
4.16 – RECREATION  

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION DRAFT PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 4.16-1 

4.16 Recreation 

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 recreational facilities, including 

neighborhood and regional parks, to determine whether substantial physical deterioration of a facility could occur 

or be accelerated. A description of the existing parks and recreational facilities for the City of Costa Mesa and 

Planning Area is also provided to present the environmental baseline conditions. The analysis is based, in part, on 

review of the Costa Mesa 2015-2035 General Plan (General Plan), online resources from the City’s Parks and 

Community Services Department, and the following appendix: 

Appendix I Public Services Correspondence 

Other sources consulted are listed in Section 4.16.8, References. 

4.16.1 Existing Conditions 

The City's Parks and Community Services Department is responsible for programming and managing park land in 

the city, including 31 parks identified in Table 4.16-1, and is committed to enhancing the community through the 

delivery of innovative recreational programs, quality parks and facilities, and services that promote social, physical, 

and emotional well-being (City of Costa Mesa 2026). Table 4.16-1 shows the neighborhood parks and community 

parks serving the City of Costa Mesa, including location and acreage, which are also shown in Figure 4.16-1, Parks.  

Table 4.16-1. Parks Serving the City 

 Park Facility Name Address  Size (in acres) 

Neighborhood Parks 

1 Bark Park1 970 Arlington Drive 2.00 

2 Brentwood Park 265 Brentwood Street 2.60 

3 Del Mesa Park 2080 Manistee Drive 2.47 

4 Estancia Park 1900 Adams Avenue 9.03 

5 Gisler Park 1250 Gisler Street 4.59 

6 Harper Park 425 E. 18th Street 1.06 

7 Heller Park 257 E. 16th Street 2.61 

8 Jordan Park 2141 Tustin Avenue 2.48 

9 Ketchum-Libolt Park 2150 Maple Street 0.34 

10 Lindbergh Park 220 E. 23rd Street 2.00 

11 Marina View Park 1035 W. 19th Street 2.29 

12 Mesa Verde Park 1795 Samar Drive 2.73 

13 Moon Park 3377 California Street 1.67 

14 Neth Park 77 Fair Drive 2.50 

15 Paularino Park 1040 Paularino Avenue 2.23 

16 Perez Park 308 University Drive 0.12 

17 Pinkley Park 360 E. Ogle Street 2.57 

18 Shalimar Park 782 Shalimar Drive 0.18 

 
1  Note that Bark Park is located within the boundary of TeWinkle Park at 970 Arlington Drive in the City (see Figure 4.16-1). 
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Table 4.16-1. Parks Serving the City 

 Park Facility Name Address  Size (in acres) 

19 Shiffer Park 3143 Bear Street 7.09 

20 Smallwood Park 1646 Corsica Place 3.39 

21 Suburbia Park 3302 Alabama Circle 0.53 

22 Tanager Park 1780 Hummingbird Drive 7.41 

23 Vista Park 1200 Victoria Street 5.92 

24 Wilson Park 360 W. Wilson Street 3.61 

25 Wimbledon Park 3440 Wimbledon Way 3.29 

Total Neighborhood Park Acres 74.71 

Community Parks 

26 Balaeric Park 1975 Balearic Drive 10.06 

27 Canyon Park 970 Arbor Street 35.96 

28 Fairview Park 2525 Placentia Avenue 208.00 

29 Lions Park 570 W. 18th Street 12.82 

30 TeWinkle Park 970 Arlington Drive 43.67 

31 Wakeham Park 3400 Smalley Street 10.33 

Total Community Park Acreage 320.84 

Regional Park / Nature Preserve 

32 Talbert Regional Park 1298 Victoria Street 180.00 

Total Regional Park Acreage 180.00 

Total Park Acreage 575.55 

Source: Appendix I; City of Costa Mesa 2016, 2025a. 

As shown in Table 4.16-1, Parks Serving the City, and Figure 4.16-1, Parks, the City’s park system includes 74.71 acres 

of neighborhood parks, 320.84 acres of community parks, and 180 acres of regional nature preserve (Talbert 

Regional Park). In addition, the City also provides 871.94 acres of institutional park uses,2 150 acres of parks and 

open space associated with the Orange County Fair and Event Center, 6.19 acres of open space easements, and 

379.7 acres of golf courses, for a total of 1,985.42 acres of parks and open space (City of Costa Mesa 2016, 

2025a). Talbert Regional Park/Nature Preserve is owned and managed by the County of Orange and is located in 

the city, as shown on Figure 4.16-1 (Appendix I). As discussed in the City’s General Plan, Talbert Regional 

Park/Nature Preserve encompasses 180 acres along the Santa Ana River, including 97 acres within the coastal 

zone, and includes six distinct introduced and native plant zones intended to accommodate more active human 

use and provide a visual screen. Talbert Regional Park is part of the Orange County Central/Coastal Subregional 

NCCP/HCP open space and natural habitat reserve system. Talbert Regional Park includes hiking and running trails 

and bird-watching areas (City of Costa Mesa 2016).  

According to the City’s General Plan, the City aims to provide 4.26 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents; thus, 

assuming a current Census population of 109,131 people in the city (see Section 4.14, Population and Housing), 

this would equate to a current requirement to provide approximately 464.93 acres of parkland throughout the city 

 
2 This includes schools, colleges, public facilities, Civic Center, Santa Ana River right-of-way, Fairview Developmental Center, and 

other public and institutional uses (City of Costa Mesa 2016). 
3  4.26 acres of parkland x (109,131 residents / 1,000) = 464.9 acres of parkland. 
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(Appendix I). Including Talbert Regional Park, the city contains approximately 576 acres of parkland (Appendix I).4 

The City currently achieves a parkland ratio of approximately 5.28 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents5 (Appendix 

I). Therefore, the City currently exceeds parkland requirements by approximately 113.1 acres of parkland and 

exceeds the parkland per 1,000 residents ratio by approximately 1.04 acres per 1,000 residents. The Planning 

Area is located throughout the city; thus, a majority of the City’s parks and recreational facilities would be within the 

vicinity of the Project. 

Recreational facilities within the city are illustrated in Figure 4.16-2, Recreational Facilities. In addition, the City 

utilizes open space and recreational facilities associated with Newport Mesa Unified School District (NMUSD) schools. 

According to the draft Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan Update, NMUSD facilities include 27 utility fields, 

including 19 baseball/softball diamonds (City of Costa Mesa 2018). The City also utilizes several NMUSD elementary 

and middle school facilities for after-school programs, and all elementary, middle, and high school athletic fields for youth 

and adult sports programming (City of Costa Mesa 2016). In addition, the City operates and maintains the Costa Mesa 

Country Club, a municipal golf club located adjacent to Fairview Park that includes two 18-hole golf courses, a 

driving range, a banquet facility, a coffee shop, and a pro shop (Appendix I).  

The City also operates the Costa Mesa Tennis Center within TeWinkle Park, three community centers (Balearic 

Community Center, Downtown Recreation Center, and the Norma Hertzog Community Center), and the Costa Mesa 

Senior Center (City of Costa Mesa 2016, 2025b). The Costa Mesa Senior Center provides seniors with social, 

recreational, and lifelong learning programs designed to encourage a healthy and active lifestyle (Appendix I). 

Additionally, within the city, the County of Orange operates the 150-acre Orange County Fair and Event Center, including 

a 3.5-acre outdoor agricultural and livestock area that supports education programs for school-aged children, a 

14.5-acre equestrian center, the outdoor Pacific Amphitheatre, and multipurpose gathering areas (City of Costa 

Mesa 2016).  

4.16.2 Regulatory Requirements 

4.16.2.1 Federal 

There are no federal policies or regulations applicable to parks or recreation with respect to the Project. 

4.16.2.2 State 

California Government Code 

Quimby Act 

The Quimby Act (Government Code Section 66477), enacted in 1975, creates a framework that allows cities and 

counties to provide parks for growing communities. The Quimby Act authorizes jurisdictions to adopt ordinances 

that require parkland dedication or payment of in-lieu fees as a condition of approval of residential subdivisions. 

The Quimby Act also specifies acceptable uses and expenditures of the funds, such as allowing developers to set 

aside land, donate conservation easements, or pay direct fees for park improvements. In 2022, the City of Costa 

 
4 Without considering Talbert Regional Park, the City would not meet the General Plan’s goal of 4.26 acres of parkland per 1,000 

residents under existing conditions; however, for the purposes of this analysis, this PEIR includes Talbert Regional Park in the 

City’s parkland calculations. 
5 576 acres of parkland / (109,131 residents / 1,000) = 5.28 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. 
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Mesa collected $1,278,941 in park development fees from the Quimby Act and ended the year of 2022 with 

$3,615,436 in the park development fee fund (City of Costa Mesa 2022).  

Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act 

The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act (Government Code Section 53311), enacted in 1982, provides an 

alternative method of financing certain public capital facilities and services, especially in developing areas and 

areas undergoing rehabilitation. This state law empowers local agencies to establish Community Facilities Districts, 

special districts established by local governments in California, as a means of obtaining community funding. 

4.16.2.3 Local 

Costa Mesa 2015-2035 General Plan  

Land Use Element  

The Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan provides the following goals and policies potentially relevant to the 

subject of parks and recreation for the proposed Project. The Project would support and/or would not conflict with 

the implementation of the following goals and policies (City of Costa Mesa 2025c): 

Policy LU-5.5: Ensure that new development pays its fair share of impact fees such as park fees and 

traffic impact fees. This can also include impact fees related to community services (police 

protection services and fire emergency response services) or library facilities, once 

adopted and applicable. 

Open Space and Recreation Element  

The Open Space and Recreation Element of the General Plan guides policy for parks and community-serving facilities 

that enhance the quality of life for residents and are important components of complete and sustainable neighborhoods. 

The purpose of the Open Space and Recreation Element is to provide the policy framework for the maintenance and 

preservation of the City’s open space and recreation system. The following summarizes the applicable goals and policies 

that pertain to the Project (City of Costa Mesa 2016): 

Goal OSR-1:  Balanced and Accessible System of Parks and Open Spaces. Provide a high-quality environment 

through the development of recreation resources and preservation of open space that meets 

community needs in Costa Mesa. 

Policy OSR-1.1: Maintain a system of Neighborhood and Community Parks that provide a variety of active 

and passive recreational opportunities throughout the City.  

Policy OSR-1.2: Provide parks and recreation facilities appropriate for the individual neighborhoods in 

which they are located and reflective of the needs and interests of the population 

they serve. 

Policy OSR-1.5: Maximize public space by requiring plazas and public gathering spaces in private 

developments that can serve multiple uses, including recreation and social needs.  
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Policy OSR-1.8: Require that parks and recreation facilities reflect new trends and population changes, and 

are developed with facilities appropriate to all ages, including athletic fields, active play 

areas, passive open space, tot lots, and picnic areas.  

Policy OSR-1.13: Design and reform parks to reflect the latest recreational features that respond to 

demographic changes and community needs.  

Policy OSR-1.18: Provide a minimum of 4.26 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.  

Policy OSR-1.20: Enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and transit linkages to meet the needs of residents and to 

provide better access to parks, recreation, and public spaces.  

Policy OSR-1.21:  Provide opportunities for public access to all open space areas, except where sensitive 

resources may be threatened or damaged, public health and safety may be compromised, 

or access would interfere with the managed production of resources. 

Goal OSR-3:  Conserved Open Space. Costa Mesa is committed to open space conservation to ensure that the 

network of parklands, trails, hillsides, and undeveloped natural areas remain viable for supporting 

biological communities and providing sanctuary for future generations. This commitment includes 

expanding public access to open space, where appropriate, and acquiring additional lands 

where feasible. 

Policy OSR-3.2: Encourage the preservation of coastal views from City and County parkland and public 

streets within Costa Mesa.  

City of Costa Mesa Code 

The City of Costa Mesa Municipal Code (CMMC) consists of the regulatory, penal, and administrative ordinances for 

the City. Components of the City’s Municipal Code that are applicable to the subject of recreation are 

identified below. 

Title 13, Chapter 11, Article 5 — Park and Recreation Dedications.  

The purpose of this article is to establish procedures for requiring park and recreational facilities in conjunction with 

residential developments ("park impact fees"), with requirements for residential development that requires a subdivision 

in Sections 13-251 through 13-261 and requirements for multifamily residential developments (does not require a 

subdivision) in Sections 13-261.2 through 13-261.8. These park impact fees shall provide funds for the City's future 

construction of facilities and equipment purchases or to reimburse the City for those identified facilities and 

equipment funded by the City with monies advanced by the City from other sources.  

Title 13, Chapter 12, Article 4 — Park and Recreation Impact Fees.  

The purpose of this article is to establish the procedures for the payment of parks and recreation impact fees in 

conjunction with the establishment of new multifamily residential units and accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in Section 

13-276. These park fees shall provide funds to provide park and recreational facilities to serve the future residents 

of such units. These fees are in addition to the fee/dedication requirements of Title 13, Chapter 11, Article 5, Park 

and Recreation Dedications. 
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Measure Z (Article 4 to Municipal Code Title 13, Chapter XII, Special Fee Assessments).  

Approved by the voters in November 2016, Measure Z established an open space and public park impact fee. The 

fee is applicable to all new development located both north of the I-405 Freeway and west of Fairview Drive and is 

due upon issuance of a certificate of occupancy. The fee is established to offset the impact of development upon 

recreational opportunities and is used solely for the purpose of increasing active recreation, open space, and public 

park facilities within the city. 

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 urban and specific 

plans within the Planning Area. However, these plans do not include any applicable goals or policies pertaining 

to recreation. 

4.16.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate Project impacts on recreation are based on Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines. Note that Threshold 4.16-1 is originally from Section 4.15, Public Services, and has been addressed in 

this section in order to have a comprehensive discussion of park and recreation resources within one chapter. 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact related to parks and recreation would occur 

if the Project would: 

Threshold 4.16-1: Create capacity or service level problems, or 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 park services.6 

Threshold 4.16-2: 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. 

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 include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Thus, an analysis of this threshold is included in Appendix A-1, NOP and Initial Study, of this Draft PEIR. 

 
6 This threshold is originally from Section 4.15, Public Services (Parks). 
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4.16.4 Impact Analyses 

4.16.4.1 Methodology 

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

Housing Element Implementation Project 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 City’s General Plan and other online information obtained from the City were used to evaluate potential impacts 

to recreational facilities located in the city. The potential for the Project to impact recreation is dependent on where 

within the Planning Area land use redesignations would occur, and subsequent future development as a result of 

Project implementation. 

This analysis estimates the number of residents that would be generated by implementation of the Project and 

assesses whether existing and planned public parks would have sufficient available capacity to accommodate 

additional users, whether park and recreational facilities would need to be expanded or constructed, and whether 

the Project would result in substantial physical deterioration of park/recreational facilities. 

4.16.4.2 Environmental Analyses 

Threshold 4.16-1.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for 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: 

i. Parks? 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. As outlined above in Section 4.16.1 above, park services in the city are 

provided by the City’s Parks and Community Services Department. Table 4.16-1 lists the parks serving the City of 

Costa Mesa. The location of existing parks in relation to the Planning Area can be found in Figure 4.16-1, Parks. No 

direct development is proposed as part of the Project. However, land use changes proposed by the Project would 

facilitate future development that would increase the City’s service population and result in potentially significant 

impacts to park services.  

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft PEIR, the Project implements the rezoning of all Measure 

K sites, including Housing Element sites and non-Housing Element sites, along with modifications to the City’s 

zoning regulations across existing urban plans, overlays, and specific plans with the intent to clarify, consolidate, 

and streamline regulations where possible to implement the rezoning and meet State law. The Project would 

implement land use changes within the Planning Area to accommodate residential and mixed-use development 
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consisting of approximately 21,522 additional dwelling units, thereby generating 51,572 additional residents, and 

approximately 10,630,361 square feet of additional commercial use, thereby generating approximately 14,454 

additional employees. Thus, implementation of the Project would increase the service-area population by a total of 

approximately 51,572 additional residents and 14,454 additional employees in the Planning Area.  

For the purposes of this impact analysis, an assessment on parkland per resident (i.e., park land metric) is 

applicable in assessing impacts at the Project’s programmatic level. As described above in Section 4.16.1, the City 

aims to provide 4.26 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents, which would equate to a current requirement to 

provide approximately 464.9 acres of parkland throughout the city (Appendix I). In addition, the City currently 

exceeds the General Plan goal for parkland per 1,000 residents, as there are approximately 576 acres of parkland 

(including Talbert Regional Park) within the city limits. However, the Project would increase demand on parks to 

maintain acceptable service ratios. An increase in population of 51,572 additional residents would increase the 

City’s population to 160,703 through 2056 and would require that the City provide 684.59 total acres of parkland 

in the city,7 which would call for an increase of 108.59 acres of parkland8 in the city. Without an increase in parkland 

throughout the city through 2056 to meet the anticipated demand, the City’s parkland per 1,000 residents ratio 

would fall below the General Plan requirement of 4.26 to 3.58 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.9 As such, 

implementation of the Project would create a deficient level of parkland and parkland per 1,000 residents in 

the city. 

The MUOD includes development standards that promote the provision of open space in future development 

projects within the Planning Area. The MUOD would require residential and mixed-use residential development on 

Housing Element sites to dedicate 30 percent of the lot for open space. Of which, a minimum of 100 square feet 

of usable private open space would be provided for each ground floor unit and a minimum of 50 square feet of 

usable private open space would be provided for each unit above the ground floor. For projects with commercial 

gross floor area greater than 100,000 square feet, the project would be required to provide the equivalent to a 

minimum of 5 percent of the commercial gross floor area for publicly accessible open space. On Housing Element 

sites, the MUOD allows the flexibility for all or a portion of the required common open space and usable private 

open space to be substituted by publicly accessible open space.  

The Open Space and Recreation Element of the General Plan also includes a number of policies supporting the 

construction of new or expanded parks and recreational facilities, including General Plan Policies OSR-1.1, OSR-

1.2, OSR-1.8, OSR-1.13, and OSR-1.18 (see Section 4.15.2, Regulatory Requirements, for a list of applicable 

General Plan policies). The Project implements Measure K and Housing Element direction by applying an amended 

MUOD with objective, corridor appropriate development standards, privacy and lighting performance measures, 

and shade/shadow analysis triggers, while retaining existing bluff top protections. The amended MOUD includes a 

requirement that, for properties where the MOUD does not currently apply, all future projects on those properties 

implemented under the amended MOUD standards must also be consistent with the provisions of the General Plan. 

The facilitation of future park spaces in accordance with General Plan policies and the MUOD’s open space 

requirements would help to maintain acceptable parkland service ratios. In addition, the City is in the process of 

updating the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan, which would address and support the future provision 

of additional parks citywide to serve residents and to achieve adequate levels of parkland in the city. As such, the 

updated Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan would support the provision of parkland to accommodate 

Project residents in the future. 

 
7 4.26 acres of parkland x (160,703 residents / 1,000) = 684.59 acres of parkland. 
8 684.59 required acres of parkland - 576 existing acres of parkland = 108.59 additional acres of parkland needed. 
9 576 acres of parkland / (160,703 residents / 1,000) = 3.58 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. 
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However, the extent to which the City can implement parks is related to the availability of funding for land 

acquisition, construction, operations, maintenance, and programming. In accordance with the Quimby Act 

(Government Code Section 66477) and Title 13 of the CMMC, the City requires dedication of 3 acres of parkland 

or payment of in-lieu fees as a condition of approval for new multi-family residential units and subdivisions per every 

1,000 residents (Appendix I). The Quimby Act, which focuses on public open space, specifies acceptable uses and 

expenditures of such funds, such as allowing developers to set aside land, donate conservation easements, or pay 

direct fees for park improvements. This ensures that when new residential subdivisions are developed, there is an 

increase in park funding and/or dedication of additional parkland proportional to increases in population. However, 

Quimby fees are not required for non-subdivision projects. 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. 

The fee requirements are based on the General Plan goal of 4.26 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and on the 

population density of the proposed development. 

In addition to availability of funding, the construction or expansion of park and recreation facilities is subject to the 

availability of vacant land or open space appropriate for the development of parks and recreation facilities. The 

Planning Area is located in a predominantly built-out, urbanized area of the city, where many of the parcels are not 

immediately near to vacant land or open space. As discussed above in Section 4.16.1, the City currently exceeds 

the General Plan goal for parkland per 1,000 residents by approximately 113.1 acres. Implementation of the Project 

would create deficient levels of parkland in the city, and the City would be required to provide an additional 108.59 

acres of parkland in the city. The City has indicated that with implementation of the Project, the City does not have 

the available parkland required to meet the proposed Project’s projected increase in parkland demand (Appendix 

I). Due to the uncertain availability of land area at the time of drafting this PEIR, it is too speculative to assume that 

proportional development of new or expanded park/recreation facilities would occur with implementation of the 

Project. Although implementation of the Project may result in private and communal/shared open space on-site of 

future developments, and future park facilities may be created as a result of Quimby Act fees/dedications and the 

City’s parks and recreation impact fees, it is unknown whether future parks would be adequate to serve the 

demands generated by existing and future residents or whether future parks would be publicly accessible or 

accessible only to residents within future residential buildings. The Project would result in an increased population 

across the city that would limit the City’s ability to maintain acceptable parkland service ratios.  

The proposed Project does not include or require the development of 108.59 acres of new parkland to meet the 

General Plan policies of 4.26 acres per 1,000 residents. However, on Housing Element sites, new development 

with a commercial gross floor area greater than 100,000 square feet would be required to provide the equivalent 

of 5 percent of the commercial gross floor area for publicly accessible open space. Additionally, the required 

minimum 30 percent usable common open space and minimum usable private open space in the MUOD is allowed 

to be substituted by publicly accessible open space. At this time, it is unclear how much public parkland will be 

created through development in the MUOD. Although the MUOD encourages public open space, it is not required 

for projects with less than 100,000 square feet of gross commercial floor area. The Project’s proposed land use 

changes are assumed to result in a significant impact to park services thereby requiring construction of new parks 

or expansion of parks facilities in the city. At this time, there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts 

to less than significant. Although the Project includes open space minimums, the Project does not have the 

mechanism to ensure that new parks are funded, constructed, or that existing parks are expanded through the 

2056 buildout year for the Project. The City of Costa Mesa is in the process of preparing a Parks, Recreation, and 

Open Space Master Plan update to establish a strategy to ensure there are adequate parks and recreation facilities 

in the future. Without an updated and adopted Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan at the time of the 
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preparation of this PEIR and given the programmatic nature of this PEIR, the Project would have a significant and 

unavoidable impact related to park services.  

Threshold 4.16-2.  Would the project 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? 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. As described above under Threshold 4.16-1, the Project would implement 

land use changes within the Planning Area to accommodate residential and mixed-use development that would 

generate an increase in the parks and recreation service-area population by a total of approximately 66,026 

additional residents and employees in the Planning Area. As described above under Threshold 4.16-1, 

implementation of the Project would require an increase of 108.59 acres of parkland in the city. Without being able 

to define the amount of new public parkland to be constructed in the MUOD due to the programmatic nature of this 

PEIR, and without an increase in parkland throughout the city through 2056 to meet the anticipated demand, the 

City’s parkland per 1,000 residents ratio would fall below the General Plan requirement, and the Project would 

create a deficient level of parkland in the city per the General Plan and parkland per 1,000 residents in the city.  

The proposed Project does not require the development of 108.59 acres of new parkland. Further, payment of 

Quimby fees are not required for non-subdivision projects; although, the City’s parks and recreation impact fees 

would apply to proposed multifamily residential units and ADUs in the city. The fee requirements are based on the 

General Plan goal of 4.26 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and on the population density of the proposed 

development. The Project’s proposed land use changes would result in a significant impact to park services. As 

such, implementation of the Project and introduction of an increased parks and recreation service-area population 

of 51,572 additional residents and 14,454 additional employees through 2056 would increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 

facilities would occur or be accelerated, thereby resulting in a potentially significant impact. At this time, there are 

no feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. Although the collection of required 

Quimby fees, City parks and recreation impact fees, and/or parkland dedication, and the open space minimums 

established in the MUOD, would mitigate some of the burden on the existing recreation system, the Neighborhoods 

Where We All Belong Zoning Updates and Housing Element Implementation Project does not have the mechanism 

to ensure that at least 108.59 acres of new parks and recreation facilities are funded and constructed through the 

2056 buildout year for the Project. Therefore, the Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact regarding 

the occurrence or acceleration of substantial physical deterioration of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 

other recreational facilities. Note that the City of Costa Mesa is in the process of preparing a Parks, Recreation, and 

Open Space Master Plan update to establish a strategy to accommodate adequate parks and recreation facilities 

in the future. 

4.16.5 Cumulative Impact Analyses 

Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects are significant, the lead agency then must determine whether the proposed Project has any contribution 

to the cumulative impact, and if so, whether the Project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” The 

cumulative study area used to assess potential cumulative recreational impacts is the City of Costa Mesa 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. 



4.16 – RECREATION   

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION DRAFT PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 4.16-11 

Threshold 4.16-1. The City’s Parks and Community Services Department serves the City with parks and recreational 

land uses. As further described above in Section 4.16.1, the City currently exceeds the General Plan goal for 

parkland per 1,000 residents that calls for 464.9 acres of parkland, as the City currently provides approximately 

576 acres of parkland (including Talbert Regional Park). However, the Project would increase demand on parks and 

service ratios. Cumulative development outside of the City associated with the buildout of adopted and future plans 

(e.g., general plans and housing elements) would further reduce the park acreage ratio with no guarantee that 

additional park spaces would be built. As such, there is an existing cumulative impact. The Project’s proposed 

residential development would incrementally increase the demand for parks and could result in the need to 

construct additional or expand existing parks, which could result in a potentially significant physical impact on the 

environment. However, the MUOD would establish open space minimums on Housing Element and non-Housing 

Element Measure K sites. On Housing Element sites, any portion or all of the required minimum 30 percent open 

space can be provided as publicly accessible open space. Future development projects that require discretionary 

action and involve subdivision-related actions would be required to demonstrate compliance with CEQA prior to 

project approval and would be required to pay applicable park impact fees under the Quimby Act (Government Code 

Section 66477) and under the City’s Municipal Code (Section 13-276). Without the payment of park mitigation fees 

or the dedication of land for future parks, the Project would have a cumulatively considerable impact.  

Threshold 4.16-2. The cumulative impact of population growth outside of the City and within other local jurisdictions 

would further increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks and recreational facilities, such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur, and this would be a potentially significant cumulative 

impact. As discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this Draft PEIR, buildout of the Project by 2056 

would exceed planned growth projections for parcels subject to proposed land use changes. Furthermore, as 

discussed above in Section 4.16.4 under Threshold 4.16-1, implementation of the Project would result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact related to the deterioration of existing parks serving the City. In the potential 

absence of new parks to alleviate the existing demands for park facilities currently in the city, the Project would 

exacerbate conditions related to park deterioration. Therefore, the Project would contribute to an existing 

cumulative impact related to the increased use of existing parks and associated facilities, such that substantial 

physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, and Project impacts would be cumulatively 

considerable. 

4.16.6 Mitigation Measures 

No feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate Project impacts related to park services or the indirect 

physical deterioration of existing neighborhood, community, and regional parks. 

4.16.7 Level of Significance Conclusion 

Threshold 4.16-1.  The Project has the potential to 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. No feasible mitigation measures are available to 

mitigate impacts. Therefore, impacts to park services would be significant and unavoidable 

and cumulatively considerable. 

Threshold 4.16-2.  The Project has the potential to increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
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facility would occur or be accelerated. No feasible mitigation measures are available to 

mitigate impacts. Therefore, impacts to parks or other recreational facilities would be 

significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 
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4.17 Transportation 

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 transportation, including whether 

the Project would conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy addressing transportation and consistency 

with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). The threshold related to increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use, and inadequate emergency access were screened per Initial Study prepared by Dudek 

in 2025.  

Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, the City’s draft Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines (October 2020) 

(referred as TIA Guidelines herein) include vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the new metric to evaluate the 

significance of transportation impacts. These guidelines and thresholds apply to land use and transportation 

projects in the city that are subject to CEQA analysis. Therefore, this section uses VMT as the basis for evaluating 

transportation impacts of the Project under CEQA. The VMT analysis was conducted by Dudek with a project-

specific VMT model run using the regional travel demand model, as described in this section. The analysis is 

summarized in this section and the land use inputs used for VMT analysis are included as Appendix J. Other 

sources consulted are listed in Section 4.17.8, References. 

As noted above, this PEIR uses the metric of VMT for analyzing transportation impacts under CEQA. Therefore, non-

CEQA analysis which includes, level of service (LOS) based analysis of roadway segments and intersections is not 

warranted per the scope of this document. The City would use criteria1 specified in the Draft TIA Guidelines to 

determine if individual projects as and when those are reviewed, have a potential effect on transportation. 

4.17.1 Existing Conditions  

4.17.1.1 Transportation System in the City 

Vehicle Miles Traveled and Traffic Analysis Zone  

CEQA Section 15064.3(a), Purpose, established VMT as the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. 

The subdivision (a) defines vehicle miles traveled as “the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to 

a project.” The term “automobile” refers to on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light trucks. For land 

use projects and plans, such as the Project, based on the predominant use, the following VMT efficiency metrics 

and method of estimation can be used: 

Total VMT per Service Population: The total VMT to and from all zones in the geographic area are divided 

by the total service population to get the efficiency metric of VMT per service population. The total service 

population is the sum of the number residents and the number of employees. 

Home-based VMT per capita: All home-based auto vehicle trips are traced back to the residence of the trip-

maker (non-home-based trips are excluded) and then divided by the population within the geographic area 

to get the efficiency metric of home-based VMT per capita (or per resident). 

 
1 Page 22, TIA Guidelines: A transportation impact study including an LOS analysis shall be required for all development projects 

estimated by Public Services Director or designee to generate fifty or more vehicle trip end during a peak hour. A transportation 

study may also be required for smaller projects at the discretion of the Public Services Director or designee. 
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Home-based Work VMT per employee: All auto vehicle trips between home and work are counted, and then 

divided by the number of employees within the geographic area to get the efficiency metric of home-based 

work VMT per employee.  

The traffic analysis zone (TAZ) is the spatial unit (or geographical area) within which travel behavior and traffic 

generation are estimated in a travel demand model. The City of Costa Mesa uses the Orange County Transportation 

Analysis Model (OCTAM). Figure 4.17-1 depicts the TAZs from the OCTAM for the City that have been used in the 

VMT analysis of the Project as discussed under 4.11.3 Methodology. 

Roadway System 

The functional roadway classifications used by the City of Costa Mesa and associated descriptions are provided in 

Table 4.17-1.  

Table 4.17-1. Roadway Classifications  

Classification Description 

Major Arterial A Major Arterial highway is a six-lane divided (raised or painted median) roadway. A 

Major Arterial may be designed with emphasis for automobile, goods movement, and/or 

transit. Major Arterials carry a large volume of regional through traffic not handled by 

the freeway system. 

Primary Arterial  A Primary Arterial highway is a four-lane divided (raised or painted median) roadway. A 

Primary Arterial may be designed with emphasis for automobile, goods movement, 

transit, and/or bicycle. A Primary Arterial's function is similar to that of a Major Arterial. 

The principal difference between the two classifications is capacity. 

Secondary Arterial 

Highway 

A Secondary Arterial highway is a four-lane undivided (no median) roadway. A Secondary 

Arterial may be designed with emphasis for automobile and/or bicycle. A Secondary Arterial 

serves as a connector, distributing traffic between local streets and Major and Primary 

Arterials. Although some Secondary Arterials serve as through routes, most provide direct 

access to surrounding land uses. 

Divided Collector 

Arterial 

A Divided Collector Arterial is a modified Secondary Arterial with a reallocation of pavement 

width to emphasize bicycle and pedestrian use. It provides one bicycle lane per direction on 

bicycle corridors and one through vehicle lane per direction. The two directions of travel are 

divided by a continuous two-way left-turn lane. 

Collector Street A Collector Arterial is a two-lane undivided (no median), unrestricted access roadway. 

Collector Arterials differ from local collector streets in their ability to handle through 

traffic movements between two arterials. 

Source: City of Costa Mesa General Plan Circulation Element, 2016. 

The City of Costa Mesa is centrally located in the Orange County and is served by freeways Interstate (I)-405, State 

Route (SR)-73 and SR-55. I-405 traverses east-west across the northern portion of the city and includes freeway 

interchanges with SR-55 and SR-73 and local interchanges at Anton Boulevard/Bristol Street, South Coast Drive 

and Fairview Road/Harbor Boulevard. SR-73 begins at I-405 between Fairview Road and Bear Street and extends 

southeast where it becomes San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor. SR-55 enters at the northeast corner of the 

city and extends southwest, transitioning into a Caltrans managed arterial named Newport Boulevard south of 

19th Street.  

The circulation system in the city consists of two grid patterns. North/south six-lane arterial roadways serving the 

city including Harbor Boulevard, Fairview Road, Bear Street and Bristol Street and four-lane facilities of Placentia 

Avenue and Red Hill Avenue. East-west arterial roadways serving the city include six-lane facilities of Anton 



4.17 – TRANSPORTATION 

NEIGHBORHOODS WHERE WE ALL BELONG ZONING UPDATES AND HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION DRAFT PEIR 17292 
JUNE 2026 4.17-3 

Boulevard and Adams Avenue; Sunflower Avenue, which is a six-lane facility east of Bear Street and a four-lane 

facility west of Bear Street; and four-lane facilities of South Coast Drive, Baker Street, Fair Drive, Victoria Street, 

West 19th Street, and East 17th Street.  

Figure 4.17-2 City of Costa Mesa Roadway Classifications illustrates the roadway network in the city. 

Public Transit 

The City of Costa Mesa operates the Let’s Go Costa Mesa program within the southern portion of the city that 

provides rideshare services to people within the city. Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) provides local 

bus and paratransit services within Orange County with several routes in Costa Mesa. OCTA operates several local 

fixed routes, community and local routes, BRAVO routes, in and through the City of Costa Mesa. Figure 4.17-3 

illustrates the Transit Corridors in Costa Mesa.  

Let’s Go Costa Mesa 

The City operates the Let’s Go Costa Mesa program utilizing three years of grant funds from the State of 

California’s Clean Mobility Options program. Let’s Go Costa Mesa is a free, on-demand electric rideshare 

service operated by a City-selected vendor. Let’s Go Costa Mesa operates Monday through Friday from 8 

a.m. to 8 p.m., and Saturday through Sunday from 10 a.m. to 8 p.m., and provides service throughout the 

south and central portion of the city surrounding downtown and to Hoag Memorial Hospital within the City 

of Newport Beach. The program serves popular destinations within the city such as West 19th Street, 

Northgate Market, East 17th Street, Triangle Square, and various local hotels, shops, and restaurants 

within the program’s service area (City of Costa Mesa 2026). 

OCTA Local Routes 

Route 35 provides service between Costa Mesa and Fullerton, primarily via Brookhurst Street. The route 

serves destinations including Fullerton Park and Ride, Victoria-Placentia, Brookhurst-Adams, and 

Brookhurst-Talbert. The route operates daily, with service provided on weekdays from 4:30 a.m. to 10:00 

p.m. with 30-minute headways, on Saturdays Sundays and Holidays from 4:45 a.m. to 8:40 p.m. with 60-

minute headways, and from 5:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. with approximately 50-minute headways.  

Route 43 provides service between the cities of Costa Mesa and Fullerton, primarily via Harbor Boulevard. 

This route serves destinations including Disneyland, Anaheim, Garden Grove, and Costa Mesa shopping 

centers and connects to Metrolink and Amtrak in Fullerton. The route operates daily, with service provided 

on weekdays from 4:00 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. with 20-minute headways and 8:30 p.m. to 1:45 a.m. with 60-

minute headway. This route also operates on Saturdays, Sunday and holiday.  

Route 47 provides service between the cities of Fullerton and Newport Beach, via Placentia and Fairview 

Avenue in Costa Mesa. The route serves destinations including Orange Coast College, the Outlets at Orange, 

and Fullerton Transportation Center. The route operates daily, with service provided on weekdays from 3:55 

a.m. to 7:23 p.m. with 20-minute headways and to 10:30 p.m. with 60-minute headways, and on weekends 

and holidays from 5:00 a.m. to 10:57 p.m. with 20-minute headways most of day. 

Route 55 provides service between the cities of Santa Ana and Newport Beach, via Costa Mesa. The route 

serves destinations including Newport Transportation Center, Triangle Square, Orange Coast College, and 

the Flower Street and 6th Street area. The route operates daily, with service provided on weekdays from 
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4:15 a.m. to 11:42 p.m. with 30-minute headways and 9:30 p.m. to 1:45 a.m. with 60-minute headways, 

on Saturdays from 4:00 a.m. to 9:40 a.m. with 15-minute headways, 4:40 a.m. to 11:12 p.m. with 30-

minute headways. 

Route 57 provides service between the cities of Brea and Newport Beach and passes via South Coast Plaza 

area and Bristol Street in Costa Mesa. The route serves destinations including Newport Transportation 

Center, South Coast Plaza, the Outlets at Orange, the Cal State Fullerton/Hope International University 

area, and the Brea Mall. The route operates daily, with service provided on weekdays from 4:00 a.m. to 

9:30 p.m. with 15 to 30-minute headways and 9:30 p.m. to 1:45 a.m. with 60-minute headways. The route 

also operates on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays with 20-30 minutes headways during the day and peak 

hours and 60 minutes frequency after 9:00 p.m. 

Route 71 provides service between the cities of Placentia and Newport Beach predominantly via Rose 

Drive, Tustin Avenue, Red Hill Avenue, and Newport Boulevard. The route serves destinations including the 

University of California Irvine Health – Placentia Linda Hospital, Anaheim Canyon Metrolink Station, the 

Lincoln Park & Ride, Western Medical Center, and the Triangle Square area. The route operates daily, with 

service provided on weekdays from 5:21 a.m. to 11:13 p.m. with approximately 35- to 45-minute headways. 

The route also operates on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays with approximately 45- to 50-

minute headways. 

Route 76 provides service between the city of Huntington Beach and John Wayne Airport and passes 

destinations such as the South Coast Plaza area and Bristol Street in Costa Mesa. The route operates daily 

with service provided on weekdays from 5:51 a.m. to 6:55 p.m. with 60-minute headways. 

Route 86 provides service between Costa Mesa and Mission Viejo via Alton Parkway. The route serves 

destinations including the Norman Murray Community Center, the Irvine Metrolink/Amtrak Station area, 

Kaiser Permanente Hospital, Irvine Civic Center, John Wayne Airport, and the South Coast Plaza area. The 

route operates daily with service provided on weekdays from 5:36 a.m. to 9:43 p.m. with 60-

minute headways. 

OCTA Community Routes 

Route 150/151 provides service between the cities of Santa Ana and Costa Mesa with stops in Costa Mesa 

such as the South Coast Plaza area and Santa Ana College. The route operates only on weekdays, with 

service provided from 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. with 40-minute headways.  

Route 178 provides service between the cities of Huntington Beach and Irvine, passing by destinations 

such as Orange Coast College, Orange County Fairgrounds, and University Center area in Irvine. The route 

operates daily with service provided on weekdays from 5:51 a.m. to 6:55 p.m. with 60-minute headways. 

OCTA BRAVO Routes 

Route 543 provides service between the cities of Costa Mesa, Fullerton and Santa Ana, primarily along 

Harbor Boulevard. The route serves destinations including Fullerton Transportation Center, Disneyland, the 

Anaheim Convention Center, Harbor Learning Center, and Kaiser Permanente Hospital. The route operates 

only on weekdays, with service provided from 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. with 20-minute headway. Bravo! 

extends from the Fullerton Transportation Center through Anaheim, Garden Grove and Santa Ana, ending 

at MacArthur Boulevard at the Costa Mesa northerly city limit. 
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Route 553 provides service between the cities of Costa Mesa and Anaheim via Santa Ana, primarily along 

Main Street and Katella Avenue. The route serves destinations including Disneyland, Angel Stadium of 

Anaheim, the Honda Center, Orange County School of the Arts, and the South Coast Plaza area. The route 

operates only on weekdays, with service provided from 5:30 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. with 20-minute headway.  

Metrolink 

Metrolink is a commuter rail program operated by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority, providing service 

from outlying suburban communities to employment centers such as Burbank, downtown Los Angeles and Irvine. 

The nearest Metrolink stations to the city for Orange County Line and Inland Empire-Orange County Line are the 

Santa Ana and Tustin Metrolink stations. 

Orange County Line provides daily service between the City of Oceanside and Downtown Los Angeles. The 

route operates on weekdays in the mornings from 4:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. with approximately 60-minute 

headways, and in the evenings at 1:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. On weekends, the route operates 8:30 a.m. and 

6:30 p.m. with longer headways.  

Inland Empire-Orange County Line provides daily service between the City of Oceanside/Laguna Niguel-

Mission Viejo and Downtown San Bernardino. The route operates in the mornings from 3:50 a.m. to 6:49 

a.m. with approximately 60-minute headways, and 11:10 a/m. to 5.10 pm with 120 minute headways. On 

weekends, the route operates at 6:57 a.m. and 8:56 a.m from San Bernardino to Oceanside and at 2:35 

p.m. and 6:23 p.m. from Oceanside to San Bernardino. 

Amtrak Pacific Surfliner  

Amtrak Pacific Surfliner is a major intercity rail service between the cities of San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Los 

Angeles, and San Diego with multiple stops in Southern California along the way. The nearest station to the city for 

this rail service is in Santa Ana.  

Paratransit 

Paratransit is a transportation service that provides door-to-door or curb-to-curb rides for people who cannot use 

regular public transit because of a disability, health condition, or mobility limitation. The City supports discounted 

bus fares to seniors and flexible paratransit shuttles through OCTA’s Senior Mobility Program and ACCESS. ACCESS 

is OCTA's shared-ride service for people who are unable to use the regular fixed route bus service because of 

functional limitations caused by a disability. OCTA's Senior Mobility Program is designed to fill the gap between local 

fixed route buses and Americans with Disabilities Act paratransit by providing local transportation services 

to seniors. 

Active Transportation 

Active transportation refers to travel modes such as walking and biking. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are a 

critical component of Complete Streets and increase connectivity throughout Costa Mesa and regional destinations. 

The City’s pedestrian network generally includes sidewalks, shared use paths, trails, and pedestrian oriented traffic 

control devices. To enhance walkability in the communities, the General Plan aims to promote complete streets and 

improve upon the multi-modal network. Per the City’s Bicycle Master Plan (City of Costa Mesa 2017), bicycle 

facilities in the city are classified as follows: 
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Class I – Off-Street Paved Bicycle Paths: Class I paths provide a dedicated space for people to walk and bicycle, 

with no motor vehicle use. Costa Mesa has extensive Class I paths within and adjacent to the city boundaries. 

Examples of Class I trails include Joann Street Bicycle Trail, Harbor Boulevard Bicycle Trail, Victoria Street Bicycle 

Trail, Fairview Channel Trail, Santa Ana River Trail, and the Greenville-Banning Channel Trail.  

Class II – On-Street Striped and Signed Bicycle Lanes: Most of the functional bicycle trips in Costa Mesa are on 

Class II bicycle lanes on many of the arterial and collector streets in the city. The lanes are striped and signed for 

exclusive use of bicycles and are located adjacent to curb. The Class II bike lanes use existing rights-of-way. Class 

II can be found along Placentia Avenue, Newport Boulevard, Santa Ana Avenue, Fairview Road, and South 

Coast Drive.  

Class III – On-Street Shared-Lane Signed Bicycle Routes: Class III routes are multimodal but generally are located 

on low-traffic residential streets; they are identified as bikeways through signage and striping only. On these routes, 

several short-distance “Bicycle Boulevards” are planned to connect the eastside and westside Class II bike lanes. 

Bicycle Boulevards are achieved mostly through signage, pavement markings, landscaping, and other vehicular 

traffic-calming measures to optimize bicycle travel. Typically Class III bikeways do not require widening of streets or 

removal of curb parking. Class III bikeways can be found on Wilson Street, East 19th Street, and Fulleton Avenue. 

Class IV – Cycle Track Bikeways – On-Street and Separated Bike Lanes: A cycle track is marked out by a separate 

bike lane, or multidirectional bike lane, that protects it from other traffic—vehicular, transit, and pedestrian—by a 

physical barrier such as a curb, planters, or parked cars. Cycle tracks can be configured either for one-way travel 

(with a lane on each side of the street) or for two-way travel (with each lane on one side of the street). The lane is 

for exclusive use by bicycles. Examples of Class IV Cycle Tracks in Costa Mesa include Merrimac Way, West 19th 

Street, Bristol Street, Placentia Avenue, and Fairview Road south of Fair Drive. 

Figure 4.11-4 illustrates the existing and planned bike facilities in the city.  

4.17.2 Regulatory Requirements 

4.17.2.1 Federal  

There are no federal policies or regulations applicable to land use and planning with respect to the proposed Project. 

4.17.2.2 State 

Senate Bill 743 

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed SB 743, which became effective on January 1, 2014. The purpose 

of SB 743 is to streamline review under the CEQA process for several categories of development projects including 

the development of infill projects in transit priority areas and to balance the needs of congestion management with 

statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health through active transportation, and 

reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. SB 743 adds Chapter 2.7: Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 

Transit Oriented Infill Projects to the CEQA Statute (Public Resources Code Section 21099). Section 21099(d)(1) 

provides that aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project 

on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment. In 

addition, SB 743 mandates that alternative metric(s) for determining impacts relative to transportation shall be 

developed to replace the use of LOS in CEQA documents.  
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In the past, environmental review of transportation impacts focused on the delay that vehicles experience at 

intersections and on roadway segments, which is often measured using LOS. Mitigation for impacts on vehicular 

delay often involves increasing capacity such as widening a roadway or the size of an intersection, which in turn 

induces more vehicular travel and greater pollutant emissions. Additionally, improvements to increase vehicular 

capacity can often discourage alternative modes of transportation such as biking, walking, and transit. SB 743 

directed the Office of Planning and Research2 (OPR) to develop an alternative metric(s) for analyzing transportation 

impacts in CEQA documents. The alternative shall promote the state’s goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

and traffic-related air pollution by promoting the development of multimodal transportation system and providing 

clean, efficient access to destinations. Under SB 743, it was anticipated that the focus of transportation analysis 

will shift from vehicle delay (and LOS) to VMT within transit-priority areas (i.e., areas well served by transit). 

Pursuant to SB 743, OPR released the draft revised CEQA Guidelines in November 2017, recommending the use 

of VMT for analyzing transportation impacts. Additionally, OPR released updates to the Technical Advisory on 

Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018), to provide guidance on VMT analysis. In this 

Technical Advisory, OPR provides its recommendations to assist lead agencies in screening out projects from VMT 

analysis and selecting a significance threshold that may be appropriate for their particular jurisdictions. While OPR’s 

Technical Advisory is not binding on public agencies, CEQA allows lead agencies to “consider thresholds of 

significance ... recommended by other public agencies, provided the decision to adopt those thresholds is supported 

by substantial evidence” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7[c]). 

In December 2018, the CEQA Guidelines were updated to add Section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of 

Transportation Impacts, that describes specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation impacts 

using VMT methodology. This new methodology was required to be used for projects starting on July 1, 2020.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) is divided into four subdivisions as follows:  

(1) Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a 

significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop3 or a stop 

along an existing high-quality transit corridor4 should be presumed to cause a less than significant 

transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the project area compared to 

existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact. 

(2) Transportation Projects. Transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, vehicle miles traveled 

should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. For roadway capacity projects, 

agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact consistent with 

CEQA and other applicable requirements. To the extent that such impacts have already been adequately 

addressed at a programmatic level, such as in a regional transportation plan EIR, a lead agency may tier 

from that analysis as provided in Section 15152. 

(3) Qualitative Analysis. If existing models or methods are not available to estimate the vehicle miles 

traveled for the particular project being considered, a lead agency may analyze the project’s vehicle 

miles traveled qualitatively. Such a qualitative analysis would evaluate factors such as the availability 

 
2 Effective July 1, 2024, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research was renamed the Governor’s Office of Land Use and 

Climate Innovation.  
 

3 OPR’s Technical Advisory 2018: Pub. Resources Code, § 21064.3 (“‘Major transit stop’ means a site containing an existing rail transit 

station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a 

frequency of service interval of 15 or 20 minutes (per AB 2553) or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”) 
4 OPR’s Technical Advisory 2018: Pub. Resources Code, § 21155 (“For purposes of this section, a high-quality transit corridor 

means a corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours.”) 
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of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc. For many projects, a qualitative analysis of construction 

traffic may be appropriate. 

(4) Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a 

project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per 

household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles 

traveled and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any 

assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be 

documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project.  

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)1 and (b)2 apply to the Project. The City has adopted screening 

criteria and impact criteria meant to serve as guidance for projects to determine whether a transportation impact 

analysis should be performed, and whether a project generates a significant transportation impact. Therefore, the 

City’s adopted Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines have been used in this section to determine Project’s VMT impact.  

Sustainable Communities Strategies: Senate Bill 375  

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Sustainable Communities Act, SB 375, Chapter 

728, Statutes of 2008) supports the state’s climate action goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through 

coordinated transportation and land use planning with the goal of more sustainable communities. Under the 

Sustainable Communities Act, the California Air Resources Board sets regional targets for greenhouse gas 

emissions reductions from passenger vehicle use. In 2010, the California Air Resources Board established these 

targets for 2020 and 2035 for each region covered by one of the state’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

(MPOs). The California Air Resources Board will periodically review and update the targets, as needed. 

Each of California’s MPOs must prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as an integral part of its 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The SCS contains land use, housing, and transportation strategies that, if 

implemented, would allow the region to meet its greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. Once adopted by the 

MPO, the RTP/SCS guides the transportation policies and investments for the region. California Air Resources Board 

must review the adopted SCS to confirm and accept the MPO’s determination that the SCS, if implemented, would 

meet the regional greenhouse gas targets. If the combination of measures in the SCS would not meet the regional 

targets, the MPO must prepare a separate alternative planning strategy to meet the targets. The alternative planning 

strategy is not a part of the RTP. 

The Sustainable Communities Act also establishes incentives to encourage local governments and developers to 

implement the SCS or the alternative planning strategy. Developers can get relief from certain CEQA requirements 

if their new residential and mixed-use projects are consistent with a region’s SCS (or alternative planning strategy) 

that meets the targets (see Cal. Public Resources Code Sections 21155, 21155.1, 21155.2, 21159.28.). 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program  

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the biennial five-year plan adopted by the California 

Transportation Commission for future allocations of certain state transportation funds for state highway projects, 

intercity rail, and regional highway and transit projects, and active transportation projects (CTC 2024). State law 

requires the Commission to update the STIP biennially, with each new STIP adding two new years to prior 

programming commitments. Each new STIP will include projects carried forward from the previous STIP plus new 

projects and reserves from among those proposed by regional agencies in their regional transportation 

improvement programs and by Caltrans in its interregional transportation improvement program. The STIP contains 
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all capital and noncapital transportation projects or identified phases of transportation projects for funding under 

the Federal Transit Act and CFR Title 23, including federally funded projects.  

Caltrans  

Caltrans Draft Transportation Impact Study Guide (TISG) replaced the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 

Studies (2002). Per the 2020 TISG, Caltrans’ primary review focus is VMT, replacing LOS as the metric used in CEQA 

transportation analyses (Caltrans 2020). Caltrans recommends use of OPR’s recommended thresholds and 

guidance on methods of VMT assessment found in OPR’s Technical Advisory (OPR 2018) for land use projects.  

4.17.2.3 Regional 

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) develops the RTP, which presents the transportation 

vision for Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Imperial, Riverside, and Ventura Counties. SB 375 was enacted to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks through integrated transportation, land use, 

housing and environmental planning. Under the law, SCAG is tasked with developing a Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (SCS), an element of the RTP that provides a plan for meeting emissions reduction targets set forth by the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB). The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the transportation network and 

related strategies with an overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing 

demographics, and transportation demands. The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth in high-

quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, 

resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented development. This overall 

land use development pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation network that emphasizes 

system preservation, active transportation, and transportation demand management measures. 

The RTP/SCS is updated every four years and SCAG adopted its current RTP/SCS, Connect SoCal 2024, in April 2024 

(SCAG 2024). The vision and goals for Connect SoCal 2024 are rooted in the direction set forth by Connect SoCal 

2020. The Connect SoCal 2024 outlines a vision for a more resilient and equitable future, with policies and strategies 

for achieving the region’s shared goals through 2050. Goals and subgoals for year 2050 pertain to building and 

maintaining an integrated multimodal transportation network; developing, connecting, and sustaining livable and 

thriving communities; creating a healthy region for the people today and tomorrow; and supporting a sustainable, 

efficient, and productive regional economic environment that provides opportunities for all people. The Mobility 

Policies and Strategies in Connect SoCal 2024 include System Preservation and Resilience, Complete Streets, Transit 

and Multimodal Integration, Transportation Systems Management, and Transportation Demand Management.  

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)  

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) is the county transportation planning commission, responsible 

for funding and implementing transit and capital projects for a balanced and sustainable transportation system 

(OCTA 2024). The OCTA is responsible for projects, programs and services including bus and rail transit, rideshare, 

environmental programs, active transportation and express lanes and freeways. This is achieved by administering 
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a variety of Measure M5 funding programs. On September 25, 2017, the Board of Directors approved externally 

rebranding M2 as OC Go to promote OCTA’s Measure M awareness. The 2019 Orange County Congestion 

Management Program (CMP) was adopted by OCTA in November 2019. The goals of Orange County's CMP are to 

support regional mobility objectives by reducing traffic congestion, to provide a mechanism for coordinating land 

use and development decisions that support the regional economy, and to support gas tax funding eligibility. The 

City of Costa Mesa is required to show continued compliance with the CMP in order to obtain Measure M2 funds.  

OCTA OC Active: Bike + Ped Plan 

The OCTA adopted the 2019 OC Active: Bike + Ped Plan (OC Active) in December 2019 to provide a framework for 

bikeway and pedestrian planning across Orange County and to encourage the enhancement of Orange County’s 

regional bike and pedestrian network, in order to make bicycle commuting a more viable and attractive travel option. 

OC Active is the first countywide Active Transportation Plan (ATP) for Orange County that addresses both bicycle and 

pedestrian networks and was drafted to be compliant with the Caltrans Active Transportation Program guidelines 

to allow cities within Orange County to use this document as a foundation to apply for state funding to plan and 

implement local bicycle and pedestrian projects. OC Active is intended to create a comprehensive blueprint of the 

existing pedestrian conditions and bikeways in Orange County, as well as to propose new facilities to complete a 

network of bikeways. OC Active is provided to the cities and the County to adopt, if they so choose. As the plan is 

implemented by local jurisdictions, bikeways and improved bicycle facilities would make a positive contribution to 

Orange County's goal of a balanced transportation system (OCTA 2019).  

OC Active proposed a total of 39 bikeway projects for the City of Costa Mesa in addition to existing bike and 

pedestrian facilities. According to Orange County Council of Government’s & OCTA’s District 1 and 2 Bikeways 

Strategy, of the eleven regional bicycle facilities proposed by the Districts 1 and 2 collaborative strategy, two 

Corridors (B and K) would pass through Costa Mesa (OCTA 2013). Corridor B: Bristol-Bear is a 12.3-mile proposed 

corridor that would run primarily north to south within the city. It would run from the Santiago Creek Trail in the 

north to the Upper Newport Bay trail in Newport Beach. The corridor would utilize Bristol Street to cross under the 

SR-55 freeway and would use Bear Street to cross over the I-405 and under SR-73. Corridor K: Indianapolis-Fairview 

is an 11.1-mile bike facility that is proposed within Costa Mesa. The bikeway would form a loop that connects the 

Pacific Coast Highway corridor in downtown Huntington Beach and Newport Beach at Back Bay. The corridor would 

travel along Indianapolis Avenue, cross the Santa Ana River Trail, pass along the northern edge of Fairview Park 

and the western side of the Upper Newport Bay before linking to Pacific Coast Highway at Dover Drive (OCTA 2013). 

4.17.2.4 Local  

Costa Mesa 2015-2035 General Plan Circulation Element 

The Circulation Element of the General Plan contains goals and policies designed to expand bicycle and pedestrian 

travel capabilities, manage the established roadway system efficiently and effectively, enhance transit facilities, 

and implement “complete street” strategies (City of Costa Mesa 2016). As mentioned previously, a project’s effect 

 
5 In 1990, Orange County voters approved Measure M, a 20-year program for transportation improvements funded by a half-cent 

sales tax. Measure M allocates all sales tax revenues to specific Orange County transportation improvement projects in three 

major areas: freeways, streets and roads, and transit. Renewed Measure M (or Measure M2) was passed by the voters of Orange 

County in 2006 and extended the half-cent sales tax from 2011 to 2041 to fund specific transportation projects and programs in 

the County. The goal of M2 is to relieve congestion, improve street conditions, synchronize signals, expand Metrolink, reduce costs 

for seniors and persons with disabilities, and reduce transportation related air and water pollution. Revenue generated by 

Measure M2 is returned to local jurisdictions for use on local and regional transportation improvement and maintenance projects. 

Significant progress continues with projects completing construction, projects in and advancing towards construction, as well as 

regular funding allocations to local jurisdictions through local programs.  
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on automobile delay or LOS is no longer a consideration when identifying a significant impact under CEQA; therefore, 

the City’s General Plan policies related to performance of roadway system are not included in this section. The 

relevant goals and policies within the Circulation Element are presented below. The Project would support and/or 

would not conflict with the implementation of the following goals and policies:  

Policy C-1.10: Encourage non-motorized transportation in residential areas by providing sidewalks, 

implementing pedestrian and bicycle friendly design of local streets, and incorporating 

street trees in new projects wherever feasible. 

Policy C-1.19: Develop a network of walking paths in different commercial districts and neighborhoods to 

encourage community members to walk. The walking paths could be artistic and each path 

could have its own wayfinding signs and stylistic flair to create a sense of place. 

Goal C-4: Promote Transportation Demand Management, Transit, and Efficiency. Utilize 

Transportation Demand Management strategies to manage demand and maximize 

available capacity. 

Policy C-4.9: Encourage the integration of compatible land uses and housing into major development 

projects to reduce vehicle use. 

Policy C-4.14: Encourage new development along major transit corridors to provide safe and efficient 

access to transit stops and public sidewalks.  

Goal C-5: Ensure Coordination between the Land Use and Circulation Systems. Facilitate close 

coordination between development of land use and circulation system. 

Policy C-5.1: Ensure that new development projects are consistent with the vehicular trip budgets, 

where adopted. 

Policy C-5.2: Require that large developments and redevelopments provide short-term and long-term 

vehicular traffic impact studies. 

Policy C-5.4: Maintain balance between land use and circulation systems by phasing new developments 

to levels that can be accommodated by roadways existing or planned to exist at the time 

of completion of each phase of the project. 

Policy C-5.5: Promote development of mixed-use projects to reduce number of vehicle trips. 

Policy C-5.6: Coordinate the design and improvement of pedestrian and bicycle ways in major 

residential, shopping and employment centers, parks, schools, other public facilities, 

public transportation facilities, and bicycle networks with adjacent cities. 

Policy C-5.7: Require dedication of right-of-way, in an equitable manner, for development that increases 

the intensity of land use. 

Policy C-5.8: Minimize circulation improvements that will necessitate the taking of private property on 

existing developed properties. 
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Policy C-5.9: Require that circulation necessary to provide or attain the minimum traffic level of service 

standard at an intersection to which a development project contributes measurable traffic 

be completed within three years of issuance of the first building permit for such 

development project, unless additional right-of-way or coordination with other government 

agencies is required to complete the improvement. Improvements may be required sooner 

if, because of extraordinary traffic generation characteristics of the project or extraordinary 

impacts to the surrounding circulation system, such improvements are necessary to 

prevent significant adverse impacts.  

Policy C-5.10: Allow for construction of circulation improvements for a phased development project to be 

constructed commensurate with the project construction, based upon the findings of a 

traffic study approved by the City of Costa Mesa. 

Policy C-5.13: Require that new development projects improve access to and accommodations for 

multimodal transportation, provide pedestrian access that serves the intensity of use and 

compliments the existing pedestrian network, and whenever feasible incorporate 

pedestrian improvements in to the public right-of-way as a part of conditions of approval. 

Policy C-5.15: Consider the needs of the transportation and infrastructure system early for large 

developments and coordinate with developers to design projects that minimize traffic 

impacts and infrastructure demands, and implement complete streets wherever feasible. 

Alternatively, address transportation and infrastructure system impacts through the 

implementation of development agreements. 

Policy C-6.13: Require that every new development project pay its share of costs associated with the 

mitigation of project generated impacts. 

Goal C-7: Promote a Friendly Active Transportation System in Costa Mesa. Create a bicycle and 

pedestrian friendly environment throughout Costa Mesa for all types of users and all trip 

purposes in accordance with the five “Es:” Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, 

Engineering, and Evaluation.  

Policy C-7.4: Where feasible, Class I shared-use paths should be a priority for future developments. 

Goal C-8: Create a Safer Place to Walk and Ride a Bicycle. Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive 

bicycling and pedestrian environment. Apply design standards, enforcement of traffic laws, 

maintenance practices, and safety awareness campaigns to encourage and increate the 

use of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

Policy C-8.17: Where feasible, reduce or eliminate conflict points such as driveways that cross the 

sidewalk. 

Goal C-9: Integrate Active Transportation Elements into Circulation System and Land Use Planning. 

Provide bikeway and walkway facilities that are integrated with other transportation 

systems and land use planning decisions. 

Policy C-9.2: Ensure that all current and proposed land use planning is consistent with the Costa Mesa 

Active Transportation and Pedestrian Master Plan. 
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Policy C-9.3: Require new developments provide adequate bicycle parking and pedestrian access. 

Policy C-9.4: Collaborate with property owners to increase bicycle parking over time. 

Policy C-9.5: Encourage the integration of compatible land uses and housing into major development 

projects to reduce vehicle use. 

Policy C-9.8: Make commercial and recreational areas more enjoyable for pedestrians by implementing 

measures such as providing shade, planting trees, eliminating visible parking lots and 

vacant land minimizing long stretches of blank building façade, and orienting new 

development toward the street where feasible. 

Policy C-9.10: Promote the preservation of bicycle access within all roadway rights-of-way, as well as the 

development of innovative, safety-enhanced on-street facilities, such as bicycle boulevards 

and cycle tracks. 

Policy C-9.14: Detours through or around construction zones should be designed for safety and 

convenience, and with adequate signage and minimum impacts for cyclists and 

pedestrians. 

Policy C-9.16: Along commercial corridors, identify opportunities to reduce surface parking and driveways 

along the pedestrian infrastructure network. Whenever possible, have storefronts face the 

street to encourage pedestrian safety and access. 

Goal C-10: Promote an Active Transportation Culture. Develop educational and promotional programs 

to increase bicycle and pedestrian usage that respects and accommodates all users to 

foster a more balance transportation system. 

Policy C-11.7: Encourage developers to include features, amenities and programs that are proven to 

increase walking and/or bicycling. 

Goal C-12: Monitor, Evaluate, and Pursue Funding for Implementation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 

Plan. Continuously monitor and evaluate Costa Mesa’s implementation progress on the Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Master Plan policies, programs, and projects.  

Active Transportation Plan  

The Costa Mesa Active Transportation Plan (ATP), April 2018 (City of Costa Mesa 2018) outlines the vision, 

strategies, and actions that will be implemented to improve active transportation experience in Costa Mesa. The 

Plan focuses on completion of the bicycle network by identifying the existing and absent connectivity and providing 

recommendations for potential improvements to the system and programs. The Active Transportation Plan is 

designed to: 

▪ Encourage bicycling and walking for both commuting and recreational purposes. 

▪ Outline the needed facilities and services 

▪ Maximize funding sources for implementation of bicycle infrastructure  

▪ Enhance quality of life and safety  
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Bicycle Master Plan  

The Costa Mesa General Plan (2015-2035) was adopted by the City Council on June 21, 2016, and per later 

amendments the Bicycle Master Plan became a part of the Circulation Element of the General Plan.  

Major gaps identified per City’s BMP include:  

▪ Connectivity to the east of SR-55 via Del Mar Avenue, 22nd Street, and Baker Street 

▪ Bicycle lane on 18th Street connecting Monrovia Avenue and Orange Avenue 

▪ Bicycle lane on Sunflower Avenue between Park Center Drive and Fairview Road 

▪ Bicycle lane on Adams Avenue between Harbor Boulevard and Mendoza Drive 

▪ Bicycle route on College Avenue, Village Way and Pinecreek Drive connecting to Adams Avenue 

▪ Regional trail on Santa Ana Avenue between Bristol Street and University Drive. 

Pedestrian Master Plan  

The Costa Mesa Pedestrian Master Plan, June 2024 (City of Costa Mesa 2024), also known as the Plan or CMPMP, 

offers additional support to the City’s 2018 ATP and the Circulation Element of the General Plan. The CMPMP 

supplements the ATP by providing additional infrastructure, programs, and policy recommendations specific to 

improving the pedestrian experience in the city. Adapted from the ATP, the Costa Mesa Pedestrian Master Plan, has 

the following goals: 

Goal 1.0:  Promote a pedestrian-friendly system in Costa Mesa 

Goal 2.0:  Create a safer place to walk 

Goal 3.0:  Integrate pedestrian elements into the circulation system and land use planning 

Goal 4.0:  Promote a culture of walking 

Goal 5.0:  Promote the positive air quality, health, and economic benefits of walking 

Goal 6.0:  Monitor, evaluate, and pursue funding for implementation of the Pedestrian Master Plan 

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, and the Newport Boulevard Specific Plan are the only existing urban and specific plans within the city. 

However, these plans do not include any applicable goals or policies pertaining to transportation. 

City of Costa Mesa Municipal Code 

Section 13-270, Development Impact Fees, of the Municipal Code imposes fees on any project requiring a building 

permit or other land development permit that will result in the attraction or generation of traffic trips. Traffic 

attraction and generation are determined through a special study that also serves to apportion a project’s “fair 

share” impact on existing or future infrastructure. These funds are permitted to be used for any traffic-related capital 
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improvement project, meaning transportation planning, preliminary engineering, engineering design studies, land 

surveys, right-of-way acquisition, engineering, permitting, construction, and inspection of all the necessary features 

for any road construction project. As such, the Project would not result in direct development or site-specific 

development, therefore individual developments would be required to comply with applicable parts of this City code.  

Transportation Demand Management Ordinance  

Transportation Demand Management, or TDM, is a general term for strategies that promote the efficient use of 

transportation systems without adding physical capacity (additional lanes or widening) on the roadway system. TDM 

strategies can help address a variety of traffic problems and provide secondary economic, social, and 

environmental benefits. Article 12 TDM, Section 13-193 to 200, the City policy requires that new commercial, 

industrial and mixed-use development including employment centers of 100 persons or more would be required to: 

▪ Reduce the number of peak-period vehicle trips generated in association with additional development. 

▪ Promote and encourage the use of alternative transportation modes such as ridesharing, carpools, 

vanpools, public bus and rail transit, bicycles and walking, as well as those facilities that support 

such modes. 

▪ Achieve related reductions in vehicle trips, traffic congestion and public expenditure and achieve air quality 

improvements through utilization of existing local mechanisms and procedures for project review and 

permit processing. 

▪ Promote coordinated implementation of strategies on a countywide and citywide basis to reduce 

transportation demand. 

▪ Achieve the most efficient use of local resources through coordinated and consistent regional and/or local 

TDM programs. 

(Ord. No. 97-11, § 2, 5-5-97) 

4.17.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the Project’s impacts to land use and planning 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 transportation would occur if the Project would:  

Threshold 4.17-1: Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  

Threshold 4.17-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b).  

The following threshold questions for this topic required in accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 

were 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 substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

▪ Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Thus, an analysis of these thresholds is included in Appendix A-1, NOP and Initial Study, of this Draft PEIR. 
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4.17.4 Impact Analyses 

4.17.4.1 Methodology 

The methodology for each threshold is discussed under the impact analyses below. 

4.17.4.2 Environmental Analyses 

Threshold 4.17-1 Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Consistency with General Plan 

The Project is comprised of Zoning Code changes, including amendments to the Mixed-Use Overlay District (MUOD), 

and amendments to the General Plan would facilitate housing and various commercial uses in order to meet the 

City’s RHNA goals and rezoning process. While no direct development is proposed as part of the Project, the Project 

would facilitate the zoning required for future development to be constructed across the Planning Area resulting in 

net new 21,522 dwelling units and net new 10,630,361 square feet of non-residential uses. The proposed Project 

would facilitate housing and various commercial uses in order to meet the City’s RHNA goals and rezoning process. 

The Project would create an amended MUOD that allows a property owner to develop multi-family housing on a 

parcel with a non-residential underlying zoning classification and would not directly result in the construction of the 

total buildout potential. Rather, the Project would facilitate the construction of housing units and non-residential 

uses with the adoption of the MUOD. The construction would occur over a period of time and would be spread out 

in the city. Based on the location and size of the Project , there would be a potential for temporary effects to the 

existing circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. For any construction in the 

public right-of-way, the City would require a traffic control plan be implemented to ensure access for all road users. 

Operation of these future projects could result in changes to the existing traffic levels due to the introduction of 

residential and mixed-use land uses. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2) and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.3(a), a project’s effect on automobile delay is not considered a significant environmental 

effect. Therefore, no discussion or analysis of level of service or delay is provided in this document.  

Given the well-developed transportation system, a number of parcels in the Planning Area are served by existing 

transit, bike and pedestrian facilities in the city. Transit services in the city are provided by OCTA. As described in 

Section 4.17.1, several OCTA bus routes provide transit services within the city. The Metrolink rail lines that service 

the City of Costa Mesa include the Orange County line and Inland Empire-Orange County line. These lines provide 

service at the Santa Ana and Tustin transit stations; however, there is no Metrolink station within the city. There are 

several existing and proposed bike facilities along Placentia Avenue, Harbor Boulevard, Newport Boulevard, 

Fairview Street, Bear Street, 17th Street, 19th Street, Victoria Street, Bristol Street, Baker Street and Sunflower 

Avenue. The City’s BMP would ensure construction of the proposed network and completion of the gaps and missing 

bike facilities throughout the city. It should be noted that a detailed inventory or assessment of the existing mobility 

conditions in the city is not within the scope of analysis of the Project. However, the Project would not conflict with 

or impede implementation of policies, plans, ordinances, and programs addressing the circulation system, including 

transit, roadways, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian paths.  

Therefore, the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to conflicts with the adopted 

General Plan addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. 

Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Consistency with Regional and Local Plans 

The Project’s consistency with the Connect SoCal (the SCAG RTP/SCS), and City’s General Plan are discussed. The 

2024–2050 RTP/SCS outlines a series of actions and strategies for integrating the transportation network with an 

overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and 

transportation demands. Thus, successful implementation of the 2024–2050 RTP/SCS would result in more 

complete communities with a variety of transportation and housing choices. The 2024-2050 RTP/SCS contains the 

following high-level goal categories: mobility, communities, environment, and economy. 

▪ Mobility: Build and maintain an integrated multimodal transportation network  

▪ Communities: Develop, connect and sustain livable and thriving communities 

▪ Environment: Create a healthy region for the people of today and tomorrow 

The Project would not conflict with the goals of Connect SoCal. Figure 4.1-1 illustrates the Transit Priority Areas6 in 

the city as determined in SCAG’s documentation for Connect SoCal. Several Measure K parcels that are part of the 

Project are located within TPAs and would have accessibility to transit which would allow for housing and job growth 

in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas along existing main streets and commercial corridors of 

the city. This would result in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented 

development. It will provide diverse housing types and improve accessibility and opportunities for all households. 

The Project would use the transportation network and conserve City’s resources to create a healthy environment.  

The Project would not preclude OCTA from implementing any projects, programs and services including bus and rail 

transit, rideshare, environmental programs, active transportation and express lanes and freeways, nor conflict with 

existing programs and policies or new policies and initiative required to achieve its regional goals. The Project would 

not conflict with any of the OCTA initiated plans, as discussed in Section 4.17.2 Regulatory Setting.  

The Costa Mesa General Plan Circulation Element establishes policies governing the system of roadways, 

intersections, bike paths, pedestrian ways, and other components of the circulation system, which collectively 

provide for the movement of persons and goods throughout Costa Mesa. It applies Complete Streets strategies for 

street improvements, defines active transportation improvements, coordinates land use planning and 

transportation improvements and identifies linkages and connectivity among all transportation modes. As 

discussed in Section 4.17-2, the Project would not conflict with General Plan policies applicable to the circulation 

system including bike and pedestrian facilities.  

The City has prepared Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) and Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) which became a part of the Active 

Transportation Plan (ATP) and were incorporated into the Circulation Element of the General Plan per General Plan 

Amendment PGPA-23-0001. The goals C7-C12 and corresponding recommendations related to bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities were revised to become policies and some recommendations were removed. The Project would support these 

policies to promote alternative modes of transportation, including walking and bicycling, to reduce total VMT. 

Implementation of the Project would not conflict with the policies included in the BMP and PMP. With the 

implementation of initiatives and recommendations from these plans the use of alternative modes of transportation 

would be encouraged and needs of bicyclists and pedestrians would be accommodated within the circulation system.  

 
6  Transit Priority Area, as defined in CA Public Resources Code Section 21099(a), means an area within one-half mile of a major 

transit stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a 

Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations. Major transit stop, as defined in CA Public Resource Code Section 21064.3, means a site containing a rail or bus 

rapid transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus 

routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 
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Therefore, as shown in the consistency analysis with the applicable regional, community, and local plans addressing 

the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, the Project’s impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Threshold 4.17-2 Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 

subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The following discusses the proposed Project’s VMT impacts and its consistency 

with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). The Project’s proposed land use changes would 

accommodate more residents and employees. Per the City’s Guidelines, the Project would have an impact if it 

results in average daily VMT per service population that exceeds 15 percent below the City Baseline daily VMT per 

service population. The Project area within the city was analyzed as described below using a regional travel demand 

model. The results of the VMT analysis for the Project under baseline and cumulative conditions are provided in 

Table 4.17-3 and 4.17-4. The daily VMT per service population has been compared to the citywide baseline VMT to 

estimate the Project’s potential impacts. 

Methodology for VMT Analysis 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project is comprised of Zoning Code changes, including 

amendments to the Mixed-Use Overlay District, and amendments to the General Plan. While no direct development 

is proposed as part of the Project, the Project would facilitate the zoning required for future development to be 

constructed across the Planning Area resulting in a net new 21,522 dwelling units and net new 10,630,361 square 

feet of non-residential uses. Implementation of the proposed Project would occur over time with a horizon year of 

2056 (or 30 years from adoption). Therefore, the Project does not include or propose any site-specific development 

that could directly result in construction or operational impacts to the environment. Therefore, this PEIR does not 

assess the site-specific construction and operation details of each future development. Rather, it assesses the 

potential VMT impacts associated with changes to existing land uses and the associated overall effects of buildout 

of the proposed Project, where reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment could occur.  

A Project’s VMT analysis follows the process of first using screening criteria, identifying an efficiency metric, 

identifying the significance threshold and, lastly, determining requirements for modeling and assessment. Per the 

City’s Transportation Guidelines requirements for VMT analysis for large land use projects which cannot be 

screened, the Orange County Transportation Analysis Model7 (OCTAM) Version 5.0 with socioeconomic data (SED) 

and efficiency metric of VMT per service population was used. The OCTAM model runs on the TransCAD software 

platform and is based on a four-step model structure, which includes trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, 

and trip assignment. The model is made up of TAZs (see Figure 4.11-1 for OCTAM TAZs) that include the SED (e.g., 

population, employment, households, workers, and school enrollment). The land use assumptions and inputs for 

the Project’s TAZs using the OCTAM are provided in Appendix J.  

The base and future networks were taken from the OCTAM base and future years with no modifications. The 

Planning Area consists of most TAZs within the city. Since it is a planning level analysis, the additive method for 

 
7  OCTAM is a travel demand model developed and maintained by OCTA, designed to provide a greater level of detail and sensitivity 

in Orange County compared to the regional model developed by the Southern California Association of Governments ( SCAG) and 

the statewide model developed by Caltrans. It is provided to jurisdictions and traffic consultants under a modeling user agreement. 

Following review by Fehr & Peers of the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, State of California, 

Governors Office of Planning and Research, December 2018 as well as CEQA Guidelines, case law, and other relevant national 

guidance of model applications and forecasting, Fehr & Peers recommends that OCTAM be considered the best available model 

currently available to Orange County cities for SB 743 implementation. 
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Project data was used for the analysis. Under this method, Project related SED was added to the existing (or future) 

SED of the TAZs to evaluate with Project VMT.  

Table 4.17-2. Project Socio-Economic Data 

Input  Value 

Population  52,872a 

Employees 14,454b 

Service Population (Population plus Employees) 67,326 

Notes: 
a Population estimated using household size corresponding to the average household size 2.46 pph derived from the traffic analysis 

zones in the OCTAM model which includes net new number of residential units (i.e. 21,522) proposed in the parcels that lie within 

each traffic analysis zone.  
b Employment estimation methodology used in the Project’s buildout calculation is included in the Project Description.  

The VMT analysis below summarizes the average VMT per Service Population values utilizing OCTAM for the City of 

Costa Mesa and the Project. The Project’s development totals were converted into SED and input into OCTAM for 

each TAZ. The Project’s TAZ analysis is based on the combination of the TAZs that include the 1,079 parcels, and 

the Service Population in the calculation includes the population and employee as shown in Table 4.17-2. The 

current OCTAM’s base year is 2019 and horizon year is 2050. The analysis for the Project is representative of years 

2025 and 2056 to correspond with the Project’s baseline and horizon year. The daily total VMT per service 

population has been compared to the City’s average total daily VMT per service population to estimate the Project’s 

potential VMT impacts under baseline and cumulative conditions. 

Project Generated VMT: The City has selected the Origin/ Destination8 VMT methodology to provide a more 

complete capture of all travel (car and truck trips) within the study area, including trips that may begin or 

end outside of the study area. VMT per service population is utilized to normalize VMT into a standard unit 

for comparison purposes while accounting for the population and/or employment in a given area. To 

determine whether or not there is a potentially significant impact, the analysis shall compare the Project -

generated VMT to the citywide VMT for baseline conditions.  

Project Effect on VMT: The City has selected the Boundary Method9 VMT to capture all trips, including those 

trips that do not begin or end in the city (i.e. cut-through traffic) and/or displaced traffic, on the City's 

roadway network. VMT per service population is utilized to normalize VMT into a standard unit for 

comparison purposes while accounting for the population and/or employment in a given area. To determine 

whether or not there is a significant impact, the City’s transportation guidelines compares the citywide VMT 

with and without the Project. The City has chosen citywide VMT as the basis for this threshold because of 

its comprehensive geography and appropriateness for a city-wide analysis. 

 
8  Origin Destination Method: The OD methodology is utilized to estimate project-generated VMT. The OD methodology for calculating 

VMT sums all weekday VMT generated by trips with at least one trip end in the study area (i.e., City boundary) and tracks those 

trips to their estimated origins/destinations. Origins are all vehicle trips that start in a specific traffic analysis zone (TAZ) and 

destinations are all trips that end in a specific TAZ. This methodology includes both passenger car and truck trips.  
 

9  Boundary Method: The boundary method is utilized to measure the project’s effect on VMT. The boundary method is the sum of 

all weekday VMT on a roadway network within a designated boundary. Boundary method VMT estimates VMT by multiplying the 

number of trips on each roadway segment by the length of that segment. This approach includes all trips, including those trips 

that do not begin or end in the designated boundary. This is the only VMT method that captures the effect of cut-through and/or 

displaced traffic.  
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VMT Impact Threshold  

A project would result in a potentially significant project-generated VMT impact if it resulted in either of the 

following conditions: 

1. The baseline project-generated VMT per service population exceeds 15 percent below the City of Costa 

Mesa baseline VMT per service population (85 percent of the Costa Mesa baseline VMT per 

service population), or 

2. The cumulative project-generated VMT per service population exceeds 15 percent below the City of Costa 

Mesa baseline VMT per service population (85 percent of the Costa Mesa baseline VMT per 

service population). 

The City’s Draft TIA guidelines state that if the Baseline plus project scenario results in a less-than-significant 

impact, then additional cumulative scenario analysis may not be required.  

The Project’s effect on VMT would be considered significant if it resulted in either of the following conditions: 

1. The baseline link-level citywide VMT per service population increases under the plus project condition 

compared to the no project condition, or 

2. The cumulative link-level citywide VMT per service population increases under the plus project condition 

compared to the no project condition. 

As mentioned above, the output used for Project’s VMT analysis is primarily VMT per service population. The 

baseline ad cumulative model runs were conducted with and without the Project, by adjusting the model’s land use 

(i.e., SED) inputs (see Appendix J). 

Project-Generated VMT: 

The results of the Project generated VMT analysis using the OCTAM model for the Project under baseline and 

cumulative conditions are provided in Table 4.11-2.  

▪ Baseline Project-Generated VMT – Based on the Origin-Destination (OD) VMT methodology, as shown in 

Table 4.17-3, the project’s baseline Project generated VMT per Service Population is 16.7. The citywide 

average daily VMT per Service Population is 29.9 and the baseline threshold is 25.4. 

▪ Cumulative Project-Generated VMT – Based on the OD methodology, as shown in Table 4.17-3, the project’s 

cumulative Project-generated VMT per Service Population is 14.4. The citywide average daily VMT per 

Service Population is 29.3 and the baseline threshold is 25.4. 

The Project’s baseline Project-generated VMT (i.e 16.7) and cumulative Project-generated VMT (14.4) would not 

exceed the City of Costa Mesa baseline VMT per service population (i.e. 25.4). The proposed Project would not 

exceed the City of Costa Mesa VMT per Service Population threshold. Therefore, the Project would not have a 

significant Project-generated VMT impact under both the Baseline and Cumulative scenarios. 
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Table 4.17-3. Project Generated VMT  

Area OD VMT 

Service 

Population 

OD 

VMT/Service 

Population 

Baseline  

Project 1,123,710 67,326 16.7 

Citywide Average 6,786,444 227,111 29.9 

Significance Threshold (15 percent below  

citywide VMT/SP) 

— — 25.4 

Exceeds Threshold/Potentially Significant Impact No 

Cumulative  

Project 968,889 67,326 14.4 

Citywide Average 8,325,117 284,101 29.3 

Significance Threshold (15 percent below  

citywide VMT/SP) 
— — 25.4 

Exceeds Threshold/Potentially Significant Impact No 
 

Source: OCTAM Travel Demand Forecast Model, Appendix J 

Project Effect on VMT: 

The results of the Project effect on VMT analysis using the OCTAM model for the Project under baseline and 

cumulative conditions are provided in Table 4.11-3.  

▪ Baseline Project’s Effect on VMT – Based on the boundary methodology, as shown below, with Project 

boundary citywide VMT per Service Population is 15.7 and the no Project Baseline boundary citywide VMT 

per Service Population is 19.2. 

▪ Cumulative Project’s Effect on VMT –As shown in Table 4.17-4 with Project Cumulative boundary citywide 

VMT per Service Population is 14.4 and the no Project Cumulative boundary citywide VMT per Service 

Population is 16.7. 

As shown above, with Project VMT per service population it would not exceed the no Project VMT per Service 

Population under baseline and cumulative conditions. Therefore, the Project would not have a significant Project-

effect on VMT impact under both the Baseline and Cumulative scenarios. 
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Table 4.17-4. Project Effect on VMT �§ Baseline and Cumulative Conditions 

Criteria No Project With Project 

Baseline 

Boundary VMT 4,350,607 4,629,012 

Service Population 227,111 294,437 

Boundary VMT per service population 19.2 15.7 

Exceeds Threshold/Potentially Significant Impact No No 

Cumulative 

Boundary VMT 4,731,643 4,963,085 

Service Population 284,101 351,427 

Boundary VMT per service population 16.7 14.1 

Exceeds Threshold/Potentially Significant Impact No No 

Source: OCTAM Travel Demand Forecast Model, Appendix J 

Impact Determination: 

As shown above, the Project would not have a significant Project-generated VMT impact under both the Baseline 

and Cumulative scenarios. The Project would not have a significant Project-effect on VMT impact under both the 

Baseline and Cumulative scenarios. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.3, subdivision (b) related to the VMT threshold. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 

is required.  

4.17.5 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 

transportation impacts includes the city. 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 4.17-1. The Project would not be anticipated to conflict with the goals and policies of the General Plan 

or Connect SoCal. For projects of scale, including future commercial projects and residential projects that do not 

qualify for streamlining pursuant to City’s requirements, impacts identified for an individual project per the City’s 

TIA guidelines would be addressed through the discretionary project approval process, including, environmental 

review, and mitigation measures specific to any identified impacts related to consistency with applicable regional 

and local plans, including Connect SoCal and the General Plan Circulation Element. Therefore, pursuant to existing 

state and City requirements, all future development would comply with planning, design, and safety standards and 

would not cumulatively impact the transportation thresholds of significance for compliance with existing regulations, 

roadway hazards, incompatible use, or emergency access. Therefore, the Project’s incremental contribution to 

impacts related to conflicts with applicable plans would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Threshold 4.17-2. Per the City’s TIA Guidelines, a cumulative scenario analysis is also required in addition to the 

Baseline plus Project scenario to determine the significance of VMT impact. Further, according to the City’s TIA 

Guidelines, if a project is consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
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(RTP/SCS), then the cumulative impacts (project effect on VMT) shall be considered less than significant. Based on 

the SED provided in OCTAM, the proposed Project is not consistent with the RTP/SCS since the Project has 

additional employees and residents. The Project’s cumulative analysis of the Project’s effect on VMT has been 

conducted, and the results are summarized in Section 4.17.4. The cumulative conditions are representative of long-

term future conditions and include major cumulative development in the city such as the Fairview Development 

Center. As shown in Table 4.17-4, the Project would not result in a significant impact under cumulative conditions.  

As the City implements its Circulation Element policies and adopts the Climate Action Plan related goals and policies 

which encourages increased multi-modal travel, the plans, policies and programs would continue to work toward 

decreasing VMT. Therefore, the Project’s incremental contribution to VMT impacts would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 

4.17.6 Mitigation Measures 

All impacts related to transportation would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

4.17.7 Level of Significance Conclusion 

Threshold 4.17-1. The Project would have a less than significant impact related to conflicts with an applicable plan, 

ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities 

and would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Threshold 4.17-2. The Project would have a less than significant impact related to conflicts or inconsistencies with 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) and would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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