facilities in accordance with 

City standards; (2) demonstrate adequate conveyance and connection to the public storm drain system; (3) 

construct any required on‐site or off‐site improvements identified through City review; and (4) comply with 

applicable drainage fee requirements established under Title 15.  

Further, the City requires projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces to prepare a 

preliminary water quality management plan (WQMP) as part of the City’s grading permit requirements. Preliminary 

WQMPs detail pre-development and post-development conditions and how project flows drain to local or regional 

drainage facilities. Smaller, non-priority projects that are not subject to a WQMP would be required to prepare a Non-

Priority Project Water Quality Plan that requires a project proponent to document the selection of site design, source 

control and any other best Management Practices included in a project (refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of this PER for further discussion of required water quality control standards).  

Future development facilitated by Project would also be required to comply with Title 15, Chapter III, Section 15-65 

(Drainage Fees Established), which establishes a drainage fee for development or redevelopment projects. The 

Drainage Fees would be used by the City to pay for the cost of constructing storm drains and related facilities, including 

repair, maintenance and upkeep of existing drainage facilities. The City’s recent Storm Drainage Impact Fee Nexus 

Study updated the required Drainage Fees to account for the specific improvements in the Planning Area necessary 

to address the existing deficiencies identified in the Storm Drain System Master Plan. Therefore, all future 

development facilitated by the Project would be subject to the City’s development review process, which may include 

review pursuant to CEQA, and be subject to payment of drainage fees per Title 15, Chapter III, Section 15-65.  

The Planning Area is predominantly developed with impervious surfaces as a majority of the lots are currently 

developed, future development is expected to generate a minimal overall increase in runoff. Furthermore, the City’s 



4.19 – UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION DRAFT PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 4.19-17 

Storm Drain System Master Plan currently identifies and prioritizes capital upgrades to address the existing 

deficiencies with a Storm Drain Impact Fee Nexus Study to fund improvements proportionally through development 

impact fees. Further, impacts associated with construction of water laterals and upgraded water mains have been 

considered as part of the reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of future project development throughout this 

PEIR, for example, as quantified in Table 4.3-6, Open Trench Construction Infrastructure Scenario Assumptions in 

Section 4.3, Air Quality of this PEIR. Further, standard best management practices in the Construction Runoff 

Guidance Manual (Orange County Stormwater Program 2012) would be employed during construction to minimize 

pollutants. In summary, the City’s Engineering Division development review process and implementation of a WQMP 

(or Non-Priority Project Water Quality Plan), together with the City’s adopted storm drainage planning document 

requirements and payment of applicable fees, would ensure that future development facilitated by the Project 

would be adequately served by storm drain infrastructure. As such, the Project would not require or result in the 

relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities that could result in significant 

environmental impacts, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Other Infrastructure 

Wastewater Conveyance. According to an audit of the Costa Mesa Sanitary District’s (CMSD) Sewer System 

Management Plan (SSMP) conducted in 2021, CMSD identified no deficiencies in its wastewater collection facilities 

serving the City that would result in a notice of violation, fine, or other enforcement action by the applicable 

regulatory agency (CMSD 2021b). With Project implementation, localized segments of the sewer collection system 

may be required to convey additional wastewater flows associated with increased density and intensification of 

land uses within the Planning Area. 

CMSD is responsible for reviewing sewer plans, processing sewer permits, and calculating and collecting applicable 

sewer permit fees and system development (fixture) fees for development projects within its service area. As part 

of the City of Costa Mesa’s development review process, applicants are required to obtain CMSD approval for sewer 

service prior to issuance of grading or building permits, and City review relies on confirmation of compliance with 

CMSD requirements. Consistent with CMSD policies, individual development projects are required to pay applicable 

sewer permit fees and fixture (capacity) fees at the time of sewer permit issuance or service connection. Fixture 

fees are intended to recover a new customer’s proportionate share of wastewater system capacity and to fund 

capital improvements to the local sewer collection and conveyance system, while permit fees are used to recover 

the cost of plan review, inspection, and administrative services. In addition, CMSD also collects capacity fees on 

behalf of OC San (Appendix L). 

Because future development within the Planning Area would primarily consist of infill development within existing 

urbanized areas, any sewer collection system improvements needed to serve such development would be expected 

to occur largely within existing street rights‐of‐way and would not require expansion into new, previously 

undisturbed areas. Future development projects would be required to undergo project‐level plan check, obtain 

CMSD sewer approval, pay applicable sewer permit and capacity fees, and submit sewer plans demonstrating 

compliance with CMSD standards and the California Plumbing Code. Through this process, CMSD would determine 

whether adequate sewer service is available or whether localized improvements are necessary to serve a proposed 

development. 

In addition, as discussed within Appendix L, CMSD requires projects which exceed the residential density prescribed 

in the SSMP (highest residential density is 30 dwelling units per acre) to conduct flow monitoring for 14 days and 

conduct hydraulic analysis for sewer pipe(s) and/or pump station(s) that would be impacted by the project. 

Generally, CMSD requires a sewer study to include flow testing and hydraulic analysis whenever a project would 
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substantially increase the sewer flows from the current development or land use. The sewer study should show 

what the current flow depth to diameter ratio (d/D) and the expected d/D with the proposed development’s flows 

added to the pipe. If there is available capacity, then the project can move forward without any improvements to 

the public sewer system. If there is not capacity, then improvements to the sewer system would be required to 

sufficiently serve the proposed development. As the proposed Project would include allowable densities greater 

than the highest residential density prescribed in the SSMP (30 dwelling units per acre), various future projects 

within the Planning Area would be subject to this 14-day flow and hydraulic monitoring and analysis requirement 

(Appendix L). 

Potential impacts associated with construction of sewer laterals or localized upgrades to sewer conveyance mains 

have been evaluated as part of the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of future development 

addressed in this PEIR, including the assumptions summarized in Table 4.3‐6, Open Trench Construction 

Infrastructure Scenario Assumptions, in Section 4.3, Air Quality. In addition, construction activities would be 

required to implement standard best management practices identified in the Construction Runoff Guidance Manual 

(Orange County Stormwater Program, 2012) to minimize pollutant generation and runoff. 

In summary, CMSD’s sewer permitting and capacity fee programs and requirements, the City’s development review 

process, implementation of a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) or Non‐Priority Project Water Quality Plan, 

and compliance with the City’s adopted storm drainage planning requirements would ensure that future 

development facilitated by the Project would be adequately served by wastewater infrastructure. As previously 

discussed, the PEIR does not address specific projects; however, construction of expanded sewer pipeline 

infrastructure upgrades would not result in any new adverse physical impacts on the environment beyond what has 

already been assessed in this PEIR, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Water Conveyance. The Planning Area is served by Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) and Mesa Water District, 

which function as the retail potable water purveyors for properties within their respective service areas. Retail water 

purveyors require new customers to obtain water service approval and pay applicable meter connection, 

connection, and capacity related fees to connect to potable water transmission and distribution facilities. These 

requirements apply to all new development and redevelopment projects that request new or modified water service. 

With respect to local water conveyance systems that may be required to accommodate increased potable water 

demand associated with higher densities or intensified land uses, review of potential system constraints would 

occur through project level plan check and water service approval processes administered by the applicable water 

district, with coordination through the City of Costa Mesa’s development review process prior to grading and building 

permit issuance. The City’s role is primarily to ensure that applicants demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of the applicable water purveyor as part of overall project approval. 

Within the city, either IRWD or Mesa Water District is responsible for reviewing development plans, processing water 

service and connection approvals, and assessing applicable fees for new development projects, depending on 

project location. Consistent with IRWD and Mesa Water District requirements, individual development projects are 

required to obtain water service approval and pay applicable connection, meter, and capacity related charges at 

the time-of-service connection. These fees are used by the respective water districts to fund water system capacity 

and infrastructure improvements, including facilities necessary to serve both new development and cumulative 

growth within their service areas. 

Because future development within the Planning Area would primarily consist of infill development within existing 

urbanized areas, any water system improvements needed to serve such development would be expected to occur 
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largely within existing street rights-of-way and would not require expansion into new, previously undisturbed areas. 

Meter connection and capacity related fees would fund water system improvements, if necessary, consistent with 

adopted water district capital improvement programs. Such improvements may involve either trenchless 

construction methods or conventional open trench installation to the depth of existing underground water lines. 

Potential construction impacts associated with installation of water laterals or localized upgrades to water mains 

have been considered as part of the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of future development 

evaluated in this PEIR, including, for example, the assumptions summarized in Table 4.3-6, Open Trench 

Construction Infrastructure Scenario Assumptions, in Section 4.3, Air Quality. In addition, construction activities 

would be required to implement standard best management practices identified in the Construction Runoff 

Guidance Manual (Orange County Stormwater Program, 2012) to minimize pollutant generation and runoff. As 

previously discussed, the PEIR does not address specific projects; however, construction of expanded water pipeline 

infrastructure upgrades would not result in any new adverse physical impacts on the environment beyond what has 

already been assessed in this PEIR, and impacts would be less than significant.. 

Electric Power. The existing system supplies a sufficient level of electrical service to the Planning Area. Electric supply 

and demand are generally determined on a case-by-case basis. In accordance with the City’s Electrical Code (City 

Municipal Code Title 5) Chapter II, Electricity, the City has adopted and enforces the California Electrical Code (CEC) 

as its electrical standard. Thus, all wiring, equipment, grounding, bonding, and electrical connections must follow state 

electrical safety regulations, and installations must meet CEC design, material, and performance requirements. New 

development or redevelopment would be responsible for upgrades and undergrounding as determined by SCE, in 

coordination with the City’s Building Safety Division after building plan submittal. Underground electricity is more 

reliable, safer, and more aesthetically pleasing. Ultimately, the City, SCE, and CPUC will determine which overhead 

sections will be relocated underground. Project-related development would generally consist of infill development in 

urban/suburban areas with existing access to electrical infrastructure. As such, upgrades would be likely be confined 

to new wires, replacement utility poles, and lateral connections to the future project site, and not any centralized 

facilities. For any required connections to underground powerlines, upgrades would likely be completed by either 

trenchless technology or open trenching, to the depth of the underground utilities. The construction of the laterals to 

existing underground or overhead utility infrastructure would be temporary and would be subject to all applicable 

regulatory requirements discussed above in Section 4.19.2.3, Local. Growth facilitated by the Project would also be 

subject to Part 6 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, requiring energy efficient technologies to be 

incorporated as part of new development, which would reduce electricity demand associated with the Project (see 

Section 4.6, Energy, of this Draft PEIR for further discussion of energy-saving requirements applicable to the Project). 

Furthermore, MM-4.8-1, Electrify Temporary and Portable Sources; MM-4.8-2, Building Energy Performance; MM-4.8-

3, Energy Conservation; and MM-4.8-5, On-site Solar, discussed in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this 

Draft PEIR, would require several energy-reducing measures. It should be noted that trenching for utilities was 

considered throughout the impact analyses sections of the Draft PEIR. As previously discussed, the PEIR does not 

address specific projects; however, construction of expanded electrical infrastructure upgrades would not result in 

any new adverse physical impacts on the environment beyond what has already been assessed in this PEIR, and 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Telecommunication. The telecommunication provider chosen for individual projects would assess demand for 

services and the ability to serve new developments on a case-by-case basis after building plans are submitted by 

developers. The provider would pay for any assessed upgrades or new services and recoup the cost later with the 

additional revenue from new customers. As Project-related development would generally consist of infill 

development in urban areas, existing telecommunications and wireless infrastructure exists to serve the Planning 

Area. Telecommunications upgrades, including wireless facility upgrades, would likely be confined to local connections 
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and/or improvements on the individual project sites or within the public rights-of way, and would not require large-

scale improvements to any centralized facilities. The small cell wireless communication facilities that may be required 

to boost local cellular signals in service of the Project would typically be attached to existing buildings or utility 

infrastructure (e.g., streetlights, utility poles). These types of facilities would typically qualify for a Class 2 Categorical 

Exemption under CEQA and would require approval of a conditional use permit in compliance with Title 22 County 

Code standards. Conditional use permits for wireless communications facilities expire 10 years from the date of 

approval unless amended or extended by the planning commission or hearing officer. Other required upgrades related 

to telecommunication facilities would likely be completed by either trenchless technology (e.g., horizontal drilling for 

fiber-optic cables, etc.), completion of open trenching to the depth of the underground utilities, or aboveground 

connections to overhead utility lines. The construction associated with these improvements would be temporary and 

would be subject to all applicable regulatory requirements, including the City’s design standards and permitting 

process for small cell wireless facilities located in the public rights-of-way. As previously discussed, the PEIR does not 

address specific projects; however, construction of expanded telecommunication upgrades would not result in any 

new adverse physical impacts on the environment beyond what has already been assessed in this PEIR, and 

impacts would be less than significant.. 

Natural Gas. The analysis and decision on capacity to meet future demand under buildout of the Project would be 

conducted by SoCalGas in coordination with the City at the time building plans are submitted and development 

occurs. The developers would be responsible for the cost of required upgrades and new or relocated services for 

new development or redevelopment. Natural gas upgrades would be confined to the lateral connections to the 

individual project sites and not any centralized facilities, as Project-related development would consist of infill 

development. Upgrades would likely be completed by either trenchless technology or completion of open trenching, 

to the depth of the underground utilities. As previously discussed, the PEIR does not address specific projects; 

however, construction of expanded natural gas pipeline upgrades would not result in any new adverse physical 

impacts on the environment beyond what has already been assessed in this PEIR, and impacts would be less than 

significant.. 

Conclusion for Other Infrastructure 

If an individual project or multiple projects would have the potential to exceed existing wastewater treatment capacity, 

wastewater conveyance system capacities, water conveyance system capacities, electric or natural gas system 

capacities, and/or telecommunication system capacities, the Project could require the relocation or construction of 

new or expanded facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. As 

detailed above, specific future construction-related impacts associated with the potential facility upgrades would be 

reduced with the incorporation of Project mitigation measures, which are discussed throughout this Draft PEIR. Overall, 

the City would rely on regional plans, interagency coordination, and periodic capacity studies to maintain adequate 

infrastructure to keep pace with growth in the city. As the Planning Area already contains existing land uses that require 

existing utilities demand and the Project’s future land uses would replace said uses, it is not anticipated that the 

Project would require the relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities, the construction or relocation of 

which could cause significant environmental effects, and impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.  

Threshold 4.19-2 Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 

reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would include infill and redevelopment that would 

accommodate population and employment growth, thereby increasing demand for water supplies. However, the 

Project is intended to guide city-wide growth and development with a focus on land use and policy issues that are 

specific to the unique characteristics of the city, and no specific development is proposed as part of the Project that 
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could directly impact water supplies. Nonetheless, increases in residential density, as well as employment 

associated with commercial uses facilitated by the Project, would result in increased potential water usage, 

including potable water and fire prevention demand, and these are discussed below.  

As detailed in Table 4.10-4, Project-Related Water Demand Increase by Service Area, of Section 4.10, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, of this Draft PEIR, future development accommodated as a result of Project implementation 

would result in a total increase in population and employees of 66,026, and as a result, the estimated water usage 

would increase by approximately 5.63 mgd, or approximately 6,310 acre-feet per year, by 2056. Specifically, the 

Project is anticipated to require 6,090 acre-feet per year by 2056 within the Mesa Water District service area and 

219 acre-feet per year for the IRWD service area, as detailed in Table 4.10-3, Project-Related Water Demand 

Increase by Service Area, of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft PEIR.  

As the UWMPs for Mesa Water District and IRWD provide water supply projections to 2045 (which is prior to the 

Project’s operational buildout year of 2056), this analysis compares the Project’s proposed water demand increases 

by 2045 to anticipated supply within the water districts.  

Mesa Water District’s water supply for 2025 was 16,515 acre-feet per year (AFY) and IRWD’s water supply in 2025 

was 90,287 AFY (Mesa Water District 2026, IRWD 2026). It should be noted that the current (2025) estimates for 

water supplies in Mesa Water District and IRWD are less than the projections for 2025 that were anticipated by the 

water districts (see Table 4.19-1). Thus, for purposes of providing a current analysis, the Project’s interpolated 

demand for water, by 2045, is compared to the delta of anticipated water demand from 2027 to 2045. Table 4.19-

4, Project-Related Water Demand Comparison by 2045, demonstrates the Project-related water demands 

compared to Mesa Water District and IRWD’s anticipated delta of water demand from project initiation (2027) to 

2045 using linear interpolation. 

Table 4.19-4. Project-Related Water Demand Comparison by 2045 

Service Areas of Water 

Districts 

Delta of Projected Water 

Supply between 2027 

and 2045a 

(AFY) 

Project Demand for 

Water by 2045 

(AFY) 

Remaining 

Anticipated Supply 

with Project 

Implementation by 

2045b (AFY) 

Mesa Water District   3,902 3,857 45 

IRWD 79,596 139 79,457 

Total  83,498  3,996 79,503 

Sources: Mesa Water District 2021; IRWD 2021 

Notes: Figure totals may not sum precisely due to rounding; IRWD = Irvine Ranch Water District; AFY = acre feet per year. 
a This is calculated using linear interpolation from Mesa Water District and IRWD’s current water supply (from 2025) between 2027 

(Project initiation) and 2045 (Mesa Water District 2026, IRWD 2026).  
b This is calculated by subtracting the Project’s anticipated demand for water by 2045 from the delta of projected water supply for 

the water districts between 2027 and 2045.  

Because the most recent UWMPs for both water districts include supply and demand projections only through 2045, 

an interpolated comparison was conducted to evaluate whether the Project’s proportional demand in 2045 would 

fall within available supplies. As shown in Table 4.194, the Project’s interpolated water demand through 2045 

would be fully accommodated within the anticipated water supply portfolios of both districts. A combined surplus 

of approximately 79,503 AFY is projected for 2045 across the two service areas, indicating that Project-related 

demand represents a small fraction of total available supply. For the years between 2045 (UWMP projections) and 

2056 (Project buildout), while the UWMPs do not include data for the Project’s buildout year of 2056, UWMPs are 
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required to be updated every five years as established in the Urban Water Management Planning Act. UWMPs 

require water shortage contingency plans describing responses to shortage levels and demand reduction actions. 

UWMPs must be developed in coordination with local planning agencies and incorporate adopted general plans, 

reflect unique land uses, and aligned projections with anticipated development patterns. Thus, with certification of 

the PEIR for the Project, the future UWMPs prepared by Mesa Water District and IRWD must consider the projections 

of land use changes, such as those that would be implemented under the Project, in their planning horizon 

projection, and the UWMPs would thus be updated to include the buildout assumptions (to 2056) for the Project. 

Furthermore, Mesa Water District and IRWD have indicated in their UWMPs that they would meet or exceed the 

demands for water for single and multiple dry years.1 The Mesa Water District and IRWD maintain full access to 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California supplies through MWDOC and explicitly identify that imported 

water is available at any time should demand exceed projections (Mesa Water District 2021, IRWD 2021). For 

example, IRWD has 126,000 acre-feet of storage, plus recharge and recovery capacity, in Kern County through the 

Strand Ranch and Stockdale Integrated Banking Projects. Stored water can be withdrawn and delivered to IRWD 

during droughts, imported water shortages, or higher-than-expected local demands (IRWD 2021).  

Additionally, as shown in Appendix L of this PEIR, Mesa Water District indicated in its letter to the City (dated May 

18, 2026) that it has adequate potable water supplies to meet current and future demand based on its recently 

adopted Water System Master Plan and 2025 UWMP, relying primarily on local groundwater sources (Appendix L). 

For new development, Mesa Water District confirmed that it requires applicants of new development or 

redevelopment within its service area to submit detailed domestic, irrigation, and fire flow demand information, 

along with project plans, which are reviewed through a plan check and permitting process that may include hydraulic 

analysis to evaluate system capacity and infrastructure needs (Appendix L). Development/redevelopment must 

also comply with Mesa Water District’s Standard Specifications and Rules and Regulations for Water Service, and 

applicants are responsible for constructing any necessary site-specific infrastructure improvements (Appendix L). 

In addition, new development and redevelopment in the Mesa Water District’s service area are subject to payment 

of applicable fees and charges, including capacity (connection) fees, plan check and inspection fees, and other 

deposits or bonds required to support service provision. 

While unnecessary to reduce impacts to water supply to less than significant, MM-4.8-6, Water Conservation, 

discussed in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft PEIR, requires several options for water 

conservation measures for future development. Existing regulations would also serve to facilitate installation of 

water efficient fixtures with new development. For example, the California Green Building Standards Code requires 

20 percent reduction in indoor water use relative to specified baseline levels. As a result, it is anticipated that 

sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the reasonably foreseeable future development because of 

Project implementation, during normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the Project would result in a less than 

significant impact.  

Threshold 4.19-3 Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which 

serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 

projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See impact analysis regarding wastewater treatment as provided under Threshold 

4.19-1. Because the collective Project-related increase in sewage generation would constitute less than 2 percent 

of the combined treatment capacity, it is anticipated that adequate treatment capacity will be available to 

 
1 For Mesa Water District, see Tables 7-3 and 7-4 of their 2020 UWMP (Mesa Water District 2021), and for IRWD, see Tables 7-3 (A 

and B) and Table 7-4 (A and B) of their 2020 UWMP (IRWD 2021).  
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accommodate the increased sewage loads within the Planning Area at full plan buildout. As such, additional 

treatment capacity would not be required, and impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Threshold 4.19-4 Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess 

of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 

reduction goals?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project’s proposed land use changes and amendments to 

the Zoning Code would result in increases in population density, dwelling units, and commercial square footage. 

The anticipated population growth and intensification of land uses would result in an increase of solid waste 

generation within the Planning Area. Table 4.19-5 outlines the anticipated increase in solid waste. As shown in 

Table 4.19-5, implementation of the Project would result in an approximate net increase of approximately 45,361 

tons per year of solid waste compared to existing conditions; however, compliance with CALGreen’s 50 percent 

diversion requirement diversion rate would reduce the Project’s net solid waste generation to approximately 22,680 

tons per year. 

Table 4.19-5. Project Net Increase in Solid Waste Generation 

Land Uses1 Solid Waste Generation (tons per year)1 

Residential  16,342 

Commercial  29,019 

Total2 45,361 

Post-Diversion Total3  22,680 

Source: Appendix D (California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2022.1, Table G-36, Solid Waste Disposal Rates by 

Analysis Level and Land Use Subtype).  

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
1 Statewide and Orange County average disposal rates were applied based on CalEEMod default values for “Apartment Mid Rise” 

(Orange County) dwelling units designation for residential land uses and Statewide designations for commercial uses. 
2 For the purpose of solid waste generation modeling, the anticipated buildout of the Project was assumed to be approximately 

21,522 and 10,630,361 square feet of commercial building square footage. 
3 AB 939, as amended, requires that the 50 percent solid waste diversion goal continue be achieved by jurisdictions. Orange 

County is currently meeting this goal (OC Waste & Recycling 2021). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that only 50 percent of the 

total generated waste would be deposited at landfills. 

According to the 5-Year CIWMP Review Report, Orange County currently has adequate permitted landfill capacity of 

approximately 50 years (OC Waste & Recycling 2021). As discussed above in Section 4.19.1.4, Solid Waste, Orange 

County landfills have an estimated remaining capacity of 60.7 million tons to meet all solid waste debris demands, 

including construction and demolition, of the Project (OC Waste & Recycling 2026a; CalRecycle 2026a; CalRecycle 

2026b; CalRecycle 2026c). Furthermore, at least 50 percent of waste would be diverted through source reduction, 

recycling and composting, and 65 percent of construction and demolition waste would be diverted in accordance 

with CALGreen, AB 939, and City Municipal Code regulations. 

Therefore, based on current landfill capacity for construction waste and operational (i.e., ongoing daily) solid waste 

and required compliance with state and local, implementation of the Project would not generate solid waste in 

excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 

attainment of solid waste reduction goals. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
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4.19.5 Cumulative Impact Analyses 

Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of a project, taken together with the impacts of other 

closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are significant, the lead agency then must 

determine whether the project’s incremental contribution to such significant cumulative impact is “cumulatively 

considerable” (and thus significant in and of itself). The cumulative study area used to assess potential cumulative 

greenhouse gas emissions impacts includes the entire planet and is not limited to any particular region. The full list 

of related plans applicable to the Project's cumulative analyses is provided in Section 2.5, Cumulative Impact 

Analysis, in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting of this Draft PEIR. 

Threshold 4.19-1 (Wastewater Treatment). Cumulative growth as a result of buildout of related plans would further 

increase the demand for wastewater treatment. Cumulative wastewater treatment requirement impacts are 

considered on a system-wide basis and are associated with operations at OC San. Cumulative developments in the 

areas served by OC San would likely consist of infill and redevelopment projects that could include those that would 

be implemented by the Project. As detailed in Table 4.19-3, the collective Project-area population increase 

constitutes less than 2 percent of the Resource Recovery Plants No. 1 and No. 2 Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 

and Terminal Island Water Reclamation Plant’s combined additional treatment capacity.  

Additionally, cumulative projects would include infill and redevelopment of existing urban land uses that are not 

expected to discharge wastewater that would exceed contaminant levels beyond the regulations of the RWQCB, 

and all effluent would be required to comply with the wastewater treatment standards of the RWQCB. Therefore, 

the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold 4.19-1 (Stormwater Drainage). The geographic context for analysis of stormwater drainage is the includes 

the City’s municipal stormwater system and the Newport Bay and Santa Ana watersheds. Under existing conditions, 

several stormwater trunkline segments in the city experience periodic ponding due to legacy capacities. The City’s 

Storm Drain System Master Plan identifies and prioritizes capital upgrades with a Storm Drain Impact Fee Nexus 

Study to fund improvements proportionally through development impact fees. In combination with required 

construction and post‐construction best management practices (discussed in further detail in Section 4.10, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, of this PEIR), these programs provide a pathway to address cumulative drainage such 

that cumulative impacts related to stormwater drainage system capacity exceedances and the need for new or 

relocated storm drain facilities would be less than significant. Project‐facilitated development would be required to: 

(1) implement low impact development/treatment and source‐control best management practices to manage peak 

flows and water quality; and (2) pay applicable storm‐drain impact fees to fund citywide backbone upgrades 

identified in the Storm Drain System Master Plan. Given the predominantly built condition of the Planning Area and 

these mandatory controls/funding mechanisms, the Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative storm drain 

impacts would not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  

Threshold 4.19-1 (Wastewater Conveyance). Cumulative wastewater infrastructure impacts are considered on a 

system-wide basis and are associated with the capacity of existing and planned sewer infrastructure. Cumulative 

development in the wastewater service areas would include infill and redevelopment projects completed as part of 

the Project, as well as within portions of the service areas located outside of the Planning Area, within the city. Each 

of these cumulative projects could result in the need for new or upgraded sewer infrastructure. Cumulative projects 

to be developed within the city would also be required to undergo project-level plan checks prior to construction of 

any new structures, pay associated sewer fees, and prepare sewer area plans (which would include existing and 

proposed sewer information, construction notes, engineering stamps, and compliance with the California Plumbing 

Code), to identify any existing system deficiencies to ascertain if the local conveyance system could accommodate 
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the proposed increase in wastewater loads. As such, compliance with regulations would ensure that the Project 

would not result in cumulatively considerable impact regarding increased wastewater conveyance that would 

require the construction or relocation of which that could cause significant environmental effects and impacts would 

be less than significant.  

Threshold 4.19-1 (Water Conveyance). Cumulative water infrastructure impacts are considered on a system-wide 

basis and are associated with the capacity of existing and planned infrastructure. The cumulative system evaluated 

includes the infrastructure systems of Mesa Water District and IRWD, which are currently serving the Planning Area 

communities. Cumulative development in the water service areas would include infill and redevelopment projects 

completed as part of the Project, as well as within portions of the service areas located outside of the Planning 

Area. Each of these cumulative projects could result in the need for new or upgraded water infrastructure. However, 

retail water purveyors charge meter connection fees for all new customers connecting to their potable water 

transmission and distribution facilities. Meter connection fees would fund capacity improvements (if necessary) to 

the potable water facilities. Impacts associated with construction of water laterals and upgraded water mains would 

be temporary and would be subject to all applicable regulatory requirements. Thus, the Project would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable impact regarding water conveyance and impacts would be less than significant.  

Threshold 4.19-1 (Electric Power, Natural Gas, and Telecommunication). The geographic context for cumulative impacts 

related to electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication is southern California, as these utilities are regionally 

distributed. Completion of Project-related infill development/redevelopment may require installation of new electric 

power, natural gas, and telecommunication infrastructure in roadways, rights-of-way, and on individual lots. Similarly, 

cumulative project development would occur incrementally on a project-by-project basis. Standard BMPs and pollutant 

control measures would be employed during construction to minimize pollutants, including erosion-induced siltation of 

downstream drainages and incidental spills of petroleum products from construction equipment. Individual projects 

would be required to provide for specific project needs. As a result, Project-related development/redevelopment would 

not result in cumulatively considerable impact related to electricity, natural gas, and telecommunication and cumulative 

impacts would be less than significant.  

Threshold 4.19-2. The geographic context for cumulative impacts related to water supply is the service areas of 

Mesa Water District and IRWD as well as the local groundwater basins. As detailed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, OCWD’s long‐term planning documents project sufficient groundwater availability to reliably meet 

demands during normal and drought years, supported by recharge from stormwater, Santa Ana River base flows, 

incidental rainfall recharge, and Groundwater Replenishment System (OCWD 2025). Based on 2020 UWMPs 

completed by the retail water purveyors in the Planning Area, adequate water supplies are available to serve the 

anticipated Project related increases in population, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year scenarios. Given 

that Project related water demand is within the water supply projections of the responsible water agencies (see 

Table 4.19-4), future UWMP updates are required to incorporate and plan for the Project’s full buildout, both Mesa 

Water District and IRWD have demonstrated the availability of sufficient supplies in normal, dry, and multiple dry 

years, and cumulative development would be supported by robust regional supply portfolios, including groundwater 

banking and imported water reliability programs, the Project’s contribution to cumulative water supply impacts 

would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to water supply availability would 

be less than significant. 

Threshold 4.19-3. See the cumulative analysis provided above under Threshold 4.19-1 (Wastewater Treatment). 

Because the collective Project-related increase in sewage generation would constitute less than 2 percent of the 

combined treatment capacity, it is anticipated that adequate treatment capacity will be available to accommodate 

the increased sewage loads within the Planning Area at full plan buildout. With the available, unused 472.62 mgd 
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treatment capacity remaining at the Resource Recovery Plants No. 1 and 2 following Project implementation to 

service cumulative projects, it is anticipated that adequate treatment capacity will be available to accommodate 

the increased sewage loads associated with cumulative development. As such, Project impacts related to 

wastewater treatment capacity would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Threshold 4.19-4. The geographic context for cumulative impacts related to solid waste is Orange County, as solid 

waste from the Project and cumulative projects would be diverted to three solid waste facilities throughout the 

County. The City expects that landfill space will diminish in Southern California which will require jurisdictions to 

continue development of waste reduction and diversion efforts to avoid shortfalls in landfill capacity (City of Costa 

Mesa 2016). However, as stated in the 5-Year Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Review Report, 

Orange County has overall landfill capacity of 50 years (OC Waste & Recycling 2021).  

Future development under the Project would generate a net increase of approximately 45,361 tons of solid waste 

per year beyond existing conditions; however, according to the 2021 IWMP Annual Report, Orange County landfills 

currently have adequate capacity to support ongoing solid waste disposal generated from the Orange County region. 

Class III landfills have a remaining capacity of approximately 60.7 million tons (OC Waste & Recycling 2026a; 

CalRecycle 2026a; CalRecycle 2026b; CalRecycle 2026c). Moreover, future development under the Project would 

be required to comply with state-mandated municipal waste diversion and organic waste reduction targets. As of 

2020, the County was achieving a diversion rate of 50 percent (OC Waste & Recycling 2021). Thus, the annual 

increase in disposed solid waste as a result of Project implementation would be reduced to 22,681 tons per year. 

For these reasons, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on the capacities of the landfill facilities would 

not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.19.6 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to less than significant.  

4.19.7 Level of Significance Conclusion 

Threshold 4.19-1. The Project would result in less than significant impacts regarding the relocation or construction 

of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunication facilities. Impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Threshold 4.19-2. The Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Threshold 4.19-3. The Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 

serves or may serve the Project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition 

to the provider’s existing commitments and impacts would be less than significant. Impacts would not be 

cumulatively considerable.  

Threshold 4.19-4. The Project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of 

the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals and impacts 

would be less than significant. Impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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5 Other CEQA Considerations 

This Chapter of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Neighborhoods Where We All Belong 

Zoning Updates and Housing Element Implementation (Project) has been prepared in furtherance of the content 

requirements set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2. As such, this 

Chapter discusses: 

▪ Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts (Section 5.1) 

▪ Significant and Irreversible Environmental Effects (Section 5.2) 

▪ Growth Inducement (Section 5.3) 

▪ Potential Secondary Effects of Mitigation (Section 5.4) 

▪ Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Section 5.5) 

5.1 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that a PEIR describes any significant impacts which cannot be 

avoided. Specifically, Section 15126.2(c) states:  

Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a level 

of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an 

alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed, 

notwithstanding their effect, should be described. 

Implementation of the Project-specific mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, of this 

Draft PEIR, would reduce the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Project. Mitigation 

measures set forth in this Draft PEIR would apply to those discretionary projects that would be developed under the 

Project. Future non-discretionary projects that would be implemented under the Project would be subject to the 

federal, state and local regulations; however, these non-discretionary projects would not be subject to CEQA review 

or mitigation measures. However, MUOD projects may be subject to technical studies, such as a requirement for all 

MUOD projects to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and a requirement for applicable MUOD 

projects to prepare a traffic study pursuant to Article 3 (Transportation System Management) of Chapter XII of Title 

13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code and a noise study for future development projects abutting a freeway or 

within the Airport Influence Area, as defined by the AELUP for John Wayne Airport. Despite this, even with 

implementation of existing regulations and proposed mitigation measures, not all development projects would be 

subject to these requirements and potential impacts for some topics would be significant and unavoidable.  

The environmental impacts that would result from anticipated future development under the Project would be 

significant and unavoidable for the following topics: agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, cultural resources, 

geology and soils, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, population and housing, 

recreation, and tribal cultural resources. The specific significant and unavoidable impacts are detailed below.  

▪ Section 4.1, Aesthetics: Under Threshold 4.1-1, even with the implementation of MM-4.1-1, the Project 

would result in a significant unavoidable impact related to conflicts with applicable zoning and other 

regulations governing scenic quality and impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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▪ Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources: Under Threshold 4.2-1, the Project would result in the 

conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, and impacts would 

be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. Under Threshold 4.2-1, it was determined 

that mitigation would be infeasible to reduce this impact.  

▪ Section 4.3, Air Quality: Under Threshold 4.3-1, even with implementation of MM-4.3-1 through MM-4.3-

11, the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, and impacts 

would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. Under Threshold 4.3-2, even with 

implementation of MM-4.3-1 through MM-4.3-11, the Project would result in a cumulatively considerable 

net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal 

or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds 

for ozone precursors), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 

Under Threshold 4.3-3, even with implementation of MM-4.3-1 through MM-4.3-11, the Project would 

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and impacts would be significant and 

unavoidable and cumulatively considerable.  

▪ Section 4.4, Biological Resources: Under Threshold 4.4-1, even with implementation of MM-4.4-1 through 

MM-4.4-6, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to substantial adverse 

effect on plant and wildlife species identified as a sensitive or special status species and a cumulatively 

considerable impact.  

▪ Section 4.5, Cultural Resources: Under Threshold 4.5-1, even with implementation of MM-4.5-1, the Project 

would indirectly cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource pursuant 

to Section 15064.5, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 

Under Threshold 4.5-2, even with implementation of MM-4.5-2, the Project would indirectly cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5, 

and impacts would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable.  

▪ Section 4.7, Geology and Soils: Under Threshold 4.7-1, even with implementation of MM-4.7-1, the Project 

would have the potential to result in the direct or indirect destruction of unique paleontological resources 

or sites, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 

▪ Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Under Threshold 4.8-1, even with implementation of MM-4.8-1 

through MM-4.8-5, the Project would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant effect on the environment, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Under Threshold 

4.8-2, even with implementation of MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5, the Project would conflict with an 

applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 

gases, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

▪ Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Under Threshold 4.9-1, even with implementation MM-4.9-

1 and MM-4.9-2, potential impacts related to the creation of a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be significant 

and unavoidable. Under Threshold 4.9-2, even with implementation MM-4.9-1, MM-4.9-2, and MM-4.9-3, 

potential impacts related to the creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions would be significant and unavoidable. Under 

Threshold 4.9-3, even with implementation MM-4.9-1 and MM-4.9-2, potential impacts related to 

hazardous emissions or hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 

mile of an existing or proposed school would be significant and unavoidable. Under Threshold 4.9-4, even 

with implementation MM-4.9-1, potential impacts related to hazards associated with contaminated sites 

would be significant and unavoidable.  
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▪ Section 4.13, Noise: Under Threshold 4.13-1, even with implementation of MM-4.13-1 through MM-4.13-

2, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact regarding the generation of a substantial 

temporary and permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 

agencies. Under Threshold 4.13-2, even with implementation of MM-4.13-3, the Project would result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact regarding generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise levels. 

▪ Section 4.14, Population and Housing: Under Threshold 4.14-1, even with implementation of MM-4.14-1, 

impacts related to substantial unplanned population growth would be significant and unavoidable and 

cumulatively considerable.  

▪ Section 4.16, Recreation: Under Threshold 4.16-1 (transferred from Section 4.15, Public Services) and 

Threshold 4.16-2, the Project would have the potential to result in significant and unavoidable impacts 

regarding the potential to create future capacity or service level problems, and result in impacts related to 

the increase of the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. It is unclear how many acres 

of public parkland will be developed within the Planning Area. No feasible mitigation measures pertaining 

to impacts associated with service ratios and deterioration of existing facilities are available and impacts 

would be significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 

▪ Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources: Under Threshold 4.18-1, even with implementation of MM-4.18-1 

and MM-4.5-2, the Project would have the potential to result in significant and unavoidable impacts 

regarding the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 

landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or 

object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe. 

5.2 Significant and Irreversible Environmental Impacts 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would be caused by the Project. Specifically, Section 15126.2(d) states:  

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 

irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 

unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 

which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 

similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 

the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 

current consumption is justified.  

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if any of the following would occur:  

▪ Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 

since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely;  

▪ The primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future generations of people to 

similar uses; 

▪ Irreversible damage from environmental accidents associated with the project;  
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▪ The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project results in wasteful use of energy). 

Determining whether the Project could result in significant and irreversible effects requires a determination of 

whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a way that there would be little possibility of 

restoring them. 

5.2.1 Large Commitment of Non-Renewable Resources 

Resources that would be consumed because of residential, commercial, and/or mixed use development indirectly 

facilitated as a result of the Project include electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels; however, the amount and rate 

of consumption of these resources would not result in significant environmental impacts related to the unnecessary, 

inefficient, or wasteful use of resources (see Sections 4.6, Energy, and 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems of this 

Draft PEIR). With regard to building materials, future development under the Project is anticipated to be constructed 

with durable materials with a substantial lifespan, such as cast in place concrete and precast concrete, which would 

improve building longevity. As such, even though construction would result in the commitment of building materials, 

the materials are not expected to require replacement during the Project’s estimated operational lifespan. 

Furthermore, per CALGreen requirements, 65 percent of all demolition and construction materials must be recycled. 

This regulation would ensure that portions of the existing materials on site are reused. In the event that the Project 

were to be demolished at a future time, this regulation would ensure that a majority of the materials are recycled. 

In addition, construction activities related to the reasonably expected development would result in the irretrievable 

commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily in the form of fossil fuels (including fuel), natural gas, 

and gasoline for automobile and construction equipment. However, use of such resources would not be unusual as 

compared to other construction projects and would not substantially affect the availability of such resources.  

With respect to operational activities, compliance with applicable building codes would ensure that natural 

resources are conserved or recycled to the maximum extent feasible. It is also likely that in response to GHG 

emissions reduction plans (including the 2024-2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy and the California Air Resources Board’s Scoping Plan) new technologies or systems will emerge, or will 

become more cost-effective or user-friendly, that will further reduce the reliance of facilitated Project development 

upon nonrenewable natural resources (refer to Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, for further discussion of 

applicable plans and specific GHG reduction mandates). However, even with implementation of conservation 

measures, consumption of non-renewable resources would generally increase with implementation of the Project 

due to population and activity increases. Although the Project would see an increase in petroleum use during 

construction and operation, vehicles would use less petroleum due to advances in fuel economy and potential 

reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) with the introduction of mixed land uses over time.  

In addition to the above considerations, state and local laws and regulations would further reduce the Project’s use 

of nonrenewable resources over time. Specifically, electricity consumed for non-discretionary projects that would 

be implemented under the Project would be increasingly sourced from renewable energy, pursuant to SB 100. SB 

100, which passed in 2018, states that 44 percent of the total electricity sold to retail customers in California per 

year must be secured from qualifying renewable energy sources by December 31, 2024, 52 percent by December 

31, 2027, and 60 percent by December 31, 2030. SB 100 also sets forth a state policy that eligible renewable 

energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of the retail sales of electricity to California and 

requires that achieving 100 percent zero-carbon electricity does not increase carbon emissions elsewhere in the 

western grid or is not fulfilled through resource shuffling. As such, the Project’s consumption of nonrenewable 
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energy is anticipated to significantly decrease over time, as SB 100 is implemented statewide and overall 

nonrenewable energy consumption decreases.  

Similarly, the vehicles that would travel to and from the Project would be subject to increasingly stringent emissions 

standards over time, which would reduce the amount of fossil fuel consumed per vehicle (see Section 4.6, Energy. 

for additional details). Furthermore, the City and state have policies in place to support decreased use of personal 

vehicles. As such policies are carried out, the number of vehicles traveling to and from the Planning Area sites may 

decrease over time. In addition, the mixed-use nature of future development projects under the Project would 

encourage and facilitate walking, biking, and other non-automobile trips. 

In summary, implementation of the Project would involve irreversible environmental changes to existing non-

renewable resources, such as the commitment of energy resources as a result of the operation and maintenance 

of future development. However, the Project would not involve wasteful or unjustifiable use of energy or other 

resources, and energy conservation efforts would occur with new construction. New development indirectly 

facilitated as a result of the Project would be constructed and operated in accordance with specifications contained 

in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and local green building requirements, as discussed in Section 4.6, 

Energy. Therefore, the use of non-renewable resources from Project implementation would occur in an efficient 

manner.  

5.2.2 Commitment to Future Uses 

The Project is intended to guide growth and development within the city, specifically within the Planning Area. While 

no direct development is proposed as part of the Project, the implementation of Project land use changes would 

accommodate future development (and redevelopment of previously developed areas). The Project would 

implement land use changes to accommodate the development of 21,522 additional dwelling units, 11,760 of 

which are required to meet the City’s 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation. The Project’s 

proposed land use changes would also result in approximately 10,630,361 square feet of additional commercial 

use and approximately 14,454 net-new employees in the Planning Area.  

The Project would not facilitate new development on any existing open space parcels. Rather, the Project would 

redesignate predominantly commercial and industrial parcels to accommodate development of additional 

residential and commercial uses within parcels already designated for development. As such, the Project would not 

appreciably change the uses of sites such that it would commit future generations to future use. For example, the 

residential and mixed-use land use changes would accommodate additional dwelling units in areas that already 

contain developed uses. The development or redevelopment of Planning Area parcels would result in changes to 

the current land uses in a manner that is consistent with the City’s General Plan goals and policies (see Section 

4.11, Land Use and Planning, of this Draft PEIR). Such development is commonplace and encouraged in areas 

along commercial corridors and near transit nodes and would not result in primary and secondary impacts that 

would generally commit future generations of people to similar uses because it would not be creating a new use in 

an undeveloped area.  

5.2.3 Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents 

The land uses that would be developed under the Project include new residential and commercial uses. The 

development of residential and commercial land uses within infill, urban settings within the city would have low 

intrinsic potential for environmental accidents. The Project involves the development and operation of residential 
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and neighborhood‑serving commercial uses, which are considered low‑hazard land use types that do not typically 

involve industrial processes or large‑scale storage of hazardous materials capable of causing irreversible damage 

from environmental accidents. Long-term operations of these land uses would be generally associated with 

sustained, expanded use of household and commercial materials (e.g., paints, solvents, cleaning supplies, 

refrigerants, landscaping products, and petroleum products). However, these materials would be present in small, 

retail-level quantities, and are not of the type or volume that could create irreversible environmental effects in the 

event of an accidental release. Businesses are required to strictly adhere to the federal, state, and local rules and 

regulations regarding the transport, use and disposal of hazardous materials, which would minimize the risk of 

potential damage from environmental accidents. Any future commercial tenants of future development that may 

handle hazardous materials above regulatory thresholds would be required to comply with the California Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan program, the California Fire Code, and applicable requirements administered by the local 

Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). These regulatory programs mandate appropriate storage, spill 

containment, emergency response procedures, and employee training, minimizing the potential for spills or 

uncontrolled releases. The Project does not propose manufacturing, chemical processing, petroleum storage, 

hazardous waste treatment, or other high risk industrial activities that could pose a substantial threat of irreversible 

soil, groundwater, or biological resource impacts. Therefore, the potential for a significant environmental accident 

is inherently low. 

As discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, short-term construction activities associated with 

implementation of these land uses would temporarily increase the regional transport, use, storage, and disposal of 

hazardous materials and petroleum products commonly used in construction (e.g., diesel fuel, paints, lubricants, 

solvents, and cement products containing strong basic or acidic chemicals). Demolition and construction activities 

associated with future development facilitated by the Project could result in the disturbance of hazardous materials. 

Numerous federal, state and local regulations exist that require strict adherence to specific guidelines regarding 

the use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials. Regulations that would be required of those 

transporting, using or disposing of hazardous materials include the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

(RCRA), which provides the ‘cradle to grave’ regulation of hazardous wastes; Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, which regulates closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites; the 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, which governs hazardous materials transportation on U.S. roadways; 

International Fire Code, which creates procedures and mechanisms to ensure the safe handling and storage of 

hazardous materials; California Code of Regulations Title 22, which regulates the generation, transportation, 

treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous waste; California Code of Regulations Title 27, which regulates the 

treatment, storage and disposal of solid wastes; and the Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA), with 

implements and enforces all major hazardous materials regulatory programs. For development within the State of 

California, Government Code Section 65850.2 requires that no final certificate of occupancy or its substantial 

equivalent be issued unless there is verification that the owner or authorized agent has met, or is meeting, the 

applicable requirements of the Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Article 2, Sections 25500 

through 25520.For the reasons stated above, the Project would not result in irreversible damage from 

environmental accidents.  

5.2.4 Consumption of Resources Justified 

While the Project would increase resource consumption during construction and operation, the Project would also 

result in benefits related to long-term resource consumption in the region. According to SCAG’s 2024–2050 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (also referred to as Connect SoCal), the City will 

continue to experience growth in population, jobs, and housing. The Project aims to build off the character and existing 
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assets of the City by identifying opportunities for equitable and sustainable investment while addressing issues and 

concerns voiced by community members. The Project would facilitate the development of future housing to be in closer 

proximity to existing jobs, thereby reducing distances required for commutes, and would facilitate commercial uses to 

be in closer proximity to existing and future housing in the Planning Area. The Project would help accommodate growth 

within existing developed areas, as opposed to accommodating growth through development in previously 

undeveloped areas. The latter development pattern generally results in permanent loss of naturalized lands and open 

space, as well as increased fossil fuel consumption attributable to longer commuting distances and lack of transit 

options. While the Project would result in some irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable resources, it would also 

help accommodate growth in a manner that would reduce irreversible environmental changes in the region. For these 

reasons, the Project’s proposed consumption of resources is justified.  

5.3 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

CEQA requires a discussion of ways in which the proposed Project could be growth inducing. The CEQA Guidelines 

identify a project as growth inducing if it fosters economic or population growth or results in the construction of 

additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment (14 CCR 15126.2(e)). New 

employees from commercial development and new population from residential development represent direct forms 

of growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and inducing 

additional economic activity in the area. A project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or removing barriers 

to growth or by creating a condition that attracts additional population or new economic activity. However, a project’s 

potential to induce growth does not automatically result in growth. Growth can only happen through capital 

investment in new economic opportunities by the private or public sectors. 

Direct growth-inducing impacts are commonly associated with the extension of new public services, utilities, and 

roads into areas that have previously been undeveloped. The extension of such infrastructure into a non-serviced 

area can represent the elimination of a growth-limiting factor, thereby inducing growth. Increases in the population 

may tax existing community service facilities, which could require construction of new facilities and which could 

ultimately result in an increase in the pace of development or the density of the existing surrounding development. 

Indirect growth-inducing impacts include an increased demand for housing, commodities, and services that new 

development causes or attracts by increasing the population or job growth in an area. 

Through proposed land use changes and policies, the Project would guide redevelopment in the city and the 

Planning Area, from residential and commercial-related growth. The Project is anticipated to indirectly induce 

growth through the removal of obstacles to additional growth and development, such as allowing increased 

density to occur in industrial areas in accordance with new land use regulations. However, the Project does not 

propose any specific infrastructure improvements that would result in growth. The Project does not approve the 

construction of specific development projects and would largely accommodate growth based on market 

conditions. However, it would allow increased development intensity and/or a more inclusive mix of land uses 

compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the Project removes regulatory obstacles to growth and is thus 

considered to be growth-inducing.  

The land use changes associated with the Project would increase the number of dwelling units that could occur 

under buildout conditions and accommodate a greater population than was envisioned for the General Plan. 

Additionally, it would increase commercial activity and create new jobs in the Planning Area through commercial 

development. These new jobs could potentially lead to future employees moving into the city to be proximate to 
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their jobs, therefore increasing the population. Therefore, the Project would have indirect growth-inducing effects, 

as analyzed throughout this Draft PEIR. 

As discussed in Section 4.15, Public Services, as the Planning Area continues to develop, it would require further 

commitment of public services that could include fire protection, law enforcement, public schools, public recreation, 

and other services as appropriate. Future development in the city would require increased commitment to public 

services that would be considered a long-term commitment in order to maintain the desired level of service. This is 

considered a growth-inducing impact. 

As the population grows and occupies new dwelling units, these residents would seek shopping, entertainment, 

employment, home improvement, vehicle maintenance, and other economic opportunities in the surrounding area. 

This would facilitate the purchase of economic goods and services and could, therefore, encourage the creation of 

new businesses and/or the expansion of existing businesses. This need for goods and services would partially be met 

by the proposed commercial/mixed-use development, but not fully. This is considered a growth-inducing impact. 

Cities and counties in California periodically update their general plans pursuant to California Government Code 

Sections 65300 et seq. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project is intended to guide growth and 

development within the city. While no direct development is proposed as part of the Project, the Project land use 

changes and policies would accommodate future development (and redevelopment of previously developed areas).  

Pressures to develop in the surrounding cities may derive from regional economic conditions and market demands 

for housing, commercial, office and industrial land uses that may be directly or indirectly influenced by the Project. 

Although the Project does not include approval of physical development, it creates additional development capacity 

in the city compared to existing conditions. Much of this development capacity is either available under existing 

conditions or is limited to targeted areas. Furthermore, development projects would be induced more by market 

demands than by new development capacity created by land use changes. However, because approval of the 

Project would ultimately result in subsequent projects that would have their own environmental impacts, including 

potentially significant impacts, the Project is a growth-inducing action. 

5.4 Potential Secondary Effects of Mitigation Measures 

Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “if a mitigation measure would cause one or more 

significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation 

measure shall be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” With regard 

to this section of the CEQA Guidelines, the potential impacts that could result with the implementation of each 

mitigation measure proposed for the Project were reviewed. The following provides a discussion of the potential 

secondary effects that could occur as a result of the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, listed 

by environmental issue area. 

5.4.1 Aesthetics 

MM-4.1-1 (Shade and Shadow Analysis) requires, prior to issuance of a building permit for any development project 

pursuant to the MUOD that is located outside of a Transit Priority Area on a non-Housing Element site, the project 

applicant to submit a Shade/Shadow Analysis if both of the following conditions apply: (1) The proposed project is 
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over three stories in height, and (2) the subject property is adjacent1 to a residential parcel zoned R1, R2, or R3. 

establishes a clear, objective threshold of significance for future projects shading adjacent residential parcels. 

Specifically, a project would result in a significant shade/shadow impact if new project‑related shading would 

reduce direct sunlight to private or common residential outdoor living areas or other shade‑sensitive features 

beyond defined hourly thresholds. If a significant impact is identified, the applicant must implement City‑approved 

design modifications (such as height reductions, stepbacks, massing adjustments, or increased setback) to reduce 

shading effects to below the applicable significance thresholds prior to project approval.  

This mitigation measure establishes objective thresholds and enforceable requirements to evaluate and, where 

necessary, mitigate shading effects on adjacent residential properties through design based measures such as 

height reductions, stepbacks, massing reconfiguration, and increased setbacks. This mitigation measure would not 

result in any physical changes in the environment. As such, implementation of this measure would have beneficial 

impacts on reducing shade and shadow impacts and would not result in significant secondary effects. 

5.4.2 Air Quality 

MM-4.3-1 (Construction Equipment Emissions Reductions) requires that construction contractors use California Air 

Resources Board-certified Tier 4 Final or better construction equipment for equipment engines greater than 25 

horsepower. MM-4.3-2 (Additional Construction Equipment Emission Reductions) would require that electric or 

hybrid powered equipment and cleaner fuel equipment be used during construction, as commercially available. 

MM-4.3-3 (Limit Truck and Equipment Idling During Construction) would limit idling time of heavy-duty trucks to no 

more than 4 minutes. MM-4.3-4 (Use of Low-VOC Paint During Construction) would require the use of low VOC paint 

for all interior and exterior paint applications, while MM-4.3-5 would require development and implementation of 

dust control strategies are implemented to reduce project-generated dust during construction and ensure 

compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403. MM-4.3-6 (Notification of Construction Activities) requires that prior to the 

commencement of any construction activities for each future development project, a representative must provide 

evidence to the City that the applicant has employed a construction relations officer who will address community 

concerns regarding on-site construction activity.  

MM-4.3-7 (Low-VOC Cleaning Supplies and Paint Educational Program) would require future development project 

applicants to provide evidence to the City that the applicant/phase developer has developed a green cleaning 

product and paint education program to be made available through property management practices prior to 

occupancy. MM-4.3-8 (Landscape Maintenance Equipment Emission Reduction) would implement landscape 

maintenance equipment emission reduction measures that promote the use of electric landscape equipment. MM-

4.3-9 (Trip Reduction Program) would require future development projects with 50 employees or more to prepare 

a Trip Reduction Program to discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips and encourage alternative modes of 

transportation, such as carpooling, and shuttle/transit use, and where applicable walking, and biking, with the goal 

of reducing VMT. MM-4.3-10 (Enhanced End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities) would require applicable future development 

projects (non-residential and multifamily residential development) to install end-of-trip bicycle facilities, such as 

bike parking or storage, showers, and changing facilities. MM-4.3-11 (Transit Oriented Features) would require 

project applicants of future projects to consult with the City to determine appropriate and reasonable contribution 

towards construction or implementation of transit features.  

These mitigation measures require use of cleaner equipment and practices, dust suppression measures, and 

implementation of bicycle facilities and other vehicle trip reduction strategies to reduce harmful emissions and 

 
1  “Adjacent to” is defined as being within 150 feet of the subject parcel, measured from the respective parcel boundaries. 
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require community notification of construction activities. Most of these mitigation measures would incorporate 

design features into future development, such as low-VOC paint and electric-powered equipment, to reduce air 

quality impacts and would not result in physical changes in the environment. The increased vehicle trips from future 

construction of bicycle facilities are considered within the analysis of the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures 

would not result in physical changes in the environment that could result in significant secondary effects. As such, 

implementation of these measures would have beneficial impacts on reducing air quality impacts and would not 

result in significant secondary effects. 

5.4.3 Biological Resources 

MM-4.4-1 (Habitat Assessment) would require project applicants to prepare a Habitat Assessment Report to the 

City’s Planning Division for review and approval unless the site is fully developed with impervious surfaces and/or 

irrigated landscaping. MM-4.4-2 (Rare Plants) would require project applicants to conduct rare plant surveys within 

the appropriate blooming period for southern tarplant, decumbent goldenbush, or Coulter’s goldfields if the habitat 

assessment determines suitable habitat for those species exists, and to flag any findings for avoidance, or if 

individual plants cannot be avoided, to relocate them to a conserved property or replant them on site at a CDFW-

approved ratio. MM-4.4-3 (Nesting Birds) states that if suitable nesting bird habitat is present on future project 

sites, construction must avoid the nesting season when possible or, if work must occur then, a qualified biologist 

must survey for active nests, establish and monitor appropriate no disturbance buffers, and ensure construction 

does not resume in those areas until nests are inactive. MM-4.4-4 (Burrowing Owl) would require focused burrowing 

owl surveys if suitable burrowing owl habitat is found during habitat assessments for future projects and avoidance 

of impacts to owls and their habitat or, if avoidance is not possible, coordination with CDFW for appropriate 

mitigation—which may require an Incidental Take Permit and habitat conservation or relocation completed before 

construction. MM-4.4-5 (Western Spadefoot) would require focused presence/absence surveys conducted by a 

qualified biologist(s) if suitable western spadefoot habitat is found during habitat assessments for future projects 

to determine if western spadefoot is present, and if surveys are positive, the biologist(s) must conduct pre-

construction surveys for western spadefoot and relocate spadefoot individuals of all life stages to suitable habitat 

outside of the project work area. MM-4.4-6 (Crotch’s Bumble Bee) would require that if suitable habitat for Crotch’s 

bumble bee is present, a qualified biologist must conduct pre‑construction surveys during the active season and 

establish no‑work buffers around any detected nests; or, if avoidance is not possible, this mitigation measure would 

require consult with CDFW for permitting and compensatory mitigation such as habitat replacement or 

conservation. 

Overall, these mitigation measures require impact-preventative surveys and avoidance measures for biological 

resources that would not result in physical changes in the environment that could result in significant secondary 

impacts. The increased vehicle trips from monitoring and surveying of the above-mentioned mitigation measures 

are temporary and are considered within the analysis of the Draft PEIR. As such, implementation of these mitigation 

measures would not result in any significant secondary effects. 

5.4.4 Cultural Resources 

MM-4.5-1 (Historic Architectural Resources) requires the applicant to evaluate potential historic architectural 

resources and, when warranted, shall engage a qualified architectural historian to submit a Phase I and/or Phase 

II Historic Resources Assessment and the incorporation of appropriate avoidance, minimization, or documentation 

measures, such as compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards or archival Historic American Building 

Survey, Historic American Engineering Record, or Historic American Landscape Survey recordation, to reduce 
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significant impacts to historic resources. MM-4.5-2 (Archaeological Resources) requires the City to review the 

archaeological sensitivity of the Planning Area as identified in Appendix F-3, Archaeological Resources Sensitivity 

Map of the Final EIR to determine whether the property is located in an area with moderate or high sensitivity and, 

if the qualified archaeologist determines there is moderate or high sensitivity, the applicant shall submit a Phase I 

Archaeological Resources Inventory Report to identify and evaluate archaeological resources that may be impacted 

by the subject project and to incorporate appropriate measures to avoid or minimize impacts to archaeological 

resources as part of an Archaeological Resources Work Plan (ARWP).  

These mitigation measures require impact-preventative cultural resource studies and avoidance measures for 

cultural resources that would not result in physical changes in the environment that could result in significant 

secondary impacts. The increased vehicle trips from surveying of the above-mentioned mitigation measures are 

temporary and are considered within the analysis of the Draft PEIR. As such, implementation of these mitigation 

measures would not result in any significant secondary effects. 

5.4.5 Geology and Soils 

MM-4.7-1 (Mitigation Protocols for Paleontological Resources) would require project applicants to retain qualified 

paleontologists, implement appropriate monitoring based on site sensitivity, and to halt work to evaluate, recover, 

and curate any fossils discovered during construction. This mitigation measure requires impact-preventative 

paleontological monitoring and avoidance measures for paleontological resources and projects in high-sensitivity 

areas that would not result in physical changes in the environment that could result in significant secondary 

impacts. The increased vehicle trips from monitoring and pre-construction meetings from the above-mentioned 

mitigation measure are temporary and are considered within the analysis of the Draft PEIR. As such, implementation 

of this mitigation measure would not result in any significant secondary effects. 

5.4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

MM-4.8-1 (Electrify Temporary and Portable Sources) requires applicants of future projects to include grid power 

connections for construction trailers and lighting when grid power is on site. MM-4.8-2 (Energy Conservation) would 

require applicants of future projects to ensure new buildings are designed to include various energy conservation 

measures. MM-4.8-3 (Electric Vehicle Ready New Construction) would require applicants of future projects to install 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure that meets or exceeds the voluntary standard in the California Green Building 

Standards Code into the development and that adequate charging equipment, capacity, and design features are 

provided to support effective long‑term operation. MM-4.8-4 (On-site Solar) would require applicants of future 

projects to provide evidence to the City that building designs include rooftop photovoltaic systems that meet or 

exceed the current mandatory photovoltaic requirements of the California Green Building Standards Code. MM-4.8-

5 (Water Conservation) would require applicants of future projects, through construction contractor’s contract 

specifications, to include water conservation measures that meet or exceed requirements of the California Green 

Building Standards Code.  

These mitigation measures require use of cleaner equipment and practices, such as electrical and solar equipment 

and energy conservation measures, to reduce GHG emissions. These mitigation measures would not result in any 

physical changes in the environment and would instead mandate energy, water, and solid waste design features 

into future project development to reduce GHG emissions. As such, implementation of these measures would have 

beneficial impacts on reducing GHG impacts and would not result in significant secondary effects. 
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5.4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM-4.9-1 (Pre-Construction Due Diligence) would require thorough environmental due diligence, including Phase I 

and II Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs), regulatory agency coordination and oversight, avoidance of 

contaminated areas, and development of contamination management, remediation, and protective measures, to 

ensure any contamination is identified, addressed, and safely managed before and during site redevelopment. MM-

4.9-2 (Hazardous Materials Building Survey and Abatement) requires a certified hazardous building materials 

survey and the proper abatement and regulatory compliant removal of any asbestos, lead, or universal wastes 

before any demolition or renovation occurs. MM-4.9-3 (Methane Mitigation) requires surveying proposed 

development sites for methane sources, conducting soil gas investigations when warranted, and implementing 

appropriate engineering controls or mitigation systems, such as venting, gas barriers, detection systems, or source 

removal, to ensure safe building development in areas with potential methane hazards.  

These mitigation measures require thorough environmental due diligence studies, avoidance measures, 

contamination management, remediation, protective measures, and methane mitigation, to reduce potential 

impacts from hazards and hazardous materials. These mitigation measures would not result in any physical 

changes in the environment and would instead mandate hazards studies, identification of risks, and 

implementation of design features for future project development, where appropriate, to reduce potential hazards 

and hazardous materials impacts. As such, implementation of these measures would have beneficial impacts on 

reducing hazards and hazardous materials impacts and would not result in significant secondary effects. 

5.4.8 Noise 

MM-4.13-1 (Construction Noise Management Plan and Best Management Practices) would require project 

applicant to prepare a Construction Noise Management Plan and implement best management practices for 

construction equipment. The mitigation measure would require all construction to follow permitted City construction 

hours and mandates advance written notification to nearby residents, along with coordination for any high noise 

activities to minimize disruption; would require applicants of future development including stationary mechanical 

equipment to demonstrate that the equipment will comply with the City’s adopted residential exterior and interior 

noise standards at the nearest affected sensitive receptor locations; and incorporate a site design and operational 

plan that minimizes noise exposure to adjacent sensitive receptors. 

MM-4.13-2 (Operational Noise Design, Performance, and Management) would require applicant to demonstrate 

through project design, acoustical analysis, and operational planning that operational noise sources associated 

with the project will comply with the City noise standards and will minimize noise exposure to nearby sensitive 

receptors. For example, applicants or property managers of mixed-use projects that include commercial tenants, 

outdoor seating, or other activity likely to generate evening/nighttime noise would be required to implement a 

complaint response protocol that identifies a responsible contact, provide a means for residents to report persistent 

operational noise concerns, and document corrective actions.  

MM-4.13-3 (Construction Vibration) would require projects using vibration intensive construction equipment near 

sensitive receptors to prepare a vibration impact evaluation and implement any necessary mitigation to meet FTA 

vibration thresholds, while also providing advance written notice to nearby properties if thresholds may be 

exceeded.  
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These mitigation measures require noise impact studies and the use of noise mitigation equipment, materials, and 

practices during construction and operations, including but not limited to, noise barriers, mufflers, engine 

enclosures, enhanced building sound insulation, and limiting construction to hours allowed by the Costa Mesa 

Municipal Code. Although noise barriers would potentially be installed in the future, noise barriers and other 

equipment/conditions during construction would be temporary and located within the individual project sites (i.e., 

not blocking traffic or resulting in significant aesthetic impacts) and would thus not result in significant 

environmental impacts. These mitigation measures would not result in any physical changes in the environment 

that could result in significant secondary effects. As such, implementation of these measures would have beneficial 

impacts on reducing noise impacts and would not result in significant secondary effects. 

5.4.9 Population and Housing 

MM-4.14-1 (SCAG Coordination and Inclusion in Regional Planning) would require the City to submit this Project’s 

Final PEIR to SCAG for inclusion in regional planning documents, including the RTP/SCS and the RHNA, to ensure 

that the population, housing and employment growth facilitated by the Project is recognized and incorporated into 

regional forecasts to allow SCAG and local jurisdictions to better align transportation, housing, and infrastructure 

planning with the long-term impacts of the Project. This mitigation measure requires communication and 

coordination with SCAG and other local jurisdictions and would not result in physical changes in the environment 

that could result in significant secondary impacts. As such, implementation of this mitigation measure would not 

result in any significant secondary effects. 

5.4.10 Tribal Cultural Resources 

MM-4.18-1 (Tribal Cultural Resources) requires the City to conduct Tribal consultation under AB 52, review NAHC 

Sacred Land Files, and implement appropriate avoidance, monitoring, and mitigation measures developed in 

coordination with traditionally affiliated Tribes whenever a project may affect tribal cultural resources or Native 

American archaeological materials to minimize impacts to tribal cultural resources. This mitigation measure would 

require evaluation of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources and implementation of avoidance measures, 

such as tribal monitoring. The increased vehicle trips from tribal monitoring would be temporary and are considered 

within the analysis of the Draft PEIR. As such, implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any 

significant secondary effects. 

5.5 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that 

various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 

discussed in detail in the Draft PEIR. Based on the analysis contained in the Draft PEIR and as listed in Table ES-1 

in the Executive Summary of this Draft PEIR, the following environmental effects were found to be less than 

significant without requiring mitigation: aesthetics, energy, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, 

mineral resources, public services, transportation, utilities and service systems, and wildfire.  
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6 Alternatives to the Project 

6.1 Introduction 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that environmental impact reports (EIRs) “describe a range 

of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, 

and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). As required by 

CEQA, this chapter of the Draft PEIR evaluates alternatives to the project and compares the potential impacts of 

each alternative with the project’s potential impacts. As presented in prior sections of this Draft PEIR, the Project 

would result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the following categories: air quality, biological resources, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, 

population and housing, and tribal cultural resources. 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, project alternatives should be selected based primarily on 

the ability of the alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen any significant impacts of the Project, “even if these 

alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” 

Additionally, the PEIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but rather the range of 

alternatives should be governed by a “rule of reason,” such that only those alternatives necessary to permit a 

reasoned choice are analyzed (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.69(f)). 

In selecting project alternatives for analysis, the potential alternatives should be feasible. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(f)(1) states: 

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives 

are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other 

plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries…, and whether the proponent can 

reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site…  

CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a “No Project” Alternative and an evaluation of alternative location(s) for 

the project, if feasible. Of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, an environmentally superior alternative is to be 

designated. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, then the EIR shall identify an 

environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2).  

As such, this Draft PEIR includes the analysis of the following five alternatives to the Project: 

▪ Alternative A – No Project/Buildout According to Adopted Plans 

▪ Alternative B – Housing Element Sites Only 

▪ Alternative C – Reduced Density of Non-Housing Element Sites  

▪ Alternative D – No Rezone on Non-Housing Element Industrial Sites and Safety Zone 3 
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6.2 Project Objectives 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires an EIR to include a statement of objectives sought by the Project, 

including the underlying purpose of the Project. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft PEIR, 

the following Project Objectives have been established and will aid decision-makers in their review of the Project, 

the Project alternatives, and associated environmental impacts. 

1. Implement many of the required programs of the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element and accommodate 

the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), as required by State law.  

2. Achieve Housing Element certification, as required by the State. 

3. Implement the rezoning of Measure K sites, as allowed by Measure K (2022), including the rezoning of 

Housing Element sites, as required by State law. 

4. Support City Council’s goal to diversify, stabilize, and increase housing to reflect community needs. 

5. Amend the Zoning Code to be consistent with allowed densities, taking into account State and Federal law 

and to better facilitate the development of housing. 

6. Prepare objective design standards consistent with the community’s vision for citywide multifamily and 

mixed-use projects. 

7. Prioritize new housing near jobs and amenities, while reducing potential impacts to existing residential 

neighborhoods, in order to revitalize existing commercial and industrial areas with the introduction of new 

housing and mixed-use developments. 

6.3 Summary of Environmental Impacts 

As presented in prior chapters of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 

after implementation of all mitigation measures, as summarized in Table 6-1 below. 

Table 6-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Threshold Mitigation Measures Significance Determination 

4.1. Aesthetics 4.1-1 MM-4.1-1 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.2. Agriculture and 

Forestry 

 

4.2-1 No Feasible MM Significant and Unavoidable 

4.2-2 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.2-3 N/A No Impact 

4.3. Air Quality 4.3-1 MM-4.3-1 and MM-4.3-11 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.3-2 MM-4.3-1 and MM-4.3-11 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.3-3 MM-4.3-1 and MM-4.3-11 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.3-4 N/A Less Than Significant  

4.4. Biological 

Resources 

4.4-1 MM-4.4-1 through MM-4.4-6 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.4-2 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.4-3 N/A No Impact 

4.5. Cultural 

Resources 

4.5-1 MM-4.5-1 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.5-2 MM-4.5-2 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.5-3 N/A Less Than Significant  
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Table 6-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Threshold Mitigation Measures Significance Determination 

4.6. Energy 4.6-1 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.7. Geology and Soils 4.7-1 MM-4.7-1 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.8. Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

4.8-1 MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.8-2 MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.9. Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials 

4.9-1 MM-4.9-1 through MM-4.9-3 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.9-2 N/A Significant and Unavoidable 

4.9-3 N/A Significant and Unavoidable 

4.9-4 MM-4.9-1 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.9-5 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.9-6 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.10. Hydrology and 

Water Quality 

4.10-1 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.10-2 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.10-3 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.10-4 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.10-5 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.11. Land Use and 

Planning 

4.11-1 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.12. Mineral 

Resources 

4.12-1 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.12-2 N/A No Impact 

4.13. Noise 4.13-1 MM-4.13-1 through  

MM-4.13-4 

Significant and Unavoidable 

4.13-2 MM-4.13-1 through  

MM-4.13-4 

Significant and Unavoidable 

4.13-3 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.14. Population and 

Housing 

4.14-1 MM-4.14-1 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.14-2 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.15. Public Services  4.15-1(Fire, 

Police, Schools, 

and Libraries) 

N/A Less Than Significant 

4.16. Recreation  4.16-1 No Feasible MM Significant and Unavoidable 

4.16-2 No Feasible MM Significant and Unavoidable 

4.17. Transportation 4.17-1 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.17-2 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.18. Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

4.18-1 MM-4.18-1 and MM 4.5-2 Significant and Unavoidable 

4.19. Utilities and 

Service Systems 

4.19-1 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.19-2 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.19-3 N/A Less Than Significant 

4.19-4 N/A Less Than Significant 

Notes: All “Significant and Unavoidable” impact determinations would also cumulatively considerable, while all “No Impact” or “Less 

Than Significant” impact determinations would not be cumulatively considerable, unless otherwise noted.  

Consistent with CEQA, the analysis presented in this chapter considers a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project 

and evaluates their comparative environmental impacts. The selection of alternatives and their discussion must “foster 
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informed decision making and public participation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). Therefore, this chapter 

identifies potential alternatives to the Project and evaluates them, as required by CEQA. 

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence that the alternative is in fact 

“feasible.” The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies with the decision maker(s) for a given 

project, who must make the necessary findings addressing the potential feasibility of an alternative, including 

whether it meets most of the basic project objectives (provided in Section 6.2, Project Objectives) or reduces the 

severity of significant environmental effects pursuant to CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21081; 

see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). 

6.4 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated During the 
Project Planning Process 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) recommends that an EIR identify any alternatives that were considered by the 

lead agency but were rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons for their rejection. Among the factors 

described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 in determining whether to exclude alternatives from detailed 

consideration in an EIR are failure to meet most of the basic objectives of a project, infeasibility, or inability to avoid 

significant environmental impacts. 

With respect to the feasibility of potential alternatives to a project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states 

the following: 

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives 

are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other 

plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries... and whether the proponent can 

reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already 

owned by the proponent).  

In determining an appropriate range of Project alternatives to be evaluated in this EIR, one alternative for the Project 

was considered but ultimately rejected from further analysis in the Draft EIR, consistent with Section 15126.6(c) of 

the CEQA Guidelines. A description of the potential alternatives considered, but not carried forward, and the 

rationale for rejection is provided below. 

6.4.1 Removal of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance Sites 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), the following provides a brief description of an alternative 

Project considered and rejected as infeasible, along with the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. 

Under this potential alternative, two parcels designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance 

by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program would be removed from 

the Planning Area. The reduction in the Planning Area would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts 

associated with the Project’s conversion of these farmlands to non-agricultural uses. As described in Section 4.2, 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in a significant impact with no 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce the direct loss of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance 

within the city. Requirements to partially mitigate for the loss of farmland are typically achieved through in lieu fees 
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or direct purchases of conservation easements on similar land. However, the City and Orange County do not 

currently have an agricultural mitigation program to mitigate impacts to agricultural lands. Thus, the City and Orange 

County do not have mechanisms currently available to mitigate the loss of Important Farmland. Therefore, the City 

considered removing these parcels from the Planning Area and the proposed MUOD would not apply to these sites 

such that the agricultural uses can continue operations. All other impacts would be similar to the Project with the 

proposed MUOD rezoning applied to the rest of the Planning Area.  

However, these two parcels are Housing Element sites identified in the sites inventory (i.e., Housing Sites 138 and 

142) at the time of the release of the NOP.1 As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft PEIR, in 

order to accommodate the City’s mandated fair share of housing needs (i.e., RHNA) and a buffer, the Housing 

Element identifies Housing Element sites at specific densities (ranging between 40-90 dwelling units per acre 

[du/ac]) and capacities and requires that they be rezoned to allow for the development of housing. Furthermore, in 

the determining the buildout of the Project, Housing Element sites are required under California Government Code 

Section 65583.2(h) to provide a minimum amount of residential floor area and achieve a minimum residential 

density, such that projects consisting of 100 percent of residential uses would be permitted. Note that such 

requirements do not preclude the possibility of a mixed-use project on a Housing Element site, as long as it is 

compliant with State law, including the requirement to provide at least 50 percent of the total floor area as 

residential uses at a minimum density of 20 du/ac. Given these site restrictions as Housing Element sites, the two 

parcels would be required to be redeveloped in accordance with State Housing Law.  

These parcels cannot be removed from the proposed Project unless they are both removed from the Housing 

Element sites inventory and Measure K. These are key parcels in the sites inventory to achieve higher-density 

housing. Removal of these properties or any substantial changes to the sites inventory would require a significant 

identification of new sites for RHNA and further delay the City's ability to meet State-mandated deadlines for 

compliance with State law.  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the purpose of considering alternatives to the Project is to 

identify alternatives that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the Project. 

Due to its inability to feasibly reduce impacts to agriculture and forestry resources, even if such reductions would 

reduce or eliminate significant impacts, this alternative was rejected and not further analyzed in this Draft PEIR.  

6.5 Alternatives Selected for Further Analysis 

This section discusses a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, including a no project alternative in 

compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). These alternatives include the following: 

▪ Alternative A – No Project/Buildout According to Adopted Plans 

▪ Alternative B – Housing Element Sites Only 

▪ Alternative C – Reduced Density of Non-Housing Element Sites  

▪ Alternative D – Rezone on Non-Housing Element Industrial Sites and Safety Zone 3 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, each alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail to 

determine whether the overall environmental impacts would be less than, similar to, or greater than the 

 
1  As of March 17, 2026, one of the two parcels designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance was removed 

from the Housing Element sites inventory. The other designated parcel remains within the Planning Area. 
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corresponding impacts of the Project. Each alternative is also evaluated to determine whether the Project objectives 

would be substantially attained.  

6.5.1 Alternative A – No Project/Buildout According to 
Adopted Plans 

6.5.1.1 Description of the Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the specific alternative of “no project” 

along with its impact. As stated in this section of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of describing and analyzing a 

“no project” alternative (Alternative A) is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving a project 

with the impacts of not approving a project. As specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), when a 

project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan or policy or an ongoing operation, the no project 

alternative will be the continuation of the plan, policy, or operation into the future. Therefore, Alternative A, as 

required by the CEQA Guidelines, would analyze the effects of development consistent with implementation of the 

General Plan and existing land use/zoning.  

Under Alternative A, the Planning Area would continue to develop in accordance with the City’s General Plan existing 

land use designations and zoning, as well as in accordance with General Plan Amendments and Specific Plans that 

have occurred since the adoption of the General Plan. The Planning Area is comprised of 1,079 parcels across the 

city. Under existing conditions, these parcels contain existing General Plan land use designations and zoning 

designations with maximum allowable densities and intensities, as summarized in Table 6-2, Maximum 

Development Intensity According to Adopted Plans, and further detailed in Appendix B, Buildout Methodology. Table 

6-2 is provided to illustrate the land use designations and zoning that currently allow for residential development. 

As shown, the majority of the parcels in the Planning Area are not currently intended for residential development. 
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Table 6-2. Maximum Development Intensity According to Adopted Plans 

Land Use Designation 

Maximum 

Allowable Density 

(units per acre) 

Maximum Allowable 

Intensity (Floor to 

Area Ratio [FAR]) 

General Plan Land Use Designation 

Commercial Center (CC) — 0.25 to 0.75 

Commercial-Residential (CR) 12 to 17.4 0.20 to 0.40 

Cultural Arts Center (CAC) — a 1.77 

General Commercial (GC) — 0.20 to 0.75 

High-Density Residential (HDR) 20 — 

Industrial Park (IP) — 0.20 to 0.75 

Light Industrial (LI) — 0.15 to 0.75 

Medium-Density Residential (MDR) 12 — 

Neighborhood Commercial (NC) — 0.15 to 0.75 

Regional Commercial (RC) — 0.652 to 0.89 

Urban Center Commercial (UCC) 20 or 80 a 0.48 to 0.79 

Zoning Designation 

Administrative and Professional District (AP) — — b 

Commercial Limited District (CL) — — b 

General Business District (C2) — — b 

General Industrial (MG) — — b 

Industrial Park (MP) — — b 

Institutional and Recreational District (I&R) — — b 

Local Business District (C1) — — b 

Multiple-Family Residential District, High Density (R2-HD) 14.52 — 

Multiple-Family Residential District, Medium Density (R2-MD) 12 — 

Planned Development Commercial (PDC) — — b 

Planned Development Industrial (PDI) — — b 

Planned Development Residential—High Density (PDR-HD) Up to 20 — 

Planned Development Residential—Medium Density (PDR-MD) Up to 12 — 

Shopping Center District (C1-S) — — b 

Town Center District (TC) — — b 

Sources: Appendix B, Buildout Methodology. City of Costa Mesa 2025a; City of Costa Mesa 2025b.  

Note: FAR = Floor Area Ratio; -- = Not Applicable. 
a Refer to the North Costa Mesa Specific Plan for detailed density for specific sites. 
b Refer to the General Plan for the applicable land use designation as shown in Table 13-69 of the Zoning Code unless a deviation 

is allowed by the General Plan. 

In order to compare the buildout of Alternative A to the Project, the existing maximums under General Plan land use 

designations and zoning residential and non-residential square footage (for both Alternative A and the Project) are 

considered in combination with the “realistic capacity” methodology used under the proposed Project (see Appendix 

B, Buildout Methodology, for more discussion). As a result, the Alternative A would allow for up to 1,138 units and 

19,663,251 square feet of non-residential uses, as shown in Table 6-3, below.  
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Table 6-3. Comparison of Planning Area Buildout Projections and Alternative A 
Buildout Projections 

Category 

Project Buildout 

Projections  

Alternative A Buildout 

Projections  

Difference in Buildout 

(Alternative A – Project) 

Population1 52,872 2,912 - 49,960 

Housing (DU) 22,030 1,138 - 20,892 

Non-Residential Square Feet 17,306,003 19,663,251 +2,357,248 

Sources: Appendix B, Buildout Methodology. See Table 4.14-5, within Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR.  

Notes: Negative number is represented by parenthesis “(number).” 
1 Baseline population for the Planning Area reflects population estimate (2.56 persons per household) for the City as recorded by 

the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2020-2024 American Community Survey (U.S. Census 2026). 

As shown in Table 6-3, under Alternative A, there would be approximately 49,960 fewer residents, 20,892 fewer 

dwelling units, and 2,357,248 more non-residential square feet within the Planning Area when compared to Project 

buildout conditions.  

6.5.1.2 Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Alternative A would not meet or would have a substantially reduced ability to meet all Project Objectives. In order to 

accommodate the City’s mandated fair share of housing needs (i.e., RHNA) and a buffer, the Housing Element 

identifies sites with specific densities and requires that they be rezoned to allow for the development of housing. 

The Project would rezone all Measure K sites, implementing Housing Element Programs 3C, 3D, and 3N; apply the 

amended MUOD, implementing Housing Element Program 3G; and amend the City’s Zoning Code, implementing 

Housing Element Programs 2B, 2E, 2F, 2H, 2I, 2J, 2K, 2M, 2N, 2O, 2P, 3C, 3D, 3E, 3F, 3H, 3I, 3J, 3K, 3S, 4E, and 

4G (see Chapter 3, Project Description, for further detail). Although some additional housing development would 

occur from the buildout of the City’s General Plan, Alternative A would not implement the identified Housing Element 

programs designed to accommodate the City’s RHNA with required residential capacity needed, and would have a 

substantially reduced ability to meet Objective 1.  

To obtain and maintain Housing Element certification, the Housing Element identifies sections of the City’s Zoning 

Code that require amendments to comply with State law requirements, remove regulatory impediments or barriers 

to housing development, and streamline the housing development process. Under Alternative A, the City would not 

implement the rezoning of Housing Element sites. As such, the City would not meet Objective 2.  

Similarly, Alternative A would not implement the rezoning of Measure K sites with the applied MUOD, implement 

proposed amendments to the Zoning Code to be consistent with allowed densities, or adopt the proposed Objective 

Design Standards for multifamily and mixed-use projects. As a result, Alternative A would not meet Objectives 3, 5, 

and 6.  

Alternative A would continue buildout projections under the City’s existing General Plan land use and zoning, which 

would include additional housing development. However, Alternative A would not incorporate the proposed rezoning 

recommendations or implement the required programs identified in the City’s Housing Element to diversify, stabilize, 

and increase housing, nor would it prioritize new housing near jobs and amenities. Thus, Alternative A would have a 

substantially reduced ability to meet Objective 4 and Objective 7.  
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6.5.1.3 Comparison of the Effects of Alternative A to the Project 

Alternative A would eliminate all Project-related environmental impacts associated with the buildout of the Project. 

Therefore, all mitigation measures associated with the Project, as set forth in this Draft PEIR, would no longer be 

required or applicable.  

Aesthetics 

Under Alternative A, development would occur pursuant to the existing General Plan land use designations and 

zoning code. The Project would amend the MUOD, establish Citywide Multifamily Residential and Mixed‑Use 

Objective Design Standards, and amend the Zoning Code consistent with the Housing Element, and impacts to 

aesthetics would be less than significant. The amended MUOD would improve predictability and consistency in 

visual outcomes along major corridors in the city for future residential and mixed-use projects. Alternative A would 

not incorporate the benefits of the amended MUOD and Zoning Code and proposed Objective Design Standards. As 

detailed in Table 6-3, Alternative A would result in substantially less housing when compared to the Project, and 

approximately 2.3 million more non-residential square footage compared to the Project. Overall, Alternative A would 

result in a net reduction in development potential. Furthermore, this alternative would not change the existing 

maximum allowable building heights. Although taller buildings (i.e., buildings over 30 feet) with the potential to 

result in shade/shade impacts on adjacent residential uses may be developed in the future under existing land use 

and zoning conditions, building heights in general throughout the Planning Area would likely remain lower, 

particularly in areas outside of specific and urban plan areas, where the maximum allowable building heights are 

generally around 30 feet. This would be in keeping with the generally low-profile nature of existing development 

throughout the City (particularly in areas south of I-405). Given this and the city’s location within an urbanized area, 

Alternative A would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality as the 

alternative would facilitate the growth potential under existing land use designations and zoning. Due to the reduced 

scope of development, Alternative A would eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to 

conflicts with existing regulations governing scenic quality. Thus, the aesthetic impact under Alternative A would be 

less than the Project.  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

Neither Alternative A nor the Project would conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or with a Williamson Act 

contract; or involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As such, these impacts 

under Alternative A would be similar to the Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in 

significant unavoidable impacts related to the conversion and/or loss of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance. Buildout under the Project is anticipated to result in the conversion of the City’s 

last agricultural land consisting of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. Under Alternative A, 

these agricultural parcels within the Planning Area would not be rezoned to non-agricultural use and would not 

result in the redevelopment of agricultural parcels. Therefore, under Alternative A, impacts related to agriculture 

and forestry resources would eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact and would be less than 

the Project. 
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Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts 

related to the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; increases of 

criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development facilitated by the Project; and exposure 

of sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations. The Project would result in less than significant 

impacts related to other emissions.  

With regard to operational impacts associated with nonattainment pollutants, in general, continuance of the 

adopted plans under Alternative A is accounted for in the attainment demonstration contained within the state 

implementation plan and would therefore not cause a cumulatively significant impact on the ambient air quality. 

Alternative A would result in the continued buildout of the General Plan. Given that the existing General Plan was 

considered in the preparation of the latest Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), Alternative A would not conflict 

with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; thus, implementation of Alternative A would 

eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with consistency with the applicable AQMP.  

Similarly, increases of criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development, exposure of 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations, and other emissions would be reduced due to the overall 

reduction in population and housing under this alternative (see Table 6-3). Although this alternative would result in 

additional non-residential square feet, the difference would represent an 13 percent increase when compared to 

the Project.2 This is not a substantial increase when compared to the residential (and associated population) 

buildout reduction of 94 percent.3 Moreover, as with the amended MUOD, the existing land use regulations would 

allow parcels to develop land uses as currently permitted by the underlying base zone. In summary, Alternative A 

would result in less development potential than anticipated under the Project, resulting in less pollutants associated 

with construction activities and less operational emissions. Due to the reduced scope of development under 

Alternative A, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable related to cumulatively considerable net increase 

of criteria pollutants, exposure to sensitive receptors, and be less than the Project.  

Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant 

unavoidable impacts related to substantial adverse effect on plant and wildlife species identified as a sensitive or 

special status species. The Project would have less than significant impacts on sensitive natural communities and 

would have no impact related to substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 

or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. 

Future development under the Project may result in adverse effects on plant and wildlife species that are identified 

as sensitive or special status species. Even with implementation of mitigation measures MM-4.4-1 through MM-

4.4-6, the Project would have significant and unavoidable impacts related to special status plant and wildlife 

species known to occur within Planning Area. As described above, Alternative A would result in an overall reduction 

in development potential as compared to the Project. Although development and redevelopment activities would 

still occur under Alternative A, the Project would facilitate an increase in development activity in areas where special 

status species are known to occur. Thus, impacts under Alternative A relative to biological resources would be less 

than the Project.  

 
2 (19,663,251 - 17,306,003)/ 17,306,003 = 0.136 or 13 percent 
3 (1,138 - 22,030)/ 22,030 = -0.948 or -94 percent 
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Under the Project, impacts are less than significant with regards to sensitive natural communities and the 

movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. Alternative A would result in similar impacts 

given the buildout nature of the city and lack of impacts to natural open space areas. However, the reduced scope 

and scale of redevelopment under Alternative A would avoid potential impacts compared to the Project, and impacts 

would be less than the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 

historical and archaeological resources, even with the implementation of existing regulations and MM-4.5-1 and 

MM-4.5-2. The Project would result in less than significant impacts related to human remains. Similar to the Project, 

Alternative A would result in development that could have the potential to result in significant impacts to cultural 

resources. The Project would facilitate the redevelopment of parcels that would not occur under Alternative A. The 

Project may increase the intensity of development/redevelopment activity in the Planning Area, resulting in a higher 

potential to damage or destroy a historical or archaeological resource. Under Alternative A, the scope of the 

development would be reduced when compared to the Project, which would result in reduced potential to impact 

cultural resources. As such, impacts to cultural resources under Alternative A would be less than the Project.  

Energy 

As described in Section 4.6, Energy, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related 

to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption energy resources. Similar to the Project, implementation of 

Alternative A would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, gasoline, and diesel consumption during 

construction and operation of future development in accordance with approved plans. Under Alternative A, the scope 

of planned development would be less than the Project, resulting in reduced consumption of energy resources under 

Alternative A. Thus, impacts under Alternative A related to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources during construction or operation would be less than those anticipated under the Project. 

Geology and Soils 

As described in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft PEIR, even with implementation of mitigation measure 

MM-4.7-1, the Project would result significant and unavoidable impacts related to the destruction of a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. Alternative A would result in future development 

associated with the buildout of the City’s General Plan and other adopted plans. Any new development under 

Alternative A would be site-specific and would be exposed to existing geologic and soil conditions, including 

paleontological resources, that would be unique to that property. However, because development/redevelopment 

activity would be reduced under Alternative A, potential impacts would be less than those anticipated under 

the Project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As described in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft PEIR, even with implementation of mitigation 

measures MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5, the Project would result significant and unavoidable impacts related to the 

generation of GHGs. Similar to the Project, Alternative A would generate GHG emissions with the buildout of future 

development, and these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Under Alternative A, the scope of planned 

development would be less than the Project, resulting in the generation of less GHG emissions than the Project. 

Therefore, impacts under Alternative A related to the generation of GHGs would be less than the Project. The Project 
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would also conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG 

emissions, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Under Alternative A, no change to existing regulations 

would occur under the implementation of the City’s existing General Plan. Thus, impacts associated with Alternative 

A related to consistency with the adopted plans would be less than the Project.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As described in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, even with implementation of mitigation measures 

MM-4.9-1 through MM-4.9-3, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; the creation of a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions; hazardous emissions or handling of 

hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of existing or proposed schools; and sites included on a list of sites 

with hazardous materials compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. All other potential impacts 

related to hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant under the Project.  

As discussed in the Section 4.9.1.2, Existing Environmental Conditions, of this Draft PEIR, there are multiple sites 

within the Planning Area that have been identified as contaminated sites. In addition, there are multiple sites 

identified in the Planning Area that contain or are near oil and gas wells. Given that Alternative A would continue 

the implementation of the existing General Plan and other approved planning documents, there is still a potential 

for future development/redevelopment to occur on contaminated sites or on parcels that contain or are near oil 

and gas wells. Furthermore, Alternative A would not implement land use changes to allow for future residential and 

mixed-use development on existing industrial parcels where hazardous materials associated with existing/former 

industrial uses may be present. Therefore, under Alternative A, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials 

would be less than the Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than 

significant impacts related to water quality standards, groundwater supplies, existing drainage patterns, the risk of 

pollutant release due to inundation, and consistency with a water quality control plan. Under Alternative A, less 

buildout potential would occur due to the reduced residential and mixed-use development/redevelopment when 

compared to the Project. As such, impacts under Alternative A would be less than those anticipated under the Project.  

Land Use and Planning 

As discussed in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than 

significant impacts associated with the potential to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Alternative A would implement the existing General 

Plan and would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation. However, without the implementation of 

the Housing Element, Alternative A would conflict with State Housing Law and the City would not accommodate its 

RHNA) goals required for the 6th Cycle. Therefore, impacts associated with conflicts with adopted plan under 

Alternative A would be greater than the Project. 

Mineral Resources  

As discussed in Section 4.12, Mineral Resources of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant 

impacts related to the loss of availability of known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
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residents of the state or and no impact related to the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

Under Alternative A, potential future development would occur in accordance with the General Plan and other 

approved planning documents, similar to Project conditions. Thus, impacts to mineral resources under Alternative 

A, would be similar to the Project.  

Noise 

As discussed in Section 4.13, Noise, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable 

impacts related to temporary construction noise, permanent traffic noise, and proximity of construction vibration to 

sensitive uses. Impacts related to operational noise would be less than significant with mitigation. Impacts related 

to excessive noise within the Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for John Wayne Airport would be less than 

significant. Alternative A would involve construction and operational noise impacts; however, the scope of 

development potential under Alternative A would be less than the Project. Therefore, Alternative A would result in a 

reduced amount of noise impacts. As such, impacts related to noise and vibration under Alternative A would 

eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact and would be less than the Project. 

Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts associated with exceedance in population growth from future development facilitated by the 

Project that was not anticipated in adopted plans even with the implementation of mitigation measure MM-4.14-1. 

Impacts related to the displacement of housing and people would be less than significant under the Project. Under 

Alternative A, the Planning Area would continue to be built out under the existing zoning and General Plan land use 

designations, as set forth under the adopted plans. Thus, when compared to the Project, Alternative A would 

eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to substantial unplanned population growth. As 

such, impacts under Alternative A related to substantial unplanned population growth would be less than 

the Project.  

Public Services  

As discussed in Section 4.15, Public Services of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts 

for fire protection services, police protection services, school services, and library services. Given the reduced scope 

of development potential and corresponding reduction in population when compared to the Project, impacts for fire 

protection services, police protection services, school services, and library services under Alternative A would be less 

than the Project.  

Recreation 

As discussed in Section 4.16, Recreation of this Draft PEIR, the Project would increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 

facility would occur or be accelerated. Further, the Project would create future capacity or service level problems, 

and result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for parks. Given the reduced 

scope of development potential under Alternative A when compared to the Project and corresponding reduction in 

population and housing, impacts under Alternative A related to park services and physical deterioration of facilities 
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would remain significant and unavoidable. The potential recreation impacts under Alternative A would be less than 

the Project.  

Transportation 

As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, of this Draft PEIR, Project-related impacts related the potential to conflict 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and potential conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing circulation, transit, roadways, bicycles, and pedestrian activities would be less than significant. Under the 

proposed Project, the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per service population would be reduced due to the increased 

density of buildout and the mix of uses, which would bring people closer to jobs. As Alternative A would result in 20,892 

fewer dwelling units compared to the Project, Alternative A would not be as effective at reducing VMT per service 

population. Therefore, given the reduction of residential development when compared to the Project, impacts related 

to VMT under Alternative A would be more than the Project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, of this Draft PEIR, potential impacts to tribal cultural 

resources were found to be significant and unavoidable. Under the Project, the anticipated future development and 

redevelopment activity would likely result in an increase in potential ground disturbing activities in the Planning 

Area (i.e., site preparation, grading, trenching for utilities, etc.). Ground-disturbing activities associated with the 

buildout of existing planning documents would still occur under Alternative A and could still result in significant 

impacts to tribal cultural resources. Therefore, impacts resulting in a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a tribal cultural resource under this alternative would be similar the Project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As discussed in Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than 

significant impacts related to relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities, water supply, capacity of 

wastewater treatment services, and the generation of solid waste. Alternative A would require less potable water, 

generate less wastewater, and generate less solid waste when compared to the Project due to the reduced potential 

for residential and mixed-use development/redevelopment (and reduced population). As such, impacts under 

Alternative A would be less than the Project. 

6.5.2 Alternative B – Housing Element Sites Only 

6.5.2.1 Description of the Alternative  

Under Alternative B, the anticipated residential and mixed-use development buildout associated with 

implementation of the MUOD would only occur for Housing Element sites. Other Measure K sites (non-Housing 

Element sites) would remain as-is and would retain underlying land use and zoning. Therefore, Alternative B would 

reduce the Planning Area from 1,079 parcels to 94 parcels and no rezoning or additional growth potential would 

be assumed on the non-Housing Element sites.4 

 
4 Housing Element sites reflect the Sites Inventory at the time of the Notice of Preparation publication (November 2025) and is 

subject to change. Following City Council action on March 17, 2026 and April 7, 2026, to remove 18 Housing Element sites and 

add 2 sites, the City of Costa Mesa has made “no net loss” findings and is in the process of identifying sites to be added to the 

Housing Element with sufficient capacity to meet the City’s RHNA. All properties being considered are Measure K sites, within the 

Planning Area, and are already being studied (see Chapter 3, Project Description, of this PEIR).  
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Table 6-4. Comparison of Project Planning Area Buildout Projections and 
Alternative B Buildout Projections 

Category 

Project Buildout 

Projections  

Alternative B Buildout 

Projections  

Difference in Buildout 

(Alternative B – Project) 

Population1 52,872 15,071  -37,801 

Housing (DU) 22,030 5,887  -16,143 

Non-Residential Square Feet 17,306,003 3,663,476  -13,642,527  

Sources: Appendix B, Buildout Methodology. See Table 4.14-5, within Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR.  

Notes: Negative number is represented by parenthesis “(number).” 
1 Baseline population for the Planning Area reflects population estimate (2.56 persons per household) for the City as recorded by 

the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2020-2024 American Community Survey (U.S. Census 2026). 

As shown above in Table 6-4, Alternative B would result in 5,887 units and 3,663,476 non-residential square feet. 

Under this alternative, there would be 16,143 fewer units (including 37,801 fewer residents) and 13,642,527 

fewer non-residential square feet when compared to the Project buildout conditions. 

6.5.3.2 Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Alternative B would have a reduced ability or substantially reduced ability to meet some of the Project Objectives. 

Although new residential and mixed-use development would be facilitated under Alternative B, this alternative 

would only rezone Housing Element sites. Therefore, Alternative B would have a reduced ability to implement the 

required programs identified in the City’s Housing Element. As shown in Table 6-4, Alternative B would result in 

substantially less housing as a result the proposed rezoning of Housing Element sites. Alternative B would result in 

5,887 units, which is well below the RHNA and any identified buffer capacity. This is due to the fact that the buildout 

methodology used for the proposed MUOD assumed different calculations for specified sites including a realistic 

capacity (see Appendix B to this Draft PEIR). Although this alternative would facilitate more housing to achieve the 

City’s regional housing goals, Alternative B would have a substantially reduced ability to meet Objective 1.  

The Project would rezone all Measure K sites, implement Housing Element Programs 3C, 3D, and 3N; apply the 

amended MUOD, implementing Housing Element Program 3G; and amend the City’s Zoning Code, implementing 

Housing Element Programs 2B, 2E, 2F, 2H, 2I, 2J, 2K, 2M, 2N, 2O, 2P, 3C, 3D, 3E, 3F, 3H, 3I, 3J, 3K, 3S, 4E, and 

4G (see Chapter 3, Project Description, for further detail). Similar to the discussion above, whereas Alternative B 

would only rezone Housing Element sites, the implementation of the full scope of Housing Element programs 

(Objectives 2, 4, and 7) would be substantially reduced to 94 parcels as compared to 1,079 parcels within the 

Project’s Planning Area. Moreover, Alternative B would not implement the rezoning of all Measure K sites with the 

applied MUOD, and therefore, would not be meet Objective 3. 

Two objectives (Objectives 5 and 6) would be met by Alternative B. Under this alternative, implementation of 

proposed amendments to the Zoning Code to be consistent with allowed densities in the Housing Element and the 

implementation of Objective Design Standards for multifamily and mixed-use projects would not be impeded by the 

limited scope of this alternative.  

6.5.3.3 Comparison of the Effects of Alternative B to the Project 

Alternative B would eliminate the environmental impacts associated with proposed rezoning of non-Housing 

Element sites and would result in a reduced buildout compared to the Project. However, the mitigation measures 

set forth in this Draft PEIR would still be applicable to potential mixed-use development under Alternative B. 
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Therefore, as noted below, although Alternative B could reduce potential environmental impacts to select 

environmental topics, all of the mitigation measures set forth in this Draft PEIR would continue to be required and 

relevant for the implementation of Alternative B. 

Aesthetics 

The Project would amend the MUOD, establish Citywide Multifamily Residential and Mixed‑Use Objective Design 

Standards, and amend the Zoning Code consistent with the Housing Element, and impacts to aesthetics would be 

less than significant. The amended MUOD would improve predictability and consistency in visual outcomes along 

major corridors in the city for future residential and mixed-use projects. Similar to the Project, Alternative B would 

achieve these components of the project description, albeit to a lesser extent. Moreover, proposed rezoning would 

occur only on Housing Element sites within the Planning Area, which would represent a substantial reduction in the 

scope and scale of potential redevelopment when compared to the Project. However, buildout of taller buildings on 

Housing Element sites still has the potential to result in significant shade/shade impacts to surrounding residential 

uses, particularly on several Housing Element sites north of I-405 (such as APNs 412-482-01 and 412-481-07 on 

the north side of South Coast Drive, which are adjacent to single-family residences to the north) and south of I-405 

in several areas along Harbor and Newport Boulevards adjacent to single-family and lower-profile multifamily 

residences. Therefore, Alternative B still has the potential to conflict with regulations governing scenic quality due 

to significant shade/shadow impacts. MM-4.1-1 would not be feasible for Housing Element sites, as potential 

design changes to reduce shade/shadow impacts (e.g., increased setbacks, stepbacks, and building height 

reductions) may not be enforceable, as they may result in a reduced total unit count for Housing Element projects, 

in conflict with state law. Thus, Alternative B would not eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact 

related to conflicts with existing regulations governing scenic quality; however, due to the reduced scope of 

development under Alternative B, impacts related to aesthetics would be less than the Project.  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

Neither Alternative B nor the Project would conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or with a Williamson Act 

contract; or involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As such, these impacts 

under Alternative B would be similar to the Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in 

significant unavoidable impacts related to the conversion and/or loss of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance. Buildout under the Project is anticipated to result in the conversion of the City’s 

last agricultural land consisting of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. As with the Project, 

Alternative B would result in significant unavoidable impacts given that the parcels designated as Prime Farmland 

and Farmland of Statewide Importance are identified as Housing Element sites.5 Therefore, under Alternative B, 

impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources would be the same as the Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts 

related to the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; increases of 

criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development facilitated by the Project; and exposure 

 
5 These Housing Element sites reflect the Sites Inventory at the time of the Notice of Preparation publication (November 2025). 



6 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 6-17 

of sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations. The Project would result in less than significant 

impacts related to other emissions.  

As shown in Table 6-4, under Alternative B, housing and population would be substantially reduced compared to 

the Project. As such, air quality impacts under Alternative B would be less than the Project. Specifically, Alternative 

B would result in less than significant impacts related to the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

the applicable air quality plan given that the buildout under the alternative would not exceed growth projections 

(see discussion under Population and Housing, below). As such, the growth anticipated under Alternative B would 

be within the projections considered in the preparation of the AQMP. Therefore, implementation of Alternative B 

would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts under the Project related to consistency with the 

applicable AQMP.  

Similarly, increases of criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development, exposure of 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations, and other emissions would be reduced due to the overall 

reduction in residential and mixed-use development under this alternative (see Table 6-4). In summary, Alternative 

B would result in less development potential than those anticipated under the Project, resulting in less pollutants 

associated with construction activities and less operational emissions. As with the Project, Alternative B would 

incorporate MM-4.3-1 through MM-4.3-11; however, due to the nature of the proposed MUOD rezoning, future non-

discretionary projects would be facilitated under Housing Element sites, and these measures would not ensure that 

all impacts would be mitigated to a level of less than significant. As such, impacts under Alternative B would remain 

significant and unavoidable. However, due to the reduced scope of development under Alternative B, impacts would 

be less than the Project.  

Biological Resources 

As with the Project, Alternative B would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to substantial adverse 

effect on plant and wildlife species identified as a sensitive or special status species. Future development under 

the Project may result in adverse effects on plant and wildlife species that are identified as sensitive or special 

status species. Even with implementation mitigation measures MM-4.4-1 through MM-4.4-6, the Project would have 

significant and unavoidable impacts.  

Residential and mixed-use development would still occur in the Planning Area under Alternative B, which could 

result in significant and unavoidable impacts to special status plant and wildlife species (even with implementation 

of mitigation). Impacts under Alternative B relative to special status plant and wildlife species would remain 

significant and unavoidable but would be less than the Project.  

Under the Project, impacts are less than significant with regards to sensitive natural communities and the 

movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. Alternative B would result in similar impacts 

given the urban/developed nature of the city and lack of impacts to natural open space areas. However, the reduced 

scope and scale permitted under Alternative B would reduce potential impacts compared to the Project, and 

impacts would be less than the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 

historical and archaeological resources. Even with the implementation of existing regulations and MM-4.5-1 and 

MM-4.5-2, potential impacts relative to historical and archaeological resources would be significant and 
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unavoidable because it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all historical and archaeological 

resources where new development may occur. The Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

human remains given that all future development projects would be subject to state and local regulations related 

to the discovery of human remains during ground-disturbance activities.  

Similar to the Project, Alternative B would result in the development/redevelopment of properties on sites with the 

potential occurrence of significant historical resources, archaeological resources, and/or human remains. The 

increased allowable density under Alternative B and the Project would facilitate redevelopment in locations that 

may not otherwise be disturbed in the Planning Area, thereby resulting in increased potential to inadvertently 

encounter, damage, or destroy extent cultural resources. Under Alternative B, the scope of the development to 

occur would be reduced when compared to the Project, which would result in reduced potential to impact cultural 

resources. Therefore, cultural resources impacts under Alternative B would less than the Project but would still be 

significant and unavoidable.  

Energy 

Similar to the Project, implementation of Alternative B would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, 

gasoline, and diesel consumption in the Planning Area during construction and operation of future development. 

However, similar to the Project, Alternative B would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 

of energy resources, including electricity, natural gas, or petroleum during implementation. Neither the Project nor 

Alternative B would conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Additionally, under Alternative B, all applicable rules and regulations presented in Section 4.6 of this Draft PEIR would 

reduce energy demand and increase energy efficiency related to future residential development, similar to the 

Project. However, under Alternative B, the scope of the development to occur would be reduced, as illustrated in 

Table 6-4. Thus, impacts under Alternative B would be less than those anticipated under the Project.  

Geology and Soils 

As described in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft PEIR, even with implementation of mitigation measure 

MM-4.7-1, the Project would result significant and unavoidable impacts related to the destruction of a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. The underlying geologic conditions in the Planning Area 

would not change under Alternative B. Any new development under Alternative B would be site-specific and would 

be exposed to existing geologic and soil conditions and hazards that would be unique to that property. Under 

Alternative B, geologic conditions would be similar to the Project due to the Planning Area’s existing conditions. 

However, as development/redevelopment activity would be reduced under Alternative B due to reduction in scope to 

only Housing Element sites, impacts would be less than those anticipated under the Project but would still be significant 

and unavoidable.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Alternative B would generate additional GHG emissions due to the increased residential and mixed-use 

development, but the reduction in the scope and scale of the alternative to eliminate non-Housing Element Measure 

K sites would result in a reduction of emissions. Under the Project, significant and unavoidable impacts would occur 

related to the generation of GHG emissions even with the incorporation of mitigation measures MM-4.8-1 through 

MM-4.8-5. Although Alternative B would reduce the buildout potential when compared to the Project, Alternative B 

would result in residential/mixed-use development, resulting in an additional 5,887 dwelling units and an additional 

3,663,476 square feet of non-residential uses. As such, GHG emissions under Alternative B would likely remain 
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significant and unavoidable. Alternative B would result in growth on Housing Element sites along transportation 

corridors, which could encourage use of alternative transportation methods such as transit, walking, or biking, and 

could result in shorter vehicle trips. Alternative B, similar to the Project, would also promote diverse housing options. 

However, even with elimination of non-Housing Element Measure K sites, Alternative B would still result in 

significant GHG emissions due to future projects on Housing Element sites and would not ensure all future projects 

utilize fully electric appliances (as opposed to reliance on natural gas). As such, the analysis provided in Section 

4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft PEIR would also be generally applicable to Alternative B. Thus, 

Alternative B would have the potential to conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 

purposes of reducing GHG emissions, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, even after 

implementation of MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5. Therefore, impacts related to a potential conflict with existing 

regulations and potential GHG emissions under this alternative would remain significant and unavoidable but would 

be less than the Project due to the reduced buildout potential for residential and non-residential uses.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Alternative B would result in less development potential than what is proposed under the Project due to the 

reduction in the scope and scale of proposed rezoning to only Housing Element sites. As described in Section 4.9, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft PEIR, even with implementation of mitigation measures MM-4.9-1 

through MM-4.9-3, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to the routine transport, 

use, or disposal of hazardous materials; the creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions; hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials 

within one-quarter mile of existing or proposed schools; and sites included on a list of sites with hazardous materials 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. All other potential impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials would be less than significant under the Project.  

Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials under Alternative B would be less than the Project given the 

scope of the development/redevelopment activity anticipated to occur would be reduced when compared to the 

Project. As described in Section 4.9 of this Draft PEIR, there are 256 Cortese List sites that are identified on or 

within 0.25 miles of the Planning Area (see Figure 4.9-1, Cortese List Sites), including Housing Element sites (as 

shown Figure 2-2, Planning Area). As such, Alternative B would still have the potential to facilitate additional 

residential and mixed-use development on contaminated sites or on parcels that contain or are near oil and gas 

wells. Construction and operational activities as a result of development/redevelopment would be site-specific and 

Alternative B would be required to implement MM-4.9-1 through MM-4.9-3 to reduce potentially significant impacts. 

However, Alternative B would not eliminate the Project’s the significant and unavoidable impacts.  

Additionally, both the Project and Alternative B include parcels within an airport land use plan. As detailed in Section 

4.9 of the Draft PEIR, Project implementation via the amended MUOD would require noise and safety requirements, 

including height and land use restrictions, to be consistent with the AELUP for John Wayne Airport. As a result, future 

development projects would be required to modify the density through a reduction of units and occupancy terms 

and/or reduce the intensity of land uses. Furthermore, the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 

would review future development projects within the vicinity of John Wayne Airport for the potential to impact airport 

operations related to noise and safety. With review by the ALUC through standard permitting processes, future 

development projects within the Planning Area would be required to meet requirements for noise and safety within 

airport influence areas, consistent with the MUOD amendments. Implementation of these requirements would 

ensure that impacts would be less than significant. Under Alternative B, there are no Housing Element sites located 

within the Safety Zone 3, as shown in Figure 4.9-5, Airport Hazards. Therefore, impacts under Alternative B would 

be less than the Project. 
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Given the above, under Alternative B, impacts would be less than the Project but impacts under Alternative B would 

remain significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of mitigation measures. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.10 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts or no impact 

related to water quality standards, groundwater supplies, existing drainage patterns, the risk of pollutant release 

due to inundation, and consistency with a water quality control plan. Under this alternative, buildout associated 

with the rezoning of only Housing Element sites would still be required to comply with existing regulatory 

requirements and policies that would reduce impacts from adverse effects related to hydrology and water quality, 

similar to the Project. However, the scope of the development/redevelopment activity anticipated to occur would 

be reduced when compared to the Project, which would result in reduced potential for impacts associated with 

hydrology and water quality. Therefore, impacts under Alternative B would be less than those anticipated under 

the Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Under Alternative B, implementation of proposed rezoning on Housing Element sites would still occur. As such, this 

alternative would be consistent with the adopted Housing Element. Furthermore, the implementation of the residential 

and mixed-use development proposed under the Housing Element rezoning would facilitate infill development and 

would not conflict with the General Plan goals and policies or other applicable planning documents. Thus, impacts 

related to the consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations would be similar to the Project. 

Therefore, impacts associated with Alternative B would be similar to the Project. 

Mineral Resources  

As discussed in Section 4.12 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

the loss of availability of known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state 

or and no impact related to the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Under Alternative B, the 

proposed rezoning would only occur on Housing Element sites. Alternative B would continue to facilitate additional 

housing and mixed-use development on these parcels. Alternative B components would not result in changes to 

existing regulatory conditions pertaining to available mineral resources or mineral resource extraction in the 

Planning Area (i.e., oil, gas, and aggregate). Thus, and impacts under Alternative B would be similar to the Project.  

Noise  

Alternative B would reduce the scope and scale of the proposed rezoning to only Housing Element sites. As such, 

overall construction of future development associated with the implementation of Alternative B would be less 

than the Project. Under the Project, potential construction noise and vibration impacts from reasonably 

foreseeable project construction activities, as well as operational noise due to operation of residential and mixed-

use development would be significant and unavoidable after application of mitigation measures MM-4.13-1 

through MM-4.13-4. Although Alternative B would reduce impacts associated with a reduced development 

potential, noise impacts would likely remain significant and unavoidable due to construction and operation of 

mixed-use development under Alternative B. As further described in Section 4.13 of this Draft PEIR, applicable 

land use and noise policies, compliance with consistency requirements via the amended MUOD, and appropriate 

review by the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission would help ensure consistency with the adopted AELUP 

for John Wayne Airport. Furthermore, Project implementation via the amended MUOD would require a noise study 
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for future development projects abutting a freeway or within the Airport Influence Area, as defined by the AELUP for 

John Wayne Airport, and impacts under the Project would be less than significant. Under Alternative B, impacts 

related to consistency with the adopted AELUP for John Wayne Airport would be reduced given that fewer parcels 

are located within the noise contours of John Wayne Airport. For these reasons, overall noise impacts under 

Alternative B would be less than the Project. 

Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts associated with exceedance in population growth from future development facilitated by the 

Project that was not anticipated in adopted plans. Specifically, the Project would exceed the General Plan/AQMP’s 

and SCAG Connect SoCal’s growth projections for the City. Even with the implementation of mitigation measure 

MM-4.14-1, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Under Alternative B, there would be 16,143 fewer units 

and 37,801 fewer residents (see Table 6-4 above). Section 4.14 of the Draft PEIR determined the Project would 

exceed the General Plan’s projections by 3,788 units and exceed Connect SoCal’s projections by 6,424 units. Given 

that the buildout anticipated under Alternative B would be substantially reduced in comparison to the Project by 

16,143 fewer units, implementation of Alternative B would not exceed regional growth projections and would not 

represent substantial unplanned population growth. Therefore, the proposed rezoning of only Housing Element sites 

would eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact and impacts under Alternative B would be less 

than the Project.  

Impacts related to the displacement of housing and people would be less than significant under the Project; 

however, under Alternative B, no impact would occur given that none of the Housing Element sites have existing 

residential uses (see Appendix B). As such, impacts related to displacement under Alternative B would be less than 

the Project. 

Public Services  

As discussed in Section 4.15, Public Services of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts 

for fire protection services, police protection services, school services, and library services. As shown above in Table 

6-4, Alternative B would result in 16,143 fewer units (including 37,801 fewer residents) and 13,642,527 fewer 

non-residential square feet when compared to the Project buildout conditions. Given the reduced buildout potential 

under Alternative B, impacts would be less than the Project. 

Recreation 

As discussed in Section 4.16, Recreation of this Draft PEIR, the Project would increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 

facility would occur or be accelerated. Further, implementation of the Project would create future capacity or service 

level problems given the City would be required to provide an additional 106.59 acres of parkland to meet the City’s 

goal of 4.26 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents, and result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 

performance objectives for parks. Similar to the Project, Alternative B would result in new residential and mixed-

use development projects, resulting in an increased residential population that would utilize existing neighborhood 

and regional parks or other recreational facilities. Under existing conditions, the City maintains 5.28 acres per 1,000 
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residents.6 With the addition of Alternative B, the City’s population would increase to 124,202 residents, and thus, 

the parkland ratio would be 4.64 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents.7 The increase in residential 

population and employment within the Planning Area would exceed the City’s General Plan parkland goal. 

Additionally, future development projects under Alternative B would be required to comply with applicable 

regulations (e.g., Quimby Act). The City also requires the payment of parks and recreation impact fees for new 

multifamily residential units and ADUs in the city to reduce the potential impacts of proposed developments to parks and 

recreation services and facilities, pursuant to Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section 13-276. Furthermore, under the 

Project and Alternative B, the MUOD would require residential and mixed-use residential development on Housing 

Element sites to dedicate 30 percent of the lot for open space. However, neither the Project nor Alternative B 

includes new neighborhood or regional parks. Given this, impacts under Alternative B would remain significant and 

unavoidable. However, as Alternative B would result in a lower development potential, impacts related to parks and 

recreation would be less than the Project.  

Transportation 

As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, of this Draft PEIR, Project-related impacts related the potential to conflict 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and potential conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing circulation, transit, roadways, bicycles, and pedestrian activities would be less than significant.  

Implementation of Alternative B would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, similar to the Project. The Project would result in a less than significant VMT impact because 

the Project’s daily VMT per service population would be 16.7, which is below than the City’s threshold of 25.4 daily 

VMT per service population. Compared to the Project, Alternative B would facilitate 16,143 fewer dwelling units (or 

37,801 fewer residents) and 13,642,527 fewer non-residential square feet with fewer associated employees. The 

impact of adding residents to the Planning Area would have a greater effect in reducing VMT per service population 

because there is a need for housing near jobs (i.e., the jobs-to-housing ratio would improve) in the Planning Area. 

The number of employees would also be fewer, however VMT generated by retail employees is generally less than 

employees from other sectors. In addition, Alternative B would reduce the scope and scale of the proposed 

rezoning to only Housing Element sites. Therefore, by reducing the number of dwelling units and the Planning Area, 

the daily VMT per service population under Alternative B would increase when compared to Project due to reduced 

housing opportunities across the city. Therefore, impacts related to the consistency with CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.3, subdivision (b) would be more than the Project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, of this Draft PEIR, potential impacts were found to be 

significant and unavoidable. The development/redevelopment under Alternative B would be limited to only Housing 

Element sites. Therefore, the likely intensity of development under Alternative B would be reduced, which would 

reduce potential ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction and would result in a reduced 

potential for impacts to tribal resources. As Alternative B would result in a reduced development potential and less 

associated ground disturbing activity when compared to the Project, potential impacts resulting in a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource under this alternative would be less than the Project. 

 
6  576 acres of parkland / (109,131 residents / 1,000) = 5.28 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 
7  576 acres of parkland / (124,202 residents / 1,000) = 4.64 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

As discussed in Section 4.19 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities, water supply, capacity of wastewater treatment services, 

and the generation of solid waste. Under Alternative B, future development would be reduced in scope to only 

Housing Element sites, which would result in decreased service area demands for utilities and service systems. As 

such, impacts under Alternative B would be less than the Project. 

6.5.3 Alternative C – Reduced Density of Non-Housing 
Element Sites 

6.5.3.1 Description of the Alternative  

Under Alternative C, the residential and mixed-use development buildout associated with implementation of the 

MUOD would still apply to the entire Planning Area. However, under Alternative C, a maximum of 30 du/ac would 

be applied to all non-Housing Element sites, which would still be consistent with Government Code Section 

65583.2(c)(3)(B).8 The Project currently proposes that non-Housing Element sites in North Costa Mesa (north of 

the Interstate 405 [I-405] freeway) be assigned a maximum density of 60 dwelling units per acre given the 

prevalence of larger sites (i.e., >5 acres) that are able to accommodate greater densities. As such, Alternative C 

serves as a ‘reduced residential development’ scenario that would not alter the number and location of parcels 

included in the MUOD, but would reduce the allowable density on non-Housing Element sites north of I-405 in order 

to reduce the Project’s residential buildout.  

Table 6-5. Comparison of Residential Densities and Buildout for Alternative C 

Category 

Project 

Maximum 

Density 

Project 

Residential 

Buildout 

Alternative C 

Maximum 

Density 

Alternative C 

Residential 

Buildout 

Housing Element Sites 40-90 du/ac1 5,887 40-90 du/ac1 5,887 

Non-Housing Element Sites 30 du/ac2 16,143 30 du/ac 12,254 

60 du/ac3 

Project Total 22,030 Alternative C Total 18,141 

Sources: Appendix B; City of Costa Mesa 2023. 

Notes: Estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Du/ac = dwelling unit per acre. 
1 Maximum density assumed in the Housing Element was used (City of Costa Mesa 2023).  
2 For non-Housing Element sites, parcels elsewhere in the city (i.e., south of the I-405 freeway) were assigned a maximum density 

of 30 dwelling units per acre, given the prevalence of smaller sites (i.e., <5 sites) not able to accommodate greater densities.  
3 For non-Housing Element sites, parcels in North Costa Mesa (north of the Interstate 405 [I-405] freeway) were assigned a maximum 

density of 60 dwelling units per acre given the prevalence of larger sites (i.e., >5 acres) able to accommodate greater densities.  

As shown in Table 6-5 above, Alternative C would result in 18,141 units as a result of the reduced density maximums 

for the non-Housing Element sites. The following table compares the buildout of the Project with Alternative C.  

 
8 Government Code Section 65583.2(c)(3)(B) states, “[t]he following densities shall be deemed appropriate to accommodate 

housing for lower income households… (iv) For a jurisdiction in a metropolitan county: sites allowing at least 30 units per acre.” 

The City of Costa Mesa is located within a jurisdiction in a metropolitan county (Orange County). 
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Table 6-6. Comparison of Project Planning Area Buildout Projections and 
Alternative C Buildout Projections 

Category 

Project Buildout 

Projections  

Alternative C Buildout 

Projections  

Difference in Buildout 

(Project – Alternative C) 

Population1 52,872 46,442 -6,430 

Housing (DU) 22,030 18,141 -3,889 

Non-Residential Square Feet 17,306,003 17,306,003 0 

Sources: Appendix B, Buildout Methodology. See Table 4.14-5, within Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR.  

Notes: Negative number is represented by parenthesis “(number).” 
1 Baseline population for the Planning Area reflects population estimate (2.56 persons per household) for the City as recorded by 

the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2020-2024 American Community Survey (U.S. Census 2026). 

As shown above in Table 6-6, there would be 6,430 fewer residents, 3,889 fewer dwelling units, and same amount 

of non-residential square feet when compared to Project buildout conditions.  

6.5.3.2 Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Alternative C would meet all the Project Objectives. Although the buildout potential under this alternative would be 

slightly reduced in comparison to the Project, Alternative C would result in 18,141 additional units (see Table 6-5 

above). This residential buildout would meet the City’s RHNA goals and the buffer. As such, Alternative C would 

meet Objective 1.  

To maintain Housing Element certification, the Housing Element identifies sections of the City’s Zoning Code that 

require amendments in order to comply with State law requirements, remove regulatory impediments or barriers to 

housing development, and streamline the housing development process. As such, Alternative C would meet 

Objective 2.  

Under Alternative C, only the residential density for non-Housing Element sites would be reduced, and all other 

components of the Project would be implemented. Specifically, Alternative C would implement the rezoning of 

Measure K sites with the applied MUOD, implement proposed amendments to the Zoning Code to be consistent with 

allowed densities, or adopt the proposed Objective Design Standards for multifamily and mixed-use projects. As a 

result, Alternative C would implement the required programs identified in the City’s Housing Element to diversify, 

stabilize, and increase housing, and the alternative would prioritize new housing near jobs and amenities. As such, 

Alternative C would meet Objectives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.  

6.5.3.3 Comparison of the Effects of Alternative C to the Project 

Alternative C would reduce the Project’s proposed rezoning of non-Housing Element sites to 30 du/ac, resulting in 

a reduced development scenario compared to the Project. The mitigation measures set forth in this Draft PEIR 

would still be applicable to potential residential and mixed-use development under Alternative C. Therefore, as 

noted below, although Alternative C could reduce potential environmental impacts to select environmental topics, 

all of the mitigation measures set forth in this Draft PEIR would continue to be required and relevant for the potential 

development under the implementation of Alternative C. 
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Aesthetics 

Similar to the Project, Alternative C would amend the MUOD, establish Citywide Multifamily Residential and 

Mixed‑Use Objective Design Standards, and amend the Zoning Code consistent with the Housing Element. As a 

result, the amended MUOD would improve predictability and consistency in visual outcomes along major corridors 

in the city for future residential and mixed-use projects. Similar to the Project, Alternative C would achieve these 

components of the project description. Moreover, under this alternative, proposed rezoning would only differ in 

density for non-Housing Element sites within the Planning Area north of I-405, which would represent a slight 

reduction in the residential buildout potential when compared to the Project. However, even with the reduced 

density for non-Housing Element sites north of I-405 (which would correspondingly reduce the maximum allowable 

building height for these parcels from 72 feet to 60 feet), Alternative C would still increase the maximum allowable 

building heights throughout the Planning Area, resulting in potentially significant shade/shade impacts, even after 

implementation of MM-4.1-1 (which, for the reasons discussed in further detail in Section 4.1, Aesthetics of this 

PEIR, would not be feasible to implement for all future projects, including non-discretionary projects, Housing 

Element projects, and projects that qualify for a Density Bonus under state law). As a result, Alternative C would still 

conflict with regulations governing scenic quality, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. However, 

due to the reduced density (and, subsequently, reduced maximum allowable building heights) for non-Housing 

Element parcels north of I-405, and impacts would be less than the Project.  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

As with the Project, Alternative C would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or with a Williamson Act 

contract; or involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As such, these impacts 

under Alternative C would be similar to the Project. 

The Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to the conversion and/or loss of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as discussed in Section 4.2 of this Draft PEIR. Similar to 

the Project, buildout under Alternative C is anticipated to result in the conversion of the City’s last agricultural land 

consisting of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, given that the parcels designated as Prime 

Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance are identified as Housing Element sites.9 Therefore, under 

Alternative C, impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources would be the same as the Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts 

related to the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; increases of 

criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development facilitated by the Project; and exposure 

of sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations. The Project would result in less than significant 

impacts related to other emissions.  

As shown in Table 6-6, under Alternative C, housing and population would be slightly reduced compared to the 

Project. However, as further described below under “Population and Housing,” the alternative is anticipated to result 

in an exceedance in housing projections for the City in 2050. As such, Alternative C would result in significant 

unavoidable impacts related to the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 

 
9 These Housing Element sites reflect the Sites Inventory at the time of the Notice of Preparation publication (November 2025). 
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plan given that the growth anticipated under Alternative C would exceed the projections considered in the 

preparation of the AQMP. Therefore, Alternative C would not eliminate the Project’s the significant and unavoidable 

impacts. Similarly, increases of criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development, 

exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations, and other emissions would be slightly 

reduced due to the slight reduction in population and housing under this alternative (see Table 6-6). However, the 

alternative assumes the same amount of non-residential square feet when compared to Project buildout conditions. 

In summary, Alternative C would result in slightly less development potential than those anticipated under the 

Project, resulting in slightly less pollutants associated with construction activities and less operational emissions. 

As with the Project, Alternative C would incorporate MM-4.3-1 through MM-4.3-11; however, due to the nature of 

the proposed MUOD rezoning, future non-discretionary projects would be facilitated under this alternative, and 

these measures would not ensure that all impacts would be mitigated to a level of less than significant. As such, 

impacts under Alternative C would remain significant and unavoidable. However, due to the reduced buildout under 

Alternative C, impacts would be slightly less than the Project.  

Biological Resources 

As with the Project, Alternative C would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to substantial adverse 

effect on plant and wildlife species identified as a sensitive or special status species. Future development under 

both the Project and Alternative C may result in adverse effects on plant and wildlife species that are identified as 

sensitive or special status species. However, even with implementation mitigation measures MM-4.4-1 through 

MM-4.4-6, the Project and Alternative C would have significant and unavoidable impacts. Residential and mixed-

use development would still occur in the Planning Area under Alternative C, which could result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts to special status plant and wildlife species (even with implementation of mitigation). Because 

Alternative C includes all identified Measure K sites as the proposed Project, impacts under Alternative C relative 

to special status plant and wildlife species would be the same as the Project and would remain significant 

and unavoidable.  

Similar to the Project, impacts under Alternative C would be less than significant with regards to sensitive natural 

communities and the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. Alternative C would 

result in similar impacts to most of these resources given the urban/developed nature of the City and lack of 

impacts to natural open space areas and because Alternative C includes all identified Measure K sites as the 

proposed Project, the impacts would be the same as the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

As with the Project, Alternative C would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to historical and archaeological 

resources. Even with the implementation of existing regulations and MM-4.5-1 and MM-4.5-2, potential impacts 

relative to historical and archaeological resources would be significant and unavoidable because it is not possible 

to ensure the successful preservation of all historical and archaeological resources where new development may 

occur. Similar to the Project, Alternative C would result in the development/redevelopment of properties on sites 

with the potential occurrence of significant historical resources, archaeological resources, and/or human remains. 

The increased allowable density under Alternative C and the Project would facilitate redevelopment in locations that 

may not otherwise be disturbed in the Planning Area, thereby resulting in potential to inadvertently encounter, 

damage, or destroy extent cultural resources. However, under Alternative C, the scope of development potential 

would not alter the number and location of parcels included in the Planning Area. Therefore, impacts to cultural 

resources under Alternative C would the same as the Project and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  
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Energy 

Similar to the Project, implementation of Alternative C would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, 

gasoline, and diesel consumption in the Planning Area during construction and operation of future development. 

However, similar to the Project, Alternative C would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 

of energy resources, including electricity, natural gas, or petroleum during implementation. Neither the Project nor 

Alternative C would conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Additionally, under Alternative C, all applicable rules and regulations presented in Section 4.6 of this Draft PEIR would 

reduce energy demand and increase energy efficiency related to future residential development, similar to the 

Project. However, under Alternative C, the residential buildout would slightly reduce, as illustrated in Table 6-6. 

Rezoning of non-Housing Element sites at 30 du/ac would result in reduced construction-related and operational 

energy consumption. Thus, impacts under Alternative C would be slightly less than those anticipated under the Project.  

Geology and Soils 

As with the Project, Alternative C, even with implementation of mitigation measure MM-4.7-1, would result 

significant and unavoidable impacts related to the destruction of a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature. The underlying geologic conditions in the Planning Area would not change under Alternative C. Any 

new development under Alternative C would be site-specific and would be exposed to existing geologic and soil 

conditions and hazards that would be unique to that property. Under Alternative C, geologic conditions would be 

similar to the Project due to the Planning Area’s existing conditions. However, under Alternative C, the scope of 

development potential would not alter the number and location of parcels included in the Planning Area. Therefore, 

impacts would be the same as those anticipated under the Project and would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As with the Project, Alternative C would generate additional GHG emissions due to the increased residential and 

mixed-use development in the Planning Area. However, the reduction in residential density for non-Housing Element 

sites would result in a reduction of slight emissions. As shown in Table 6-6, the population and housing buildout 

under Alternative C would be slightly reduced in comparison to the Project. However, the alternative assumes the 

same amount of non-residential square feet when compared to Project buildout conditions. Given this, GHG 

emissions under Alternative C would likely remain significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of 

mitigation measures MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5. Additionally, as with the Project, Alternative C would result in 

growth within the Planning Area along transportation corridors, which could encourage use of alternative 

transportation methods such as transit, walking, or biking, and could result in shorter vehicle trips. Alternative C 

would also promote diverse housing options, similar to the Project. However, even with reduced density on non-

Housing Element parcels, Alternative C would still result in significant GHG emissions due to future residential and 

mixed-use development and would not ensure all future projects utilize fully electric appliances (as opposed to 

reliance on natural gas). As such, the analysis provided in Section 4.8 would be generally applicable to Alternative 

C. Alternative C would have the potential to conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 

purposes of reducing GHG emissions, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, even after 

implementation of MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5. Therefore, impacts related to a potential conflict with existing 

regulations and potential GHG emission under this alternative would remain significant and unavoidable but would 

be slightly less than the Project due to the reduced buildout potential for population and housing.  
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Alternative C would result in slightly less development potential than what is proposed under the Project due to the 

reduction in density for non-Housing Element sites. As described in Section 4.9, even with implementation of 

mitigation measures MM-4.9-1 through MM-4.9-3, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 

related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; the creation of a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions; hazardous emissions or 

handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of existing or proposed schools; and sites included on a 

list of sites with hazardous materials compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. All other potential 

impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant under the Project.  

Alternative C would still have the potential to facilitate additional residential and mixed-use development on 

contaminated sites or on parcels that contain or are near oil and gas wells. As such, construction and operational 

activities as a result of development/redevelopment would be required to implement MM-4.9-1 through MM-4.9-3 

to reduce potentially significant impacts. However, Alternative C would not eliminate the Project’s the significant 

and unavoidable impacts even with the incorporation of mitigation measures given that the scope of development 

potential would not alter the number and location of parcels included in the Planning Area. Therefore, under 

Alternative C, impacts would be the same as the Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.10 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts or no impact 

related to water quality standards, groundwater supplies, existing drainage patterns, the risk of pollutant release 

due to inundation, and consistency with a water quality control plan. Under Alternative C, buildout would still be 

required to comply with existing regulatory requirements and policies that would reduce impacts from adverse 

effects related to hydrology and water quality, similar to the Project. In addition, the development/redevelopment 

activity anticipated to occur would be the same when compared to the Project because Alternative C includes all 

identified Measure K sites as the Project. Therefore, impacts under Alternative C would be the same as those 

anticipated under the Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Under Alternative C, implementation of proposed rezoning on Housing Element sites and non-Housing Element sites 

would still occur. As such, this alternative would be consistent with the adopted Housing Element and its required 

implementation programs. Furthermore, the implementation of the residential and mixed-use development proposed 

under the rezoning would facilitate infill development (although at a reduced density for non-Housing Element sites 

under this alternative) and would not conflict with the General Plan goals and policies or other applicable planning 

documents. Thus, impacts related to the consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations would 

be similar to the Project. Therefore, impacts associated with Alternative C would be similar to the Project. 

Mineral Resources  

As discussed in Section 4.12 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

the loss of availability of known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state 

or and no impact related to the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Under Alternative C, the 

proposed rezoning would occur within the same Planning Area as the Project at a reduced density for non-Housing 

Element sites. As such, Alternative C would continue to facilitate additional housing and mixed-use development on 
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these parcels. Furthermore, Alternative C components would not result in changes to existing regulatory conditions 

pertaining to available mineral resources or mineral resource extraction in the Planning Area (i.e., oil, gas, and 

aggregate). Thus, and impacts under Alternative C would be the same as the Project.  

Noise  

Under the Project, potential construction noise and vibration impacts from reasonably foreseeable Project-related 

construction activities, as well as operational noise due to operation of residential and mixed-use development 

would be significant and unavoidable after application of mitigation measures MM-4.13-1 through MM-4.13-4. 

Although Alternative C would slightly reduce impacts associated with a reduced residential development 

potential, noise impacts would likely remain significant and unavoidable due to construction and operation of 

mixed-use development under Alternative C. As further described in Section 4.13 of this Draft PEIR, applicable 

land use and noise policies, compliance with consistency requirements via the amended MUOD, and appropriate 

review by the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission, would help ensure consistency with the adopted AELUP 

for John Wayne Airport. Furthermore, Project implementation via the amended MUOD would require a noise study 

for future development projects abutting a freeway or within the Airport Influence Area, as defined by the AELUP for 

John Wayne Airport, and impacts under the Project would be less than significant. Similarly, Alternative C would not 

result in changes to existing regulatory conditions pertaining to noise contours and land use compatibility. For these 

reasons, overall noise impacts under Alternative C would be slightly less than the Project. 

Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts associated with exceedance in population growth from future development facilitated by the 

Project that was not anticipated in adopted plans. Specifically, the Project would exceed the SCAG Connect SoCal’s 

growth projections for the City. Even with the implementation of mitigation measure MM-4.14-1, impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. Given that the buildout anticipated the Project would exceed SCAG’s 2050 housing 

projections for the City by approximately 6,424 units (see Table 4.14-7 within Section 4.14, Population and 

Housing), the reduction of 3,889 units under Alternative C (see Table 6-6 above) would still result in an exceedance 

of projections. As such, it is anticipated that Alternative C would still represent substantial unplanned population 

growth. Therefore, the alternative would not eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact. However, 

impacts under Alternative C would be less than the Project. Moreover, impacts related to the displacement of 

housing and people would be less than significant under the Project. Similar to the Project, impacts related to 

displacement under Alternative C would be similar to the Project. 

Public Services  

As discussed in Section 4.15 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts for fire 

protection services, police protection services, school services, and library services. As shown above in Table 6-6, 

Alternative C would result in 3,889 fewer units (including 6,430 fewer residents) and the same amount of non-

residential square feet when compared to the Project buildout conditions. Given the reduced buildout potential for 

population and housing under Alternative C, impacts would be less than the Project. 

Recreation 

As discussed in Section 4.16 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
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or be accelerated. Further, implementation of the Project would create future capacity or service level problems 

given the City would be required to provide an additional 106.59 acres of parkland to meet the City’s goal of 4.26 

acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents, and result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 

objectives for parks. Similar to the Project, Alternative C would result in new residential and mixed-use development 

projects, resulting in an increased residential population that would utilize existing neighborhood and regional parks 

or other recreational facilities. Under existing conditions, the City maintains 5.28 acres per 1,000 residents. With 

the addition of Alternative C, the City’s population would increase to 155,573 residents, and thus, the parkland 

ratio would be 3.7 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents.10 Under the proposed Project, the City’s 

parkland/resident ratio would be 3.58 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. As such, Alternative C would result 

in slightly more parkland per resident when compared to the Project, and thus, impacts under Alternative C would 

be reduced in comparison to the Project. Additionally, future development projects under Alternative C would be 

required to comply with applicable regulations (e.g., Quimby Act). The City also requires the payment of parks and 

recreation impact fees for new multifamily residential units and ADUs in the city to reduce the potential impacts of 

proposed developments to parks and recreation services and facilities, pursuant to Costa Mesa Municipal Code 

Section 13-276. Furthermore, under the Project and Alternative C, the MUOD would require residential and mixed-

use residential development on Housing Element sites to dedicate 30 percent of the lot for open space. However, 

neither the Project nor Alternative C includes new neighborhood or regional parks. Given this, impacts under 

Alternative C would remain significant and unavoidable. However, as Alternative C would result in a slightly lower 

development potential, impacts related to parks and recreation would be less than the Project.  

Transportation 

As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, of this Draft PEIR, Project-related impacts related the potential to conflict 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and potential conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing circulation, transit, roadways, bicycles, and pedestrian activities would be less than significant.  

Implementation of Alternative C would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, similar to the Project. The Project would result in a less than significant VMT impact because the 

Project’s daily VMT per service population would be 16.7, which is below than the City’s threshold of 25.4 daily VMT 

per service population. Compared to the Project, Alternative C would facilitate 3,889 fewer dwelling units (or 6,430 

fewer residents) and the same number of employees. The impact of adding residents to the Planning Area would have 

a greater effect in reducing VMT per service population because there is a need for housing near jobs (i.e., the jobs-

to-housing ratio would improve) in the Planning Area. The buildout anticipated under Alternative C would be slightly 

reduced with the change in density to 30 du/ac for non-Housing Element sites. Therefore, by reducing the number of 

dwelling units and the Planning Area, the daily VMT per service population under Alternative C would increase when 

compared to Project due to reduced housing opportunities across the city. Therefore, impacts related to the 

consistency with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) would be more than the Project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.18 of this Draft PEIR, potential impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. The 

development/redevelopment under Alternative C would be slightly reduced due compared to the Project. Therefore, 

the likely intensity of development under Alternative C would be slightly reduced, which would reduce potential 

 
10 576 acres of parkland / (155,573 residents / 1,000) = 3.70 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 
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ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction and would result in a reduced potential for impacts to 

tribal resources. As Alternative C would result in a slightly reduced development potential and less associated 

ground disturbing activity when compared to the Project, potential impacts resulting in a substantial adverse change 

in the significance of a tribal cultural resource under this alternative would be less than the Project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As discussed in Section 4.19 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities, water supply, capacity of wastewater treatment services, 

and the generation of solid waste. Under Alternative C, future development would be slightly reduced due to the 

reduction in density for non-Housing Element sites, which would result in decreased service area demands for 

utilities and service systems. As such, impacts under Alternative C would be less than the Project. 

6.5.4 Alternative D – No Rezone on Non-Housing Element 
Industrial Sites and Safety Zone 3 

6.5.4.1 Description of the Alternative  

As described in Appendix B, existing land uses was determined based on data from SCAG, in which the Planning 

Area contains approximately 5,025,450 square feet of mixed industrial uses (i.e., SCAG code 1300) and 197,806 

square feet of wholesale industrial uses (i.e., SCAG code 1311). Under the Project, parcels in the Planning Area that 

are also Housing Element sites would not be able to redevelop with industrial or warehouse uses, but the amended 

MUOD would allow non-Housing Element sites to develop commercial or industrial uses as currently permitted by 

the underlying base zone. For the purpose of this Draft PEIR, it was assumed that all redevelopment of non-

residential square footage would result in commercial uses, even though redevelopment of industrial could occur 

on non-Housing Element sites.  

Under Alternative D, no rezoning would occur on non-Housing Element sites with underlying industrial land uses. 

However, the amended MUOD would still apply to Housing Element sites with underlying industrial land uses, 

and future residential/mixed-use development projects under Alternative D could be developed on existing 

industrial uses. Approximately 283 of 1,079 parcels within the Planning Area are coded by SCAG as having an 

existing industrial use and are identified as non-Housing Element sites (Appendix B). These parcels would be 

removed from the Planning Area under Alternative D. 

In addition, Alternative D would remove 9 parcels from the Planning Area that are within John Wayne Airport 

Safety Zone 3, as shown in Figure 4.9-5, Airport Hazards, of this Draft PEIR. As detailed in Section 4.9 of the Draft 

PEIR, the ALUC would review future development projects within the vicinity of John Wayne Airport for the 

potential to impact airport operations related to noise and safety. However, as detailed in the adopted AELUP for 

John Wayne Airport, Safety Zone 3 (referred to as the “Inner Turning Zone”) limits residential uses to “very low 

densities (if not deemed unacceptable because of noise)” (ALUC 2008). Under the Project, these parcels are all 

proposed with a future maximum residential density of 30 du/ac. Given that the lowest maximum residential density 

in the city is 8 du/ac for Low-Density Residential (City of Costa Mesa 2025b), this alternative would eliminate the 

potential incompatibility for future development projects.  

As a result, Alternative D would remove 292 parcels from the Planning Area. Table 6-7 reflects the buildout of 

population, housing, and non-residential square footage for Alternative D. 
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Table 6-7. Comparison of Project Planning Area Buildout Projections and 
Alternative D Buildout Projections 

Category 

Project Buildout 

Projections  

Alternative D Buildout 

Projections  

Difference in Buildout 

(Project – Alternative D) 

Population1 52,872 40,706 -12,166 

Housing (DU) 22,030 15,901 -6,129 

Non-Residential Square Feet 17,306,003 12,715,260 -4,590,743 

Sources: Appendix B, Buildout Methodology. See Table 4.14-5, within Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR.  

Notes: Negative number is represented by parenthesis “(number).” 
1 Baseline population for the Planning Area reflects population estimate (2.56 persons per household) for the City as recorded by 

the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2020-2024 American Community Survey (U.S. Census 2026). 

As shown above in Table 6-7, there would be 12,166 fewer residents, 6,129 fewer dwelling units, and 4.5 million 

fewer square feet of non-residential uses when compared to Project buildout conditions.  

6.5.4.2 Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Alternative D would meet all the Project Objectives with the exception of Objectives 1, 2, and 7. Given that this 

alternative would not result in rezoning of existing non-Housing Element industrial parcels, Alternative D would have 

a reduced ability to meet Objective 7. However, Alternative D would still prioritize new housing near jobs and 

amenities while also revitalizing existing commercial areas within the Planning Area. Similarly, although the buildout 

potential under this alternative would be reduced in comparison to the Project, Alternative D would result in 15,901 

additional units (see Table 6-7 above). This residential buildout would meet the City’s RHNA goals of 11,760 units, 

but buildout of Alternative D would not accommodate required buffer capacity that would need to be 

accommodated, totaling 17,042 units within the 6th Cycle (see Chapter 3, Project Description, for more discussion). 

Given this, Alternative D would have a reduced ability to meet Objectives 1 and 2.  

To maintain Housing Element certification, the Housing Element identifies sections of the City’s Zoning Code that 

require amendments in order to comply with State law requirements, remove regulatory impediments or barriers to 

housing development, and streamline the housing development process. Alternative D would implement all other 

components of the Project. Specifically, Alternative D would implement the rezoning of Measure K sites with the 

applied MUOD, implement proposed amendments to the Zoning Code to be consistent with allowed densities, or adopt 

the proposed Objective Design Standards for multifamily and mixed-use projects. As a result, Alternative D would 

implement the required programs identified in the City’s Housing Element to diversify, stabilize, and increase housing. 

As such, Alternative D would meet Objectives 3, 4, 5, and 6.  

6.5.4.3 Comparison of the Effects of Alternative D to the Project 

Under Alternative D, no rezoning would occur on non-Housing Element sites with underlying industrial land uses. 

The amended MUOD would still apply to Housing Element sites with underlying industrial land uses. As such, 

future residential/mixed-use development projects under this alternative could be developed on existing 

industrial uses. As a result, Alternative D would have a buildout of 12,166 fewer residents, 6,129 fewer dwelling 

units, and 4.5 million fewer square feet of non-residential uses when compared to Project buildout conditions. 

Moreover, the mitigation measures set forth in this Draft PEIR would still be applicable under Alternative D. 

Therefore, as noted below, although Alternative D could reduce potential environmental impacts to select 
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environmental topics, all of the mitigation measures set forth in this Draft PEIR would continue to be required and 

relevant for the potential development under the implementation of Alternative D. 

Aesthetics 

The Project would amend the MUOD, establish Citywide Multifamily Residential and Mixed‑Use Objective Design 

Standards, and amend the Zoning Code consistent with the Housing Element, and impacts to aesthetics would be 

less than significant. The amended MUOD would improve predictability and consistency in visual outcomes along 

major corridors in the city for future residential and mixed-use projects. Similar to the Project, Alternative D would 

continue to achieve these components of the project description, albeit to a lesser extent. Moreover, proposed 

rezoning would not occur on existing industrial non-Housing Element sites within the Planning Area, which reduce 

potential conflicts of new residential and mixed-use development within industrial areas and the potential for 

significant shade/shadow impacts on adjacent parcels due to taller maximum allowable building heights. However, 

under this alternative, the amended MUOD would still apply to Housing Element sites with underlying industrial 

land uses. Additionally, under this alternative, parcels within Safety Zone 3 would be removed from the Planning 

Area. As such, the scope of the alternative’s reduction would only affect approximately 292 parcels within the 

Planning Area. Table 6-7 illustrates a reduction of potential redevelopment when compared to the Project. 

Regardless, Alternative D would still conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality 

due to the potential development of taller buildings throughout the Planning Area, and impacts would remain 

significant and unavoidable, even after implementation of MM-4.1-1. However, due to the reduced scope of 

development under Alternative D, impacts related to aesthetics would be less than the Project.  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

Neither Alternative D nor the Project would conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or with a Williamson Act 

contract; or involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As such, these impacts 

under Alternative D would be similar to the Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.2 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to 

the conversion and/or loss of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Buildout 

under the Project is anticipated to result in the conversion of the City’s last agricultural land consisting of Prime 

Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. As with the Project, Alternative D would result in significant 

unavoidable impacts given that the parcels designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance 

are identified as Housing Element sites. Therefore, under Alternative D, impacts related to agriculture and forestry 

resources would be the same as the Project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.3 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to 

the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; increases of criteria air 

pollutants from construction and operation of future development facilitated by the Project; and exposure of 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations. The Project would result in less than significant impacts 

related to other emissions.  

As shown in Table 6-7, under Alternative D, residential and non-residential buildout conditions would be reduced 

compared to the Project. However, as further described below under “Population and Housing,” the alternative is 
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anticipated to result in an exceedance in housing projections for the City in 2050. As such, Alternative D would 

result in significant unavoidable impacts related to the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan given that the growth anticipated under Alternative D would still exceed the projections 

considered in the preparation of the AQMP. Therefore, implementation of Alternative D would not the Project’s 

eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts related to consistency with the applicable AQMP.  

Similarly, increases of criteria air pollutants from construction and operation of future development, exposure of 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations, and other emissions would be reduced due to the 

reduction in residential and mixed-use development under this alternative (see Table 6-7). In summary, Alternative 

D would result in less development potential than those anticipated under the Project, resulting in less pollutants 

associated with construction activities and less operational emissions.  

As with the Project, Alternative D would incorporate MM-4.3-1 through MM-4.3-11; however, due to the nature of 

the proposed MUOD rezoning, future non-discretionary projects would be facilitated under this alternative, and 

these measures would not ensure that all impacts would be mitigated to a level of less than significant. As such, 

impacts under Alternative D would remain significant and unavoidable. However, due to the reduced buildout under 

Alternative D, impacts would be less than the Project.  

Biological Resources 

As with the Project, Alternative D would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to substantial adverse 

effect on plant and wildlife species identified as a sensitive or special status species. Future development under 

the Project may result in adverse effects on plant and wildlife species that are identified as sensitive or special 

status species. Even with implementation mitigation measures MM-4.4-1 through MM-4.4-6, the Project would have 

significant and unavoidable impacts.  

Residential and mixed-use development would still occur in the Planning Area under Alternative D, which could 

result in significant and unavoidable impacts to special status plant and wildlife species (even with implementation 

of mitigation). Impacts under Alternative D relative to special status plant and wildlife species would remain 

significant and unavoidable but would be less than the Project.  

Under the Project, impacts are less than significant with regards to sensitive natural communities and the 

movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. Alternative D would result in similar impacts 

given the urban/developed nature of the city and lack of impacts to natural open space areas. However, the reduced 

buildout under Alternative D would reduce potential impacts compared to the Project, and impacts would be less 

than the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.5, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to historical and 

archaeological resources. Even with the implementation of existing regulations and MM-4.5-1 and MM-4.5-2, 

potential impacts relative to historical and archaeological resources would be significant and unavoidable because 

it is not possible to ensure the successful preservation of all historical and archaeological resources where new 

development may occur. The Project would result in less than significant impacts related to human remains.  

Similar to the Project, Alternative D would result in the development/redevelopment of properties on sites with the 

potential occurrence of significant historical resources, archaeological resources, and/or human remains. The 
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increased allowable density under Alternative D and the Project would facilitate redevelopment in locations that 

may not otherwise be disturbed in the Planning Area, thereby resulting in increased potential to inadvertently 

encounter, damage, or destroy extent cultural resources. Under Alternative D, existing industrial non-Housing 

Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3 would be removed from proposed rezoning when compared to the 

Project, which would result in reduced potential to impact cultural resources. Therefore, cultural resources impacts 

under Alternative D would less than the Project but would still be significant and unavoidable.  

Energy 

Similar to the Project, implementation of Alternative D would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, 

gasoline, and diesel consumption in the Planning Area during construction and operation of future development. 

However, similar to the Project, Alternative D would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 

of energy resources, including electricity, natural gas, or petroleum during implementation. Neither the Project nor 

Alternative D would conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Additionally, under Alternative D, all applicable rules and regulations presented in Section 4.6 would reduce energy 

demand and increase energy efficiency related to future residential development, similar to the Project. However, 

under Alternative D, the buildout potential would be reduced, as illustrated in Table 6-7. Thus, impacts under 

Alternative D would be less than those anticipated under the Project.  

Geology and Soils 

As described in Section 4.7 of the Draft PEIR, even with implementation of mitigation measure MM-4.7-1, the 

Project would result significant and unavoidable impacts related to the destruction of a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature. The underlying geologic conditions in the Planning Area would not 

change under Alternative D. Any new development under Alternative D would be site-specific and would be exposed 

to existing geologic and soil conditions and hazards that would be unique to that property. Under Alternative D, 

geologic conditions would be similar to the Project due to the Planning Area’s existing conditions. However, as 

development/redevelopment activity would be reduced under Alternative D due to removal of existing industrial non-

Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3 from proposed rezoning, impacts would be less than those 

anticipated under the Project but would still be significant and unavoidable.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Alternative D would generate additional GHG emissions due to the increased residential and mixed-use 

development. However, the alternative would result in a reduction of emissions due to removal of existing industrial 

non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3 from proposed rezoning. Under the Project, significant 

and unavoidable impacts would occur related to the generation of GHG emissions even with the incorporation of 

mitigation measures MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5. Although Alternative D would reduce the buildout potential when 

compared to the Project, Alternative D would result in residential/mixed-use development, resulting in an additional 

15,901 dwelling units and an additional 12,715,260 square feet of non-residential uses. As such, GHG emissions 

under Alternative D would likely remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative D would result in growth within the 

Planning Area along transportation corridors, which could encourage use of alternative transportation methods 

such as transit, walking, or biking, and could result in shorter vehicle trips. Alternative D, similar to the Project, 

would also promote diverse housing options. However, even with elimination of existing industrial non-Housing 

Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3 from proposed rezoning, Alternative D would still result in significant 

GHG emissions due to future residential and mixed-use development and would not ensure all future projects utilize 

fully electric appliances. As such, the analysis provided in Section 4.8 of this Draft PEIR would also be generally 
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applicable to Alternative D. Alternative D would have the potential to conflict with applicable plans, policies, or 

regulations adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG emissions, and impacts would remain significant and 

unavoidable, even after implementation of MM-4.8-1 through MM-4.8-5. Therefore, impacts related to a potential 

conflict with existing regulations and potential GHG emissions under this alternative would remain significant and 

unavoidable but would be less than the Project due to the reduced buildout potential for residential and non-

residential uses.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Alternative D would result in less development potential than what is proposed under the Project due to the removal 

of existing industrial non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3 from proposed rezoning. As 

described in Section 4.9 of this Draft PEIR, even with implementation of mitigation measures MM-4.9-1 through 

MM-4.9-3, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials; the creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions; hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials 

within one-quarter mile of existing or proposed schools; and sites included on a list of sites with hazardous materials 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. All other potential impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials would be less than significant under the Project.  

Given that existing industrial Housing Element sites are considered within the Planning Area under Alternative D, 

buildout of this alternative would still have the potential to facilitate additional residential and mixed-use 

development on contaminated sites or on parcels that contain or are near oil and gas wells. Construction and 

operational activities as a result of development/redevelopment would be site-specific and Alternative D would be 

required to implement MM-4.9-1 through MM-4.9-3 to reduce potentially significant impacts. However, the reduced 

scope of development potential under Alternative D would not eliminate the Project’s the significant and 

unavoidable impacts.  

Additionally, the Project includes parcels within an airport land use plan, including parcels within the Safety Zone 3 

(see Figure 4.9-5, Airport Hazards). As detailed in Section 4.9 of the Draft PEIR, Project implementation via the 

amended MUOD would require noise and safety requirements, including height and land use restrictions, to be 

consistent with the AELUP for John Wayne Airport. As a result, future development projects would be required to 

modify the density through a reduction of units and occupancy terms and/or reduce the intensity of land uses. 

Furthermore, the ALUC would review future development projects within the vicinity of John Wayne Airport for the 

potential to impact airport operations related to noise and safety. Under Alternative D, parcels within Safety Zone 3 

have been removed from the Planning Area. As a result, future development projects within the larger Airport 

Influence Area would be required to comply with the consistency requirements via the amended MUOD and undergo 

ALUC review. As with the Project, with review by the ALUC through standard permitting processes, future 

development projects under Alternative D would be required to meet requirements for noise and safety within 

airport influence areas, consistent with the MUOD amendments, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Moreover, removal of the 9 additional parcels that are within John Wayne Airport Safety Zone 3, as shown in Figure 

4.9-5 of this Draft PEIR would eliminate the potential incompatibility for future development projects. 

Given the above, under Alternative D, impacts would be less than the Project but impacts under Alternative D would 

remain significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of mitigation measures. 



6 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 6-37 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.10 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts or no impact 

related to water quality standards, groundwater supplies, existing drainage patterns, the risk of pollutant release 

due to inundation, and consistency with a water quality control plan. Under this alternative, buildout would still be 

required to comply with existing regulatory requirements and policies that would reduce impacts from adverse 

effects related to hydrology and water quality, similar to the Project. However, the scope of the 

development/redevelopment activity anticipated to occur would be reduced when compared to the Project, which 

would result in reduced potential for impacts associated with hydrology and water quality. Therefore, impacts under 

Alternative D would be less than those anticipated under the Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Under Alternative D, implementation of proposed rezoning would still occur within the Planning Area with the 

exception of existing industrial non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3. As such, this alternative 

would be consistent with the adopted Housing Element and its required implementation programs. Furthermore, 

the implementation of the residential and mixed-use development proposed under the rezoning would facilitate 

infill development (although at a reduced buildout under this alternative) and would not conflict with the General 

Plan goals and policies or other applicable planning documents. Additionally, future development projects under 

this alternative would have a reduced potential for ALUC incompatibility given that Safety Zone 3 recommends 

limited residential uses to “very low densities.” Under the Project, these parcels are proposed with a future 

maximum residential density of 30 du/ac. Given that the lowest maximum residential density in the city is 8 du/ac 

for Low-Density Residential (City of Costa Mesa 2025b), the proposed density under the Project would not be 

considered very low density. As such, the removal of these parcels under this alternative would eliminate the 

potential incompatibility for future development projects when undergoing ALUC review. Thus, impacts related to 

the consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations under Alternative D would be less than to 

the Project.  

Mineral Resources  

As discussed in Section 4.12 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

the loss of availability of known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state 

or and no impact related to the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Under Alternative D, the 

proposed rezoning would not occur on existing industrial non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 

3. However, Alternative D would continue to facilitate additional housing and mixed-use development on existing 

industrial Housing Element sites. Moreover, Alternative D would not result in changes to existing regulatory 

conditions pertaining to available mineral resources or mineral resource extraction in the Planning Area (i.e., oil, 

gas, and aggregate). Thus, and impacts under Alternative B would be similar to the Project.  

Noise  

Under the Project, potential construction noise and vibration impacts from reasonably foreseeable project 

construction activities, as well as operational noise due to operation of residential and mixed-use development 

would be significant and unavoidable after application of mitigation measures MM-4.13-1 through MM-4.13-4. 

Although Alternative D would reduce impacts associated with a reduced development potential, noise impacts 

would likely remain significant and unavoidable due to construction and operation of mixed-use development 

under this alternative. As further described in Section 4.13 of this Draft PEIR, applicable land use and noise 
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policies, compliance with consistency requirements via the amended MUOD, and appropriate review by the ALUC, 

would help ensure consistency with the adopted AELUP for John Wayne Airport. Furthermore, Project 

implementation via the amended MUOD would require a noise study for future development projects abutting a 

freeway or within the Airport Influence Area, as defined by the AELUP for John Wayne Airport, and impacts under 

the Project would be less than significant. Similarly, Alternative D would not result in changes to existing regulatory 

conditions pertaining to noise contours and land use compatibility. For these reasons, overall noise impacts under 

Alternative D would be less than the Project. 

Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 4.14 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 

associated with exceedance in population growth from future development facilitated by the Project that was not 

anticipated in adopted plans. Specifically, the Project would exceed the General Plan/AQMP’s and SCAG Connect 

SoCal’s growth projections for the City. Even with the implementation of mitigation measure MM-4.14-1, impacts 

would be significant and unavoidable. The buildout anticipated under Alternative D when compared to the Project 

would be reduced by 6,129 fewer dwelling units (see Table 6-7 above) due to no rezoning for existing industrial 

non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3. Section 4.14 of the Draft PEIR determined the Project 

would exceed the General Plan’s projections by 3,788 units. As such, the reduction in units would be within planned 

projections for the General Plan. The Project’s buildout was anticipated to exceed SCAG’s 2050 housing projections 

for the City by approximately 6,424 units (see Table 4.14-7 within Section 4.14). The reduction of 6,129 units under 

Alternative D would still result in an exceedance of Connect SoCal’s projections. As such, it is anticipated that 

Alternative D would still represent unplanned population growth. Therefore, the alternative would not eliminate the 

Project’s significant and unavoidable impact. However, impacts under Alternative D would be less than the Project. 

Moreover, impacts related to the displacement of housing and people would be less than significant under the 

Project. Similar to the Project, impacts related to displacement under Alternative D would be similar to the Project. 

Public Services  

As discussed in Section 4.15 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts for fire 

protection services, police protection services, school services, and library services. As shown above in Table 6-7, 

Alternative D would result in 12,166 fewer residents, 6,129 fewer dwelling units, and 4.5 million fewer square feet 

of non-residential uses when compared to Project buildout conditions. Given the reduced buildout potential under 

Alternative D, impacts would be less than the Project. 

Recreation 

As discussed in Section 4.16 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 

or be accelerated. Further, implementation of the Project would create future capacity or service level problems 

given the City would be required to provide an additional 106.59 acres of parkland to meet the City’s goal of 4.26 

acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents, and result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 

objectives for parks. Similar to the Project, Alternative D would result in new residential and mixed-use development 

projects, resulting in an increased residential population that would utilize existing neighborhood and regional parks 

or other recreational facilities. Under existing conditions, the City maintains 5.28 acres per 1,000 residents. With 

the addition of Alternative D, the City’s population would increase to 149,837 residents, and thus, the parkland 
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ratio would be reduced to 3.84 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents.11 Under the proposed Project, the City’s 

parkland/resident ratio would fall below the General Plan goal to 4.26 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. As 

such, Alternative D would result in slightly more parkland per resident when compared to the Project, and thus, 

impacts under Alternative D would be reduced in comparison to the Project. Additionally, future development 

projects under Alternative D would be required to comply with applicable regulations (e.g., Quimby Act). The City 

also requires the payment of parks and recreation impact fees for new multifamily residential units and ADUs in the 

city to reduce the potential impacts of proposed developments to parks and recreation services and facilities, 

pursuant to Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section 13-276. Furthermore, under the Project and Alternative D, the 

MUOD would require residential and mixed-use residential development on Housing Element sites to dedicate 30 

percent of the lot for open space. However, neither the Project nor Alternative D includes new neighborhood or 

regional parks. Given this, impacts under Alternative D would remain significant and unavoidable. However, as 

Alternative D would result in a lower development potential, impacts related to parks and recreation would be less 

than the Project.  

Transportation 

As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, of this Draft PEIR, Project-related impacts related the potential to conflict 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and potential conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing circulation, transit, roadways, bicycles, and pedestrian activities would be less than significant.  

Implementation of Alternative D would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, similar to the Project. The Project would result in a less than significant VMT impact because 

the Project’s daily VMT per service population would be 16.7, which is below than the City’s threshold of 25.4 daily 

VMT per service population. The buildout anticipated under Alternative D would be reduced with the change no 

rezoning for existing industrial non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3. Compared to the 

Project, Alternative D would facilitate 6,129 fewer dwelling units (or 12,166 fewer residents) and 4,590,743 fewer 

non-residential square feet with fewer associated employees. The impact of adding residents to the Planning Area 

would have a greater effect in reducing VMT per service population because there is a need for housing near jobs 

(i.e., the jobs-to-housing ratio would improve) in the Planning Area. Therefore, by reducing the number of dwelling 

units and the Planning Area, the daily VMT per service population under Alternative D would increase when 

compared to Project due to reduced housing opportunities across the city. Therefore, impacts related to the 

consistency with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) would be more than the Project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.18 of this Draft PEIR, potential impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. The 

development/redevelopment under Alternative D would not occur on existing industrial non-Housing Element sites 

and parcels within Safety Zone 3. Therefore, the likely intensity of development under Alternative D would be 

reduced, which would reduce potential ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction and would 

result in a reduced potential for impacts to tribal resources. As Alternative D would result in a reduced development 

potential and less associated ground disturbing activity when compared to the Project, potential impacts resulting 

in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource under this alternative would be less 

than the Project. 

 
11 576 acres of parkland / (149,837 residents / 1,000) = 3.84 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

As discussed in Section 4.19 of this Draft PEIR, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 

relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities, water supply, capacity of wastewater treatment services, 

and the generation of solid waste. Under Alternative D, future development would not occur on existing industrial 

non-Housing Element sites and parcels within Safety Zone 3, which would result in decreased service area 

demands for utilities and service systems. As such, impacts under Alternative D would be less than the Project. 

6.6 Summary of Alternatives to the Project  

To summarize these Project alternatives, as suggested in CEQA Section 15126.6(d), a matrix was prepared to 

summarize and compare the impacts of each Project alternative where significant and unavoidable impacts 

would occur (see Table 6-8). In addition, Table 6-9 compares the alternatives in terms of whether they meet the 

Project objectives. 

Table 6-8. Comparison of Project and Alternatives Impacts 

Environmental Issue Area Project Alternative A  Alternative B  Alternative C  Alternative D 

4.1 Aesthetics SU ▼ (Eliminate) ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.2 Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources 
SU ▼ (Eliminate) = = = 

4.3 Air Quality SU ▼ (Eliminate) ▼ (Eliminate) ▼ ▼ 

4.4 Biological Resources SU ▼ ▼ = ▼ 

4.5 Cultural Resources SU ▼ ▼ = ▼ 

4.6 Energy LTS ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.7 Geology and Soils SU ▼ ▼ = ▼ 

4.8 Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 
SU ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.9 Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials 
SU = ▼ = ▼ 

4.10 Hydrology and Water 

Quality 
LTS ▼ ▼ = ▼ 

4.11 Land Use and Planning LTS ▲ = = ▼ 

4.12 Mineral Resources LTS = = = = 

4.13 Noise  SU ▼ (Eliminate) ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.14 Population and Housing SU ▼ (Eliminate) ▼ (Eliminate) ▼ ▼ 

4.15 Public Services LTS ▼  ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.16 Recreation SU ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.17 Transportation LTS ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ 

4.18 Tribal Cultural 

Resources 
SU = ▼ ▼ ▼ 

4.19 Utilities and Service 

Systems 
LTS ▼  ▼ ▼ ▼ 

Notes: 

= Alternative is likely to result in similar impacts when compared to Project. 

▼ Alternative is likely to result in reduced impacts when compared to Project.  

▲ Alternative is likely to result in greater impacts when compared to Project. 

LTS = less than significant impact; SU = significant unavoidable impact; Eliminate = Alternative would eliminate a SU impact 
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Table 6-9. Alternatives Comparison for Project Objectives 

Objective Project Alternative A  Alternative B  Alternative C  Alternative D 

1. Implement many of the 

required programs of the 

City’s 2021-2029 Housing 

Element and accommodate 

the City’s Regional Housing 

Needs Allocation (RHNA), 

as required by State law. 

Meets 

Objective 

Substantially 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet Objective 

Substantially 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Reduced Ability 

to Meets 

Objective 

2. Achieve Housing Element 

certification, as required by 

the State. 

Meets 

Objective 

Does Not Meet 

Objective 

Substantially 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Reduced Ability 

to Meets 

Objective 

3. Implement the rezoning 

of Measure K sites, as 

allowed by Measure K 

(2022), including the 

rezoning of Housing 

Element sites, as allowed 

by State law. 

Meets 

Objective 

Does Not Meet 

Objective 
Does Not 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

4. Support City Council’s 

goal to diversify, stabilize, 

and increase housing to 

reflect community needs. 

Meets 

Objective 

Substantially 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet Objective 

Substantially 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

5. Amend the Zoning Code 

to be consistent with 

allowed densities, taking 

into account State and 

Federal law and to better 

facilitate the development 

of housing. 

Meets 

Objective 

Does Not Meet 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

6. Prepare objective design 

standards consistent with 

the community’s vision for 

citywide multi-family and 

mixed-use projects. 

Meets 

Objective 

Does Not Meet 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

7. Prioritize new housing 

near jobs and amenities, 

while reducing potential 

impacts to existing 

residential neighborhoods, 

in order to revitalize existing 

commercial and industrial 

areas with the introduction 

of new housing and mixed-

use developments. 

Meets 

Objective 

Substantially 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet Objective 

Reduced Ability 

to Meets 

Objective 

Meets 

Objective 

Reduced Ability 

to Meet 

Objective 
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6.7 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative; and, where the no project alternative is 

environmentally superior, the EIR is then required to identify an alternative from among the others evaluated as 

environmentally superior (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)).  

As shown in Table 6-8, Alternative A would result in reduced environmental impacts to more environmental topics 

as compared to Alternatives B, C, and D, including reduced impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 

air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards 

and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, 

and utilities and system services. Alternative A, which would continue implementation of the City’s General Plan 

and other approved planning documents, would result in reduced environmental impacts due elimination of the 

population and housing growth associated with the proposed MUOD rezoning to facilitate new residential and 

mixed-use development. Without the implementation of the Housing Element, Alternative A would result in greater 

land-use/planning impacts as compared to the Project due to inconsistency with State Housing Element Law, and 

greater impacts related to VMT due to reduced infill housing development. Nevertheless, the reduction in housing 

production and non-residential development/redevelopment under Alternative A would result in a more 

environmentally superior alternative when compared to the Project and when compared to Alternatives B, C, and 

D, due to the elimination of significant and unavoidable impacts (related to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry 

resources, population and housing, and recreation) and other reduced environmental impacts.  

As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the environmentally superior alternative is the “no 

project” alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

Alternatives B, C and D would reduce impacts to many of the same topic areas and would all result in greater impacts to 

transportation (as shown in Table 6-8). Under Alternative B, significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated 

when compared to the Project for the following topic areas: air quality and population and housing. Moreover, under 

Alternative B, there would be 16,143 fewer units (including 37,801 fewer residents) and 13,642,527 fewer non-

residential square feet when compared to the Project buildout conditions. This represents the largest reduction in 

buildout projections in comparison to all other Alternatives (with the exception of Alternative A). Therefore, when 

compared to both the Project and Alternatives C and D, Alternative B would be the environmentally superior alternative.  
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