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Attachment A to City of Chino Hills 
Final Program EIR General Plan Update – 
Comments and Responses to Comments 
on the Draft EIR 

Chapter 1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Public Review Process – Draft EIR 

In compliance with §15105 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Draft EIR 
was circulated for review and comment to the 
public, agencies, and organizations. The Draft EIR 
was filed with the State Clearinghouse, Office of 
Planning and Research, and the County of San 
Bernardino Clerk of the Board. The State public 
review period ran 45 days from July 23, 2014 to 
September 5, 2014, with the City public notice 
extending the review period to September 9, 
2014.  

1.2 Comments Received 

Comments received during the public review 
period included letters from 8 public agencies 
and 2 interested organizations, and emails from 
13 residents. These comments, together with the 
City’s responses to the comments, are provided 
in the following section. 

Some of the comments received resulted in minor 
clarifications or revisions to information contained 
in the General Plan Update and/or the EIR. Under 
CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(a)(3), new information 
added to an EIR does not require recirculation if it 
is not significant. It is only “significant” if the EIR is 
changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such 
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) 

that the project’s proponents have declined to 
implement. Here, none of the revisions or 
corrections substantially alter the analyses or 
findings of the EIR or deprive the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such 
an effect, and consequently, so the revisions and 
corrections do not warrant recirculating the EIR. 

1.2.1 State Transmittal Letters 
Two transmittal letters from the State of California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
were received in response to the public review 
period, one dated September 8, 2014 and the other 
dated September 10, 2014. (Letters included at the 
end of this section.) The September 8 letter 
identifies the state review period closing on 
September 5, 2014 and states that the City has 
complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents 
pursuant to CEQA. The September 10 letter 
transmits the letter from the State Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and notes that the letter was 
received after the state’s September 5 public review 
closing date. This letter notes that CEQA does not 
require response to late comments. The City public 
notice extended the review period to September 9, 
2014, and the City accepted the City of Diamond 
Bar’s letter dated September 10, 2014. The OPR 
transmittal letters are sent to the City for 
information purposes only; no response to either 
of the OPR letters is required. 
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Attachment A – 
Comments and Responses to Comments 
on the Draft EIR 

Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses 
 
Comments received during the public review 
period include comment letters from the 
following eight public agencies and two 
interested organizations. 

Agencies and Organizations 
A. City of Diamond Bar 
B. Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority 
C. City of Chino 
D. Omnitrans 
E. County of San Bernardino Department of 

Public Works 
F. Chino Valley Inland Fire District 
G. State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
H. State of California Department of Parks and 

Recreation 
I. Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority 
J. Shute Mihaly & Weinberger (on behalf of Hills 

for Everyone) 
 

Email comments were received from the following 
12 Chino Hills residents and 1 City of Brea 
resident. 

Residents 
Last Name  First Name 
K. Gayou Judith & Anthony 
L. Casteel Dana 
M. Master Dave 
N. Friel Elizabeth 
O. Griffen Gail 
P. Genis Joanne 
Q. Goodwin Chrisanne 
R. Lamb Melissa 
S. McCarthy Gary & Mary 
T. Cleri Judith  
U. Ramquist Melodi 
V. Lamb Dana 
W. Thompson Duane 
 
All correspondence from those agencies, 
organizations, and residents commenting on the 
EIR is reproduced on the following pages. The 
individual comments on each letter or email have 
been consecutively numbered for ease of 
reference. Following each comment letter are 
responses to each numbered comment. A 
response is provided for each comment 
applicable to the EIR or General Plan Update. 
Added or modified text is underlined (example), 
while deleted text will have a strike out (example) 
through the text. Further, to the extent Planning 
Commission recommendation on January 20, 
2015 modified a prior staff response or 
recommendation, those revisions are noted in 
textual notes added with the word “Note:” 
followed by an explanation. 
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A. City of Diamond Bar 
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Response to Comments from Greg Grubman, AICP, Community Development Director, City Of 
Diamond Bar, Dated September 10, 2014 

A-1 This comment requests that General Plan Action LU-2.4.4, which states “Require development of 
the Tres Hermanos area to be planned through the Specific Plan or other master planning process 
acceptable to the City” include collaboration with Diamond Bar. This comment addresses the 
General Plan Update rather than the EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged, and the 
following Action is recommended for addition to the General Plan Update and is forwarded to the 
Planning Commission and City Council for review and consideration. 

Action LU-2.4.5: Coordinate with the City of Diamond Bar, where appropriate, regarding 
plans for the future development of Tres Hermanos. 

A-2 This comment states that Diamond Bar does not foresee Tonner Canyon Road as part of its future 
roadway system. Section 4.14.4 of the EIR summarizes the City of Chino Hills Roadway Plan, 
which retains a potential Tonner Canyon Road alignment that is identified in the City of Chino 
Hills existing General Plan. The Chino Hills Roadway Plan recognizes the uncertain nature of a 
Tonner Canyon Road and makes no statement regarding potential regional connections. This 
comment addresses the General Plan Update rather than the EIR. However, this comment is 
acknowledged and is forwarded to the Planning Commission and City Council for review and 
consideration. 

A-3 This comment states the City of Diamond Bar’s opposition to the placement of multifamily 
residences on Tres Hermanos property in close proximity to single-family homes within its city. 
The General Plan Update proposes to change an approximately 55-acre area within Tres 
Hermanos to Very High Density Residential, Mixed Use and Commercial. The EIR does not identify 
this change as creating significant adverse impacts to surrounding uses. As discussed in Section 
14.4.7 of the EIR, with the inclusion of signal retiming (Mitigation Measure TR-7) and other 
identified improvements, traffic volumes on Grand Avenue west of Chino Hills Parkway would not 
be significantly impacted by proposed General Plan build-out, inclusive of the 55-acre Tres 
Hermanos site. This 55-acre area is located on relatively flat land, and as illustrated in EIR Figure 
4-2, Vegetation Communities in Chino Hills, the area is largely covered with ruderal grasslands. 
This comment addresses the General Plan Update rather than the EIR. However, this comment is 
acknowledged and is forwarded to the Planning Commission and the City Council for review and 
consideration. 

A-4 This comment states that the General Plan Update Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should include all 
locations that could potentially be significantly impacted by the proposed General Plan Update, 
and asks why the intersections of Grand Avenue/Chino Hills Parkway and Eucalyptus 
Avenue/Chino Hills Parkway were excluded. Grand Ave/Chino Hills Parkway was analyzed in the 
Traffic Impact Study, designated as Study Location #12. The decision to not include Eucalyptus 
Avenue/Chino Hills Parkway is consistent with the City of Chino Hills’ goal to target the most 
critical intersections in the City. Critical intersections were identified based on a screening 
process between the City and the TIS consultant. Eucalyptus Avenue is not a multi-lane highway 
access road and does not cross into any neighboring jurisdictions or serve major subregional 
traffic volumes; rather, the roadway is currently built as an undivided two-lane collector an 
terminates at both ends within the City.  

 As a program-level planning document, the City's General Plan Update is intended to plan for the 
adequate sizing and design of roadways and intersections to accommodate the traffic anticipated 
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to be generated by the land uses proposed by the Project, and the City of Chino Hills only has 
jurisdiction over the planning of roadways and intersections within its incorporated jurisdiction. 
However, the study did include an analysis of regionally significant/serving facilities designated 
within the San Bernardino County Congestion Management Plan (CMP), and applied the findings 
to the assessment of cumulative impacts and the mobility needs of the surrounding region. The 
cumulative impact analysis for regionally significant (CMP) roadways and intersections was 
conducted pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the City’s local procedures. This analysis as 
presented in the TIS and the EIR adequately addressed the projected citywide traffic generation 
and impacts of future-contemplated developments within proximity to each facility.  

 Existing and future assumptions relative to Tonner Canyon and Soquel Canyon Roads are 
discussed in Section 4.14.4 of the EIR. Because future plans for Tonner Canyon Road are 
uncertain, the TIS does not assign traffic to the currently unknown roadway. Soquel Canyon Road 
will provide a future connection to Peyton Drive, providing an internal east-west route within the 
City and potential relief to existing east-west City roadways. However, because the timing of the 
Soquel Canyon Road extension is unknown, no traffic has been assigned to that roadway. Carbon 
Canyon Road is projected to stay in its existing configuration because a future widening plan is 
currently infeasible. Therefore, the analysis of additional intersections is unwarranted and no 
additional information or analysis within the TIS or EIR is required in response to this comment. 

A-5 This comment addresses the Traffic Impact Study, specifically “Future Transportation System & 
Traffic Conditions,” beginning on TIS page 23, and “Traffic Impact Assessment,” starting on TIS 
page 36.  

A-5-1 Future With and Without “Project” conditions are addressed in the TIS (page 6) under the context 
of 15-Year Future and 25-Year Buildout conditions. Understanding the long-term nature of the 
proposed General Plan Update as well as the fluid and unpredictable nature of development 
build-out, analyzing an Existing Plus Project scenario would be highly speculative and would not 
provide accurate information regarding potential traffic impacts. As part of its standard 
development entitlement process, the City of Chino Hills requires project-specific traffic impact 
studies that include existing plus project, future with, and future without project conditions. 
Therefore, additional analysis within the TIS in response to this comment is unwarranted, and no 
additional information or analysis within the EIR is required in response to this comment. 

A-5-2 Table 2 summarizes the list, size, and estimated traffic generation of citywide development 
projects at the time the TIS was prepared, April/May of 2013. Existing development and the 
traffic it generates are considered part of the baseline from which the TIS projects potential 
impacts from General Plan build-out. Therefore, additional analysis within the TIS in response to 
this comment is unwarranted, and no additional information or analysis within the EIR is required 
in response to this comment. 

A-5-3 The TIS included developments projected by the City to be built under the 15-year and 25-year 
General Plan horizon time frames. The methodology that incorporates all currently proposed 
projects plus expected General Plan build-out is standard traffic study practice and the practice 
consistently applied by the City of Chino Hills. Therefore, additional analysis within the TIS in 
response to this comment is unwarranted, and no additional information or analysis within the 
EIR is required in response to this comment. 
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A-5-4 The TIS included an analysis of regionally significant arterials and intersections, including the 
following: 

• Grand Avenue (City of Diamond Bar to City of Chino) 
• Carbon Canyon Road (Chino Hills Parkway to City of Chino) 
• Signalized intersection of Chino Hills Parkway and Ramona Avenue 
• Signalized intersection of Chino Hills Parkway and Grand Avenue 
• Grand Avenue from Los Angeles County Line (City of Diamond Bar) to SR-71 (City of Chino) 
• Carbon Canyon Road/Chino Hills Parkway from Orange County Line (City of Brea) to East City 

Limits (City of Chino) 

 Beyond these future roadway and intersection improvements, no other significant or relevant 
transportation improvements (including those on the CMP network) were identified as 
significantly influencing future Chino Hills traffic conditions. From an operational perspective, 
there is no evidence that the 57/60 confluence improvements or the Grand Avenue interchange 
reconstruction would have any significant effect on the distribution or trip attraction of future 
developments in the City of Chino Hills, or the inter-city trips between the cities of Chino Hills 
and Diamond Bar. Based on the information provided by this comment, additional analysis within 
the Traffic Impact Study is unwarranted, and no additional information or analysis within the EIR 
is required in response to this comment. 
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B. Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority 
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Response to Comments from Celest Cantú, General Manager, Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority 
(SAWPA), Dated August 25, 2014 

B-1 This comment indicates that the Santa Ana Regional Interceptor (SARI Line) is now known as the 
Inland Empire Brine Line. SAWPA requests that the EIR be updated to reflect the new name. 
Section 4.15.2 of the EIR which contains the reference is modified as follows: 

The brine pipeline (known Inland Empire Brine Line Santa Ana River Interceptor or SARI line) 
has been in operation since 1975.  

 This change to the EIR is editorial in nature and does not provide new environmental information 
that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, does not warrant 
additional analysis within the EIR.  

B-2 This comment identifies the location of collection stations at 16400 El Prado Road in Chino and at 
2205 Railroad Street in Corona. This comment is informational in nature and does not warrant 
additional analysis within the EIR. However, this information is acknowledged and is forwarded to 
the Planning Commission and the City Council for review and consideration. 
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C. City of Chino 
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Response to Comments from Mike Kellison, AICP, Senior Planner, Community Development 
Department, City Of Chino, Dated September 8, 2014 

C-1 This comment states that the Traffic Impact Study (EIR Appendix I) reference to Chino Hills 
Parkway being “...oriented generally east-west through the City of Chino Hills from north city 
limit to the south city limit” is confusing and does not appear to be accurate, as Chino Hills 
Parkway continues through the City’s eastern boundary. This comment is noted, and the TIS is 
corrected to reflect Chino Hills Parkway’s extension through the City’s eastern boundary. This 
change to the EIR is editorial in nature and does not provide new environmental information that 
could result in new or increased environmental impacts. Consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

C-2 This comment states that the TIS should consider the impacts of multi-jurisdictional projects 
such as the Pine Avenue Extension. The EIR traffic analysis included all projects deemed 
significant to current and future Chino Hills traffic flows. The Pine Avenue Extension was not 
included because its timing and potential effect on Chino Hills’ traffic are uncertain. The City of 
Chino comment does not provide supporting data that indicates how the Pine Avenue Extension 
or other multi-jurisdictional projects would have a significant effect on Chino Hills’ traffic. Absent 
such information, additional analysis within the TIS is unwarranted, and no additional information 
or analysis within the EIR is required in response to this comment. 

C-3 This comment asks how a 1% growth rate factor annually was derived for build-out conditions. 
The TIS applied a 1% growth factor based on the ambient annual traffic growth rate developed by 
comparing socioeconomic projections from the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) and the San Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG) for the build-out and 
horizon years. The growth rate is corroborated by the SCAG/SANBAG data, which was calculated 
to be 0.78% and 0.61%, respectively, which the TIS rounded up to 1% to reflect a potential worst 
case growth rate. This comment does not provide new environmental information that could 
result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

C-4 This comment asks if any future projects outside the City of Chino Hills were considered in the 
cumulative setting. The TIS included developments projected by the City, and located within the 
boundaries of Chino Hills, to be built under the 15-year and 25-year horizon time frames. These 
are the projects expected to primarily impact City of Chino Hills roads and intersections. However 
the TIS did include an analysis of regionally significant/serving facilities designated within the San 
Bernardino County Congestion Management Plan (CMP), and applied the findings to the 
assessment of cumulative impacts and the mobility needs of the surrounding region. The 
cumulative impact analysis conducted for regionally significant (CMP) roadways and intersection 
pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the City’s local procedures adequately included the 
projected citywide traffic generation and impacts of future-contemplated developments within 
proximity to each facility. This comment does not provide new environmental information that 
could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

C-5 This comment asks if it is advisable to change from conventional phasing to split-phased 
operation at different times of day for Soquel Canyon Parkway at Butterfield Ranch Road. 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 states that, relative to improvements to Soquel Canyon Parkway at 
Butterfield Ranch Road, the signal shall be modified to include a split phase for the 
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northwest/southeast left-turn movements. This mitigation measure is further clarified within the 
EIR, which explains that the City would need to observe and record more data at this intersection, 
including turning movement patterns all throughout the day (not just during the peak hours) to 
identify the full range of times when the left-turning traffic on Butterfield Ranch Road and Los 
Serranos Country Club Drive is heavy enough to justify the split phase, and/or conversely identify 
the times when these movements drop off to a small enough amount that the signal should be 
programmed to revert to normal phasing operations. The City Engineer would have ultimate 
discretion on how to best implement and design for these signal modification improvements. This 
comment does not provide new environmental information that could result in new or increased 
environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR. 

C-6 This comment states that the TIS should mention that the City of Chino Hills will be participating 
in a multi-jurisdictional effort with neighboring cities (e.g., Chino) to identify fair share 
contribution funding sources attributable to and paid from private and public development to 
supplement other funding sources necessary to maintain and implement improvements at shared 
intersections. The TIS and associated traffic discussion within the EIR identifies mitigation 
measures for roadway and intersection improvements within the City of Chino Hills. As discussed 
in Section 4.14.3 of the EIR, Goal C-2 of the proposed General Plan Update provides the directive 
to support regional transportation policies that link Chino Hills to neighboring cities. This goal 
addresses the City of Chino’s comment relative to participating in multi-jurisdictional efforts. 
Consequently, this comment does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

C-7 This comment asks if PCE (passenger car equivalent) factors were applied to traffic counts for 
trucks. The TIS did not apply PCE factors because the General Plan Update does not propose 
significant truck terminals, generators, or routes. Level of Service (LOS) calculations were based 
on a baseline of 2% trucks on all movements and use HCM (Highway Capacity Manual) methods to 
adjust flow for PCE. This comment does not provide new environmental information that could 
result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

C-8 This comment asks if the TIS utilized SANBAG CMP guidelines for LOS calculations, i.e., default 
values including saturation flow rates, minimum green time, actual pedestrian crossing times, etc. 
The TIS followed SANBAG CMP guidelines for LOS and impact thresholds for CMP intersections 
and roadway segments with the City of Chino Hills, including those along Chino Hills Parkway and 
Grand Avenue. This comment does not provide new environmental information that could result 
in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  

C-9 This comment references the proposed General Plan Update, identifying an apparent conflict 
between Circulation Element Actions C-1.1.1 and C-1.1.2. This comment addresses the General 
Plan Update rather than the EIR. However, to respond to this comment, these actions are stated 
below. 

Action C-1.1.1: Achieve and maintain a minimum Level of Service D on all roadway links 
and at all roadway intersections, with the exception of intersections within one-half mile of 
the SR-71 Freeway, where a minimum Level of Service E shall be maintained. [Existing 
Objective 1] 
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Action C-1.1.2: Maintain San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
highway system roadway links and intersections at Level of Service E. [Existing Objective 2] 

 These actions reflect existing and proposed City of Chino Hills LOS thresholds, which are LOS D 
for all City roadways, except within one-half mile of SR-71 and on CMP roadways in which case 
the LOS is E. These thresholds are consistent with existing City of Chino Hills policies and CMP 
policies. There is no conflict between the two above-listed actions. This comment does not 
provide new environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental 
impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  
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D OmniTrans 
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Response to Comment from Anna Jaiswal, Development Planning Manager, OmniTrans, Dated 
August 29, 2014 

D-1 This comment identifies two recent changes to OmniTrans’ service in Chino Hills:  

• OmniGo route 365 has a new tripper connecting Butterfield Ranch and Chino Hills High 
School. 

• OmniLink general public dial-a-ride service is discontinued.  

 Relevant Sections of the EIR and the General Plan Update are modified to reflect this change, 
including Section 3.4 of the EIR as follows: 

OmniTrans is the largest public transit provider in San Bernardino County, serving over 15 
million passengers each year throughout 16 cities and unincorporated areas. In Chino Hills, 
OmniTrans provides bus service from Chino Hills Parkway and Pipeline Avenue to the 
TransCenter in the City of Montclair and extends service to Chino Hills locations such as 
Ayala, Townsend Junior High and Chino Hills High Schools, the Chino Campus of Chaffey 
College, Chino Spectrum, and City Hall. OmniTrans also operates a demand-response 
transportation system known as OmniLink, which provides curb-to-curb service for the 
general public.  

 This change to the EIR is editorial in nature and does not provide new environmental information 
that could result in new or increased environmental impacts. Consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR. 
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E. County of San Bernardino, Department of Public Works  
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Response to Comments from Nidham Aram Alrayes, MSCE, P.E., QSD/P, Public Works Engineer III, 
Environmental Management, County Of San Bernardino, Department Of Public Works, Dated 
September 9, 2014 

E-1 This comment states concerns that the cumulative impacts to biological resources are not 
adequately addressed. Section 4.4 of the EIR assesses potential impacts from the General Plan 
Update to biological resources. Also, the comment indicates that there are 28 planned 
developments proposed within this General Plan Update EIR, and expresses the concern that 
the cumulative biological impacts of these planned developments will be significant. To 
address the latter concern first, these 28 planned developments are either completely built 
out or nearly built out. There are no new proposed planned developments, only the 
conversion of these mostly built out communities to a different regulatory scheme that will 
be administratively simpler but will cause no physical changes to land use and, 
consequently, no environmental impacts (see General Plan Update, page 1-6, which explains 
that conversion of Planned Developments to applicable zoning standards). Second, the EIR 
explains that the Land Use Plan of the General Plan Update designates undeveloped natural 
landscapes within the City for Agriculture/Ranches uses or for Open Space, and that 
consequently, there is very limited potential for land development to affect habitat that supports 
a special status species.  

 Conservation Element Action CN-1.2.2 discourages new development in areas that contain 
sensitive, rare, or endangered species, oak woodlands, chaparral, and riparian habitats, which 
further reduces potential impacts. Any land owner engaged in modification of the natural 
landscape is obligated to comply with federal and state regulations to protect candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species. Whenever special status species could be impacted, 
consultation/coordination with the pertinent state and federal resource agencies would be 
undertaken to determine the level of impact significance and appropriate avoidance or mitigation 
measures. Such measures may include alternative designs and/or offsetting and compensating 
measures such as habitat replacement on and off-site. The EIR finds that implementation of 
Conservation Element Action CN-1.2.2 and continued compliance with federal and state 
regulations to protect special status species, along with continued administration of the City’s 
local CEQA procedures, are expected to avoid significant impacts to biological resources.  

 Relative to cumulative impacts to biological resources, the EIR finds that no significant impacts 
have been identified, and no mitigation measures are required beyond the City’s existing CEQA 
procedures, adherence to Conservation Element policies and actions, and compliance with 
existing state and federal regulatory frameworks to protect biological resources. Impacts that 
could occur throughout the City have been considered, and there is no indication that the General 
Plan Update could have a significant impact on biological resources outside of the City or on 
regional resources that occur within and beyond the City. While there will likely be some adverse 
impacts to biological resources as a result of conversion of undeveloped land to various types of 
land uses permitted by the proposed Land Use Element, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. This comment from the County of San Bernardino does not provide new 
environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and 
consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

E-2 This comment makes statements regarding storm drainage, including future permits from the 
County Flood Control District and other state and federal agencies, provisions for intercepting 
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and conducting accumulated drainage, and enforcement of current FEMA regulations. Section 4.9 
of the EIR addresses hydrology, including current FEMA mapping and flood inundation hazards 
within the City. Policies of the General Plan Update that explicitly address flooding are identified 
and considered in the EIR, including Goal S-2 to Protect the Community from Flooding. The EIR 
finds that, by restricting development in areas prone to flood hazard, the General Plan Update 
would not expose people or structures to significant loss from flooding. The EIR also proposes 
Mitigation Measure HWQ-2, which states: 

HWQ-2 All local or private project drainage facilities to be constructed shall be evaluated 
on an individual basis by the City Engineering Department. The Department shall 
also determine the amount of responsibility for costs of improvements by the 
developers for local or private project facilities on private property based upon the 
impacts on drainage created by the development.  

 This comment from the County of San Bernardino does not address the EIR or the General Plan 
Update, but rather provides general comment regarding flood control procedures. This comment 
is acknowledged, but it does not provide new environmental information that could result in new 
or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information 
or analysis within the EIR.  

E-3 This comment states that because the General Plan Update does not propose increased land use 
densities beyond those of the current General Plan, and much of the City is already developed, 
impacts to County interests and services are expected to be less than significant. This comment 
also states that in the future, additional multifamily development would need to be evaluated 
under CEQA and the County would need to be consulted. As discussed throughout the EIR, 
including Sections 4.3.8, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5, for all development proposals subject to the City’s 
discretionary land use approval process, an environmental review of that proposal would be 
conducted in accordance with the City’s Lead Agency obligations under CEQA. This environmental 
review would include consultation with responsible agencies, including the County of San 
Bernardino as appropriate. This comment is acknowledged, but it does not provide new 
environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and 
consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  
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F. Chino Valley Fire District 
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Response to Comments from Tim Shackleford, Fire Chief, Chino Valley Fire District, Dated 
September 9, 2014 

F-1 This comment introduces two tables outlining the Fire District’s recommended changes to the 
General Plan Update and EIR. The recommended changes to the General Plan Update, listed in 
page 2 of the Fire District letter above, provide suggested language and information to clarify and 
correct information presented in the General Plan Update. All these changes are recommended for 
addition to the General Plan Update and are forwarded to the Planning Commission and the City 
Council for review and consideration. The recommended changes to the EIR Update, listed in 
pages 14 to 15 of the Fire District letter above, provide suggested language and information to 
clarify and correct information presented in the General Plan Update. Numbers 1 through 10 of 
changes are incorporated into the EIR. 

Number 11 of the Fire District suggested changes state that based on a March 23, 2005 meeting 
with Fire and City personnel, the City had identified potential Community Facility District (CFD) 
funding sources for Fire District facilities. Following that March 2005 meeting, the CFD funding 
sources were allocated to other City facilities, including the construction of the Fire District 
headquarters at the City of Chino Hills civic center. At this time, no additional funding sources for 
future Fire District facilities within the City are identified. Mitigation Measure PS-2 is included in 
the EIR to provide direction to the City to work with the Fire District to evaluate and identify 
potential funding sources for future district facility needs. Information provided in this comment 
from the Fire District is incorporated into the EIR as appropriate. This information does not 
identify new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, additional analysis within the 
EIR is not required. 
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G. Department of Fish and Wildlife  
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Response to Comments from Kimberly Nicol, Regional Manager, Inland Deserts Region, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Dated September 8, 2014 

G-1 This comment states that the CEQA document should contain sufficient, specific, and current 
biological information on the existing habitat and species and mitigation measures to offset 
impacts. A comprehensive biological resource survey was prepared in support of the General Plan 
Update and is included in Appendix D of the EIR. Section 4.4 of the EIR summarizes the findings 
of the survey, including the finding that biological resources within Chino Hills are mostly found 
within the designated Open Space and undeveloped Agriculture/Ranches areas. Figures 4-2 and 
4-3 of the EIR map the locations of potential biological resources. The EIR also presents the 
proposed General Plan Update provisions that address biological resources, including Policy 
CN-1.2.1 to preserve and protect Chino Hills’ biological resources. As discussed in Response to 
Comment E-1 above, Conservation Element Action CN-1.2.2 discourages new development in 
areas that contain sensitive, rare, or endangered species, oak woodlands, chaparral, and riparian 
habitats, which further reduces potential impacts. Any land owner engaged in modification of the 
natural landscape is obligated to comply with federal and state regulations to protect candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species. Whenever special status species could be impacted, 
consultation/coordination with the pertinent state and federal resource agencies would be 
undertaken to determine the level of impact significance and appropriate avoidance or mitigation 
measures. Such measures may include alternative designs and/or offsetting and compensating 
measures such as habitat replacement on and off-site. The EIR finds that implementation of the 
General Plan Update and continued compliance with federal and state regulations to protect 
special status species, along with continued administration of the City’s local CEQA procedures, 
are expected to avoid significant impacts to biological resources. This comment from the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife does not provide new environmental information that could result 
in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  

G–2 This comment provides project comments and recommendations. Each of comment and 
recommendation is addressed below. However none of the information provided by the 
Department in this comment provides new environmental information that could result in new or 
increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or 
analysis within the EIR.  

- General Plan Update, Page 35 Action LU-1.1.13: In areas adjacent to China Hills State Park, 
require substantial open space buffers between the proposed development and the Park. 
Please add the exact location of the buffer areas, with a map showing the distance of the 
buffer zone between the proposed development and the park in the Final EIR. 

Response: The General Plan establishes the policies to guide future development which must 
occur consistent with the City General Plan through the City’s site plan review process. To 
establish the appropriate dimensions for the substantial open space buffers, site specific 
planning would be required. The appropriate dimensions for open space buffers will be 
determined at the time future development proposals adjacent to Chino Hills State Park are 
submitted to the City for review. 
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- General Plan Update, Page 35 Action LU-1.1.14: Discourage development intrusions on 
biological resources. Please provide more information on how the General Plans (sic.) to 
discourage development intrusions on biological resources in the Final EIR. 

Response: The General Plan establishes the policies to guide future development, which must 
occur consistent with the City General Plan through the City’s site plan review process. As 
discussed in Response to Comment G-1 above, any land owner engaged in modification of 
the natural landscape is obligated to comply with federal and state regulations to protect 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Whenever special status species could be 
impacted, consultation/coordination with the pertinent state and federal resource agencies 
would be undertaken to determine the level of impact significance and appropriate avoidance 
or mitigation measures. Such measures may include alternative designs and/or offsetting and 
compensating measures such as habitat replacement on and off-site. 

- General Plan Update, Page 88 Action CN-1.1.7: Use existing trees and additional tree planting 
to blend new development and manufactured slopes with the natural setting, especially in 
highly visible locations. The Department encourages the use of native plants. Research 
illustrates the importance of native plants in residential yards/gardens and common areas in 
providing important habitat for wildlife in increasingly urban landscapes. A list of native trees 
suitable for this purpose should be provided on the CEQA document. 

Response: The General Plan establishes the policies to guide future development, which are 
further implemented through City ordinances and its planning and environmental review 
policies. The City retains a list of appropriate native trees and plants, with site specific 
recommendations provided at the site planning level.  

- General Plan Update, Page 88 Action CN-1.1.8: Preserve existing significant trees where 
feasible, and extensively plant new trees consistent with City tree policies. As stated above, 
the Department encourages the use of native plant species. 

Response: The General Plan establishes the policies to guide future development which are 
further implemented through City ordinances (including Chapter 16.90, Tree Preservation, of 
the City Municipal Code) and its planning and environmental review policies.  

- General Plan Update, Page 88 Action CN-1.2.1: Preserve natural open spaces that act as 
wildlife corridors. Please provide a map showing the natural open spaces that act as wildlife 
corridors within the City limits in the Final EIR. 

Response: As discussed in Response to Comment G-1 above, Figures 4-2 and 4-3 of the EIR 
map the locations of potential biological resources and together form the City of Chino Hills 
Biotic Resources overlay district identified in Section F.2 of the Circulation Element Update.  

- General Plan Update, Page 88 Action ON-1.2.2: Discourage new development in areas that 
contain sensitive, rare, or endangered species, oak woodlands, chaparral, and riparian 
habitats. The Department would like to see additional information added to the final EIR 
regarding the plans to "discourage" new development. 

Response: The General Plan establishes the policies to guide future development which must 
occur consistent with the City General Plan through the City’s site plan review process. As 
discussed in Response to Comment G-1 above, any land owner engaged in modification of 
the natural landscape is obligated to comply with federal and state regulations to protect 
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candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Whenever special status species could be 
impacted, consultation/coordination with the pertinent state and federal resource agencies 
would be undertaken to determine the level of impact significance and appropriate avoidance 
or mitigation measures. Such measures may include alternative designs and/or offsetting and 
compensating measures such as habitat replacement on and off-site.  

- Draft EIR Page 62 Action W-2.4.3: Establish minimum lot sizes for clustering in the 
Agriculture/ Ranches areas consistent with the Rural Residential development standards, in 
Rural Residential areas consistent with the Low Density Residential development standards. 
Please include in the final EIR what the minimum lot sizes will be for clustering in the 
Agriculture/Ranches areas along with a map. 

Response: As presented in Section 4.1.3 of the EIR, Action LU-2.4.3 of the General Plan 
Update states:” Establish minimum lot sizes for clustering in the Agriculture/Ranches areas 
consistent with the Rural Residential development standards, in Rural Residential areas 
consistent with the Low Density Residential development standards.” The proposed General 
Plan Update Land Use Map that designates Agriculture/Ranches and Rural Residential Areas is 
included in Figure 2-2 of the EIR and the minimum lot sizes for each residential zone are 
provided in Section 16.10 of the Municipal Code Table 20-1. 

- Draft EIR, Page 114, Biotic Resources Overlay District, the Department recommends that a 
map of the conservation easements and mitigation areas that have been set aside be the city 
to be added to the CEQA document. 

Response: As discussed in Response to Comment G-1 above, Figures 4-2 and 4-3 of the EIR 
map the locations of potential biological resources and form the City’s Biotic Resource 
overlay. The proposed General Plan Update Land Use Map that designates Public and Private 
Open Spaces is included in Figure 2-2 of the EIR, which encompass existing and planned 
mitigation areas and conservation easements. 

G–3 This comment summarizes the Department responsibility relative to the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) and notes that the Department must issue a separate CEQA document for the 
issuance of a CESA permit unless the Project CEQA document addresses all Project impacts to 
listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the 
requirements of a CESA permit. This statement is consistent with information presented in the 
EIR, which finds that implementation of the General Plan Update and continued compliance with 
federal and state regulations to protect special status species, along with continued 
administration of the City’s local CEQA procedures, are expected to avoid significant impacts to 
biological resources. This comment does not provide new environmental information that could 
result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

G–4 This comment summarizes the Department responsibility relative to the Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Program (LSA) and notes that the Department’s issuance of an LSA is a project pursuant 
to CEQA. This statement is consistent with information presented in the EIR, which finds that 
implementation of the General Plan Update and continued compliance with federal and state 
regulations to protect special status species, along with continued administration of the City’s 
local CEQA procedures, are expected to avoid significant impacts to biological resources. This 
comment does not provide new environmental information that could result in new or increased 
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environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR.  

G – 5 This comment requests that the EIR include all potential direct and indirect project impacts 
relative to cumulative impacts to biological resources. As discussed in Response to Comment E-5 
above, relative to cumulative impacts to biological resources, the EIR finds that no significant 
impacts have been identified, and no mitigation measures are required beyond the City’s existing 
CEQA procedures, adherence to Conservation Element policies and actions, and compliance with 
existing state and federal regulatory frameworks to protect biological resources. Impacts that 
could occur throughout the City have been considered, and there is no indication that the General 
Plan Update could have a significant impact on biological resources outside of the City or on 
regional resources that occur within and beyond the City. While there will likely be some adverse 
impacts to biological resources as a result of conversion of undeveloped land to various types of 
land uses permitted by the proposed Land Use Element, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. This comment does not provide new environmental information that could result in 
new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  

G-6 This comment states that the CEQA document should analyze a range of fully considered and 
evaluated alternatives to the Project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). The analysis should include a 
range of alternatives that avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources. 
As discussed in the EIR, non-residential land uses are 75% built-out, and residential land uses are 
83% built-out. Given the limited area for future development, there are few build-out alternatives 
that are feasible and/or achieve all or most of the City’s above-listed Vision Statements. However, 
despite these limitations, the City has carefully considered several alternative strategies to 
manage long-term growth and achieve its vision. Relative to biological resources, the EIR finds 
that no significant impacts to biological resources would occur due to the General Plan Update, 
and that the project and existing General Plan alternative would be highly similar relative to 
biological resources impacts because the existing and proposed plans have essentially the same 
distribution of urban and open space lands. All of the same requirements for assessment of 
biological resources, identification of potential impacts, and measures to mitigate significant 
impacts for new land development projects would apply to either alternative. This comment does 
not provide new environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental 
impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  
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H. Department of Parks and Recreation 
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Response to Comments from Kelly Elliot, District Superintendent, State of California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District, Dated September 5, 2014 

H-1 This comment states the Department’s opposition to the Agriculture/Ranches designation, which 
provides for 0.2 dwelling units per acre, and questions the designation’s relation to Measure U. 
The proposed General Plan Update does not change the Agriculture/Ranches designation or 
density adjacent to Chino Hills State Park from that of the existing general plan and zoning, so 
this is not an amendment that needs to be studied in the EIR. The Department appears to be 
addressing a proposed change in the Zoning Map that would delete a current note on the Map 
that limits density in the Agriculture/Ranches zoned area west of Chino Hills State Park to a 40-
acre minimum. The General Plan Update includes the proposed deletion of this existing Zoning 
Map note to create consistency between the General Plan and the Zoning Map. However other 
provisions of the proposed General Plan Update effectively limit density in the southeastern 
portion of the area (reference General Plan policies LU-1.1.4, 1.15, 1.17, and 1.18). Because the 
General Plan designation of the area does not change, no violation of Measure U occurs. However, 
to clarify that the density of the area remains at 1 unit to 40 acres, the proposed General Plan 
Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map are revised to relabel the area Agriculture/ 
Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranch-40 (R-A-40), respectively. The Final General Plan Update and 
Final the EIR (notably Tables 2-1 and 2-2 and Section 4.1.3) includes the proposed Agriculture/ 
Ranches-40 designation and recalculates residential build-out based on existing development, 
approved plans, and in the case of undeveloped and uncommitted land, based on typical City 
development patterns of 62.5% of maximum site development potential. This results in an 
expected residential build-out of 29,026 dwelling units, a 574-unit reduction to the 29,600 DU 
build-out presented in the draft General Plan Update and analyzed in the EIR as indicated in 
Table 2-2 of the EIR. The reduction in units would reasonably result in less traffic and other 
impacts (such as air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and public services) than estimated in the 
EIR. Consequently, this change would not result in new or increased environmental impacts from 
those analyzed in the EIR. Therefore, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within 
the EIR. (Revised EIR and General Plan sections reflecting these changes are included at the end of 
this section.) 

Note: During the public hearing on the General Plan Update, the Planning Commission received 
testimony from property owners and environmental interests regarding the proposed 
redesignation of the southeastern portion of the City to Agriculture/Ranches 40 in both the 
General Plan Update and the proposed Zoning Map. As part of the public process, the Planning 
Commission carefully considered all concerns and determined at its January 20, 2015 meeting 
that the public’s interest is best served at this time by retaining the designation in the General 
Plan and the Zoning Map currently in existence, including the current policies, procedures, and 
legislative intent of the current General Plan and Zoning Map. The Planning Commission voted to 
forward this recommendation to City Council along with a recommendation that staff be directed 
to research this issue and work with the property owners and the community to recommend an 
action to the Planning Commission to clarify the area’s density. Therefore, at this time, the 
General Plan Update Land Use Map will not be revised to relabel the area Agriculture/Ranches–40, 
the Zoning Map will not be revised to relabel the area Agriculture-Ranch-40 (R-A-40), and the 
Zoning Map will retain the existing zoning. 

H-2 This comment states that the potential development of the Tres Hermanos property and the 
potential construction of Tonner Canyon Road could impact the overall functionality of the 
Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. This comment goes on to state that the General Plan and the 
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EIR should include policies that indicate the importance of wildlife movement areas, including 
protection of open space areas adjacent to Chino Hills State Park. Section 4.4 of the EIR contains 
an assessment of potential impacts to wildlife corridors, including the opportunities for local and 
regional wildlife movement such as to and from Chino Hills State Park and the Puente Hills area. 
The General Plan Update designates the land surrounding these corridors for Open Space or 
Agriculture/Ranches, which is the lowest density land use designation within the City. Both the 
Open Space designation and the Agriculture/Ranches designation allow for protection of 
biologically sensitive areas. The General Plan Update proposes to change an area within the Tres 
Hermanos area to a mix of high density residential and commercial, and recognizing the unique 
nature of Tres Hermanos, also contains a policy that requires the area be master planned. 
Regarding Tonner Canyon Road, the General Plan Update retains Tonner Canyon Road as a 
potential road within its Roadway Plan, recognizing the uncertain nature of a Tonner Canyon 
Road. The General Plan Update contains numerous provisions to protect the City’s biological 
resources and Chino Hills State Park, including those provided under General Plan Update Goal 
LU-1, “Protect Chino Hills’ Natural Environment”, and Goal CN-1 “Preserve Chino Hills’ Rural 
Character”. Issues regarding the Tres Hermanos area, Tonner Canyon Road, and wildlife corridors 
are further discussed in Response to Comments I-1 through I-11 below. This comment from the 
State Department of Parks and Recreation addresses the General Plan Update rather than the EIR. 
It does not provide any new environmental information that could result in new or increased 
environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR.  

H–3 This comment states that the General Plan and the EIR should include language geared toward 
prohibiting development on ridgelines and other areas that would be visible from Chino Hills 
State Park. The General Plan Update includes numerous policies to protect ridgelines and areas 
adjacent to Chino Hills State Park, including: 

• Action LU-1.1.2: Discourage new development from obstructing public views of extremely 
prominent ridgelines, prominent ridgelines, knolls, significant open spaces, or important 
visual resources as identified in the Municipal Code.  

• Action LU-1.1.4: Continue to require ridgelines and natural slopes to be dedicated and 
maintained as open space as required by the Municipal Code. 

• Action LU-1.2.1: Continue to protect City-designated extremely prominent ridgelines, 
prominent ridgelines, and knolls from intrusion by development. 

• Action LU-1.2.2: Require buildings to be designed and to utilize materials and colors to blend 
with the natural terrain in hillside areas and adjacent to public open spaces, extremely 
prominent ridgelines, prominent ridgelines, knolls, or important visual resources as identified 
in the Municipal Code.  

• Action CN-1.1.3: Preserve as much open space as possible along canyon roadways such as 
Carbon Canyon, Soquel Canyon, and the canyons adjacent to Chino Hills State Park. 

• Action LU-1.1.6: Cluster development where appropriate to minimize grading, and roadway 
and driveway intrusions into sensitive habitat areas, open spaces, and Chino Hills State Park.  

• Action LU-1.1.13: In areas adjacent to Chino Hills State Park, require substantial open space 
buffers between the proposed development and the Park.  

• Action LU-1.2.5: Develop new development in such a way that it is not visible from the visitor 
center, the campgrounds, the parking areas, and the floors of Aliso, Telegraph and tributary 
canyons within the Chino Hills State Park. 
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 The EIR presents these policies and finds their implementation will contribute to the protection of 
biological and aesthetics resources within the City. This comment does not provide any new 
environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and 
consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  
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I. Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority  
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Response to Comments from Glenn Parker, Chairperson, Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority, 
Dated September 5, 2014 

I-1 This comment states state that the General Plan and the EIR are deficient for not recognizing 
habitat linkages and wildlife movement in and around the City, and the potentially significant 
adverse impacts to those resources in the City, notably in upper Tonner Canyon. Section 4.4 of 
the EIR contains an assessment of potential impacts to wildlife corridors. This section identifies 
the opportunities for local and regional wildlife movement, including to and from Chino Hills 
State Park and the Puente Hills area. The General Plan Update designates the land surrounding 
these corridors for Open Space or Agriculture/Ranches, which is the lowest density land use 
designation within the City. Both Open Space and Agriculture/Ranches designations allow for 
protection of biologically sensitive areas. Further, proposed Conservation Element Action 
CN-1.1.4 is to preserve canyon floors in natural conditions to protect wildlife habitat, supporting 
wildlife movement through canyon floors.  

 Tres Hermanos consists of approximately 2,400 acres, 1,400 of which are within the boundaries 
of Chino Hills. Of the 1,400 acres within Chino Hills, approximately 1,380 acres are currently 
designated for Agriculture/Ranches and 20 acres for Commercial. The proposed General Plan 
Update would expand the Commercial area to include Very High Density Residential in compliance 
with the City’s 5th Cycle Housing Element and Mixed Use to an approximately 55-acre Mixed 
Residential/Commercial area. This expanded area is located along either side of Grand Avenue 
on relatively flat land and would not sever or substantially alter the remaining 1,345 acres of Tres 
Hermanos (within Chino Hills), which would remain as Agriculture/Ranches. The Mixed 
Residential/Commercial area would comprise 4% of the 1,345 Tres Hermanos acres. Similarly, 
the General Plan Update proposes to retain a potential Tonner Canyon Road alignment that is 
identified in the City of Chino Hills existing General Plan. The General Plan Update recognizes the 
uncertain nature of a Tonner Canyon Road and makes no statement regarding potential regional 
connections. Neither the proposed Very High Density/Mixed Use designation nor the retention of 
Tonner Canyon Road as a potential future roadway would impact the overall functionality of the 
Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. Further, recognizing the unique nature of Tres Hermanos, 
the General Plan Update creates a policy requiring the area to be master planned and, as noted 
previously, numerous provisions to protect the City’s biological resources and Chino Hills State 
Park. This comment does not provide any new environmental information that could result in new 
or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information 
or analysis within the EIR. 

I-2 This comment states that the General Plan and the EIR are deficient for not recognizing wildlife 
corridors. Section 4.4.1.5 of the EIR identifies existing wildlife corridors in the City. The State 
Route (SR-71) crossing is outside the City limits. Trail connection to this crossing is required as 
part of the Vila Borba Tract 16414, which was approved by the City in 2006. The connection is a 
project-specific condition of approval and is not affected by the General Plan Update. This 
comment does not provide any new environmental information that could result in new or 
increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or 
analysis within the EIR. 

I-3 This comment addresses the proposed Very High Residential, Mixed Use and Commercial 
designation and states that the area appears to have grown. As discussed in Response to 
Comment I-1 above, the proposed General Plan Update expands the existing approximately 
20-acre commercially designated area that is located along either side of Grand Avenue on 
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relatively flat land to an approximately 55-acre Mixed Residential/Commercial area. As discussed 
in Response to Comment I-1 above, this expanded area would not impact the overall functionality 
of the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. This comment does not provide any new 
environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and 
consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

I-4 This comment states that the General Plan and the EIR are deficient for neither considering nor 
analyzing how the proposed plan would adversely affect the maintenance of a high quality habitat 
linkage between the habitat north of Grand Avenue and the central core habitat south of Grand 
Avenue, known as the “Missing Middle.” This comment references the proposed mixed use node 
on the Tres Hermanos property. As discussed in Response to Comment I-1 above, Tres Hermanos 
consists of approximately 2,400 acres, 1,400 of which are within the boundaries of Chino Hills. 
Of the 1,400 acres within Chino Hills, approximately 1,380 acres are currently designated for 
Agriculture/Ranches and 20 acres for Commercial. The proposed General Plan Update would 
expand the Commercial area to include Very High Density Residential in compliance with the 
City’s 5th Cycle Housing Element and Mixed Use. This expanded area of development is clustered 
on 55 acres and still comprises less than 4% of the total Tres Hermanos land in Chino Hills. This 
area is located along either side of Grand Avenue on relatively flat land and would not sever or 
substantially alter the remaining 1,345 acres of Tres Hermanos that would remain as 
Agriculture/Ranches. The emergent wetland noted in Figure 4-2 of the EIR occurs along the 
canyon. This area as well as other biological resources in the Tres Hermanos area are protected 
by proposed Conservation Element policies, including Action CN-1.2.6, which requires biological 
resource surveys prior to development proposals. This Action item is implemented by Chapter 
16.28 of the Chino Hills Municipal Code, which requires the incorporation of mitigation measures 
as conditions of approval to protect and preserve the habitats. This comment does not provide 
any new environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, 
and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

I-5 This comment addresses land use policy impacts from new land use designation along Grand 
Avenue, Upper Tonner Canyon, and Tres Hermanos. As discussed in Response to Comment I-1 
above, Tres Hermanos consists of approximately 2,400 acres, 1,400 of which are within the 
boundaries of Chino Hills. Of the 1,400 acres within Chino Hills, approximately 1,380 acres are 
currently designated for Agriculture/Ranches and 20 acres for Commercial. The proposed General 
Plan Update would expand the Commercial area to include Very High Density Residential in 
compliance with the City’s 5th Cycle Housing Element and Mixed Use. This expanded area of 
development is clustered on 55 acres and still comprises less than 4% of the total Tres Hermanos 
land in Chino Hills. This area is located along the either side of Grand Avenue on relatively flat 
land and would not sever or substantially alter the remaining 1,345 acres of Tres Hermanos which 
would remain as Agriculture/Ranches. Similarly, the General Plan Update proposes to retain a 
potential Tonner Canyon Road alignment, which is identified in the City of Chino Hills existing 
General Plan. The General Plan Update recognizes the uncertain nature of a Tonner Canyon Road 
and makes no statement regarding potential regional connections. Neither the proposed Very 
High Density/Mixed Use designation nor the retention of Tonner Canyon Road as a potential 
future roadway would impact the overall functionality of the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. 
Recognizing the unique nature of Tres Hermanos, the General Plan Update creates a policy 
requiring the area to be master planned and, as noted previously, establishes a Biotic Resources 
overlay district to protect biological resources throughout the City. Proposed policies of the Land 
Use and Conservation Elements are internally consistent and work together to continue to protect 
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Chino Hills’ biological resources. This comment does not provide any new environmental 
information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it 
does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

I-6 This comment proposes the elimination of Tonner Canyon Road due to the deleterious effects of 
roads and, failing that, proposes that the City include an alternative without Tonner Canyon Road 
and recirculate the DEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment I-1 above, the General Plan 
Update proposes to retain a potential Tonner Canyon Road alignment, which is identified in the 
City of Chino Hills existing General Plan. This is not a change in the existing General Plan so does 
not need to be studied in the General Plan Update EIR. Therefore, no alternatives analysis is 
required, nor is there a need to recirculate. The General Plan Update recognizes the uncertain 
nature of a Tonner Canyon Road and makes no statement regarding potential regional 
connections. As in the existing General Plan, the precise alignment of this roadway is unknown. 
Policies of the proposed General Plan Update, including Action CN-1.2.6, which requires 
biological resource surveys prior to development proposals, will protect the overall functionality 
of the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. This comment does not provide any new 
environmental information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and 
consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

I-7 This comment addresses the need to identify habitat linkages and wildlife corridors in Upper 
Tonner Canyon. As discussed in Responses to Comments I-1 and I-5 above, Section 4.4 of the 
EIR contains an assessment of potential impacts to wildlife corridors. This section identifies the 
opportunities for local and regional wildlife movement, including to and from Chino Hills State 
Park and the Puente Hills area. Further, the General Plan Update designates the land surrounding 
these corridors for Open Space or Agriculture/Ranches, which is the lowest density land use 
designation within the City, and contains a series of policies to protect biologically sensitive 
areas, including Element Action CN-1.1.4 to preserve canyon floors in natural conditions to 
protect wildlife habitat, supporting wildlife movement through canyon floors. The EIR finds that, 
with the guiding policies of the Conservation Element to preserve wildlife corridors and related 
habitat, and continued implementation of the City’s CEQA procedures, significant impacts to 
wildlife movement are not anticipated as a result of the General Plan Update. This comment does 
not provide any new environmental information that could result in new or increased 
environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR. 

I-8 This comment recommends that the following Action item is added to the General Plan Update 
and as a mitigation measure to the EIR: “NEW Action CN-1.2.7: For proposed developments along 
Grand Avenue on the Tres Hermanos property, open space as part of any remaining habitat 
linkage must be protected via recordation of a conservation easement or fee title dedication to a 
public park or land conservation agency with demonstrated experience in managing land for 
permanent protection of biological resources. A homeowners association is not an appropriate 
entity to accept such conservation easement or dedication. Such recordation shall occur prior to 
vegetation clearing or construction. Such open space shall be located such that it preserves an 
ecologically functional north-south habitat linkage through the Tres Hermanos sites 1, 2, and 3.”  

 This recommendation is incorporated into the General Plan Update and included as an additional 
General Plan policy within the EIR as follows: 

Action CN-1.2.7: For proposed developments within the Tres Hermanos property, protect 
natural open space via recordation of a conservation easement or fee title dedication to a 
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public park or land conservation agency with demonstrated experience in managing land 
for permanent protection of biological resources. A homeowners association is not an 
appropriate entity to accept such conservation easement or dedication. Such recordation 
shall occur prior to vegetation clearing or construction. [New] 

 This comment does not provide any new environmental information that could result in new or 
increased environmental impacts. Inclusion of the suggested action item into the General Plan 
Update and the EIR provides further clarification to address the Wildlife Corridor Authority’s 
concern, and is similar to other action items, so it is not significant and does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

Note: During the public consideration of the General Plan Update, the Planning Commission considered 
the proposed addition of Conservation Element policy CN-1.2.7 and determined at its January 20, 
2015 hearing that the public’s interest is best served by not including the policy because the 
language could conflict with future resource agency requirements. The Planning Commission 
voted to forward this recommendation to City Council.  

I-9 This comment states that the General Plan and the EIR are deficient for not recognizing habitat 
linkages, wildlife movement areas, and freeway crossing structures, particularly across SR-71. 
This comment is addressed previously, notably in Responses to Comments I-1 and I-2 above and 
does not provide new information that requires additional analysis within the EIR. This comment 
also recommends the following action to be included in the General Plan and reiterated in the EIR: 
“NEW Action CN-1.2.8: Require a wildlife movement study for any project potentially adversely 
affecting wildlife movement. This shall include identification of existing habitat linkages, wildlife 
corridors, wildlife movement in the vicinity, and crossing structures at freeways and major 
roadways. Require identification of potentially significant adverse impacts to wildlife movement. 
Require project design changes, and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, where 
appropriate. Require wildlife movement study for all projects resulting in development of open 
space within 2,000 feet of SR-71.”  

 Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, impacts associated with wildlife corridors are a required 
threshold of significance within all City environmental impact assessments. However, to address 
the Wildlife Corridor Authority’s concern, this recommendation is incorporated into the General 
Plan Update and included as an additional General Plan policy within the EIR as follows:  

Action CN-1.2.8: Require a wildlife movement study for any project potentially adversely 
affecting wildlife movement. This shall include identification of, and if warranted mitigation 
to protect, existing habitat linkages, wildlife corridors, wildlife movement in the vicinity, 
and crossing structures at freeways and major roadways. [New] 

 Inclusion of the suggested action item into the General Plan Update provides further clarification 
to address the Wildlife Corridor Authority’s concern, and is similar to other action items, so it is 
not significant and does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

I-10 This comment addresses the need to address biological impact for new or extended roadways 
and recommends inclusion of the following action in the General Plan and the EIR: “NEW Action 
CN-1.2.9. Require that applicants proposing new or extended roads complete a wildlife 
movement study which includes at a minimum: an assessment in and around the project site of 
existing wildlife movement areas, habitat linkages, wildlife corridors, and crossings at existing 
freeways and major roadways; an analysis of potential impacts to wildlife movement, including 
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how the new road fragments the habitat; and recommended project design changes and 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to offset potentially significant adverse 
impacts to wildlife movement. For a new or extended roadway that is anticipated to result in a 
significant adverse impact to wildlife movement, require project design changes and/or 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures which could include, but not be limited to: 
construction of wildlife crossings (e.g., underpass, overpass), fencing to guide wildlife, native 
plant restoration, and/or a lighting plan (to ensure that any new lighting does not deter wildlife 
through remaining habitat linkages).”  

 As noted above, assessment of wildlife corridor impacts are required within all City environmental 
impact assessments. However, to address the Wildlife Corridor Authority’s concern, this 
recommendation is incorporated into the General Plan Update and included as an additional 
General Plan policy within the EIR as follows: 

Action CN-1.2.9. Require a wildlife corridor study for any new or extended road proposal, 
which shall include at a minimum: an assessment in and around the project site of existing 
wildlife movement areas, habitat linkages, wildlife corridors, and crossings at existing 
freeways and major roadways; an analysis of potential impacts to wildlife movement, 
including how the new road fragments the habitat; and recommended project design 
changes and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to offset potentially 
significant adverse impacts to wildlife movement. For a new or extended roadway that is 
anticipated to result in a significant adverse impact to wildlife movement, require project 
design changes and/or avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures, which could 
include, but not be limited to: construction of wildlife crossings (e.g., underpass, overpass), 
fencing to guide wildlife, native plant restoration, and/or a lighting plan (to ensure that any 
new lighting does not deter wildlife through remaining habitat linkages). [New] 

 This comment is not significant because it does not provide any new environmental information 
that could result in new or increased environmental impacts. Inclusion of the suggested action 
item into the General Plan Update and EIR provides further clarification to address the Wildlife 
Corridor Authority’s concern and is similar to other Action items, so it is not significant and does 
not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

I-11 This comment addresses protection of open space near Chino Hills State Park and recommends 
the following underlined text be added to General Plan Update Action LU-1.1.13: “In areas 
adjacent to Chino Hills State Park, require substantial open space buffers between the proposed 
development and the Park. As part of the entitlement process, require that open space buffers be 
protected via recordation of a conservation easement or fee title dedication to a public park or land 
conservation agency with demonstrated experience in managing land for permanent protection of 
biological resources. A homeowners association is not an appropriate entity to accept such 
conservation easement or dedication. As part of the entitlement process, require establishment of 
funding (e.g., monitoring and enforcement fund, Community Facilities District), in an amount 
proportion to the acres of open space, for the accepting agency to conduct monitoring and 
enforcement of the open space in perpetuity, Require that such recordation and establishment of 
funding occur prior to vegetation clearing or construction.”  

 This comment also adds added underlined text to Action LU-1.2.5: “Develop new development in 
such a way that it is it is not visible from the visitor center, the campgrounds, the parking areas, 
the trails, and the floors of Aliso, Telegraph and tributary canyons within the Chino Hills State 
Park. Prohibit housing and other development on ridgelines visible to Chino Hills State Park.”  
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 In addition, the comment recommends the following underlined text to be added to Action 
LU-1.1.6: “Cluster development where appropriate to minimize grading, and roadway and 
driveway intrusions into sensitive habitat areas, open spaces, and Chino Hills State Park. Prohibit 
development in areas adjacent to Chino Hills State Park (for example, ridgelines), which would 
result in urban runoff to the watershed of the Park.”  

 To address the Wildlife Corridor Authority’s concern, the recommended additions to the three 
Actions are incorporated into the General Plan Update as follows: 

Action LU-1.1.13: In areas adjacent to Chino Hills State Park, require substantial open space 
buffers between the proposed development and the Park. As part of the entitlement 
process, require that open space buffers be protected via recordation of a conservation 
easement or fee title dedication to a public park or land conservation agency with 
demonstrated experience in managing land for permanent protection of biological 
resources, and establish a funding source to allow the accepting agency to conduct 
monitoring, enforcement, and maintenance of the open space in perpetuity. A homeowners 
association is not an appropriate entity to accept such conservation easement or dedication. 
Require that such recordation and establishment of funding occur prior to vegetation 
clearing or construction. [New] 

Action LU-1.2.5: Develop new development in such a way that it is it is not visible from the 
visitor center, the campgrounds, the parking areas, the trails, and the floors of Aliso, 
Telegraph, and tributary canyons within the Chino Hills State Park. Prohibit housing and 
other development on ridgelines visible to Chino Hills State Park. 

Action LU-1.1.6: Cluster development where appropriate to minimize grading, and roadway 
and driveway intrusions into sensitive habitat areas, open spaces, and Chino Hills State 
Park. Prohibit development in areas adjacent to Chino Hills State Park (for example, 
ridgelines), which would result in urban runoff to the watershed of the Park. 

 Inclusion of the suggested text to the three Action items of the General Plan Update provides 
further clarification to address the Wildlife Corridor Authority’s concern, and is similar to other 
Action items, so it is not significant and does not raise new environmental issues or warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

 
Note: During the public consideration of the General Plan Update, the Planning Commission considered 

the proposed added language to Land Use Element Action LU-1.1.13 regarding conservation 
easement or dedication, and determined at its January 20, 2015 meeting that the public’s interest 
is best served by not including the added language because the language could conflict with 
future resource agency requirements. The Planning Commission voted to forward this 
recommendation to City Council.  
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J. Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
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Response to Comments from Gabriel Mob. Ross, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, on Behalf of Hills 
For Everyone, Dated September 9, 2014 

J-1 This comment states that the General Plan Update proposes a dramatic increase in density for 
approximately 3,000 acres of largely undeveloped land in southern Chino Hills in direct violation 
of Measure U. As discussed in Response to Comment H-1 above, this comment appears to be 
addressing a proposed change in the Zoning Map that would delete a current note on the Map 
that limits density in the Agriculture-Ranches zoned area west of Chino Hills State Park to a 40-
acre minimum. The General Plan Update includes the proposed deletion of this existing Zoning 
Map note to create consistency between the General Plan and the Zoning Map. However, other 
provisions of the proposed General Plan Update effectively limit density in the southeastern 
portion of the area (reference General Plan policies LU-1.1.4, 1.15, 1.17 and 1.18.). Because the 
General Plan designation of the area does not change, no violation of Measure U occurs. However, 
to clarify that the density of the area remains at 1 dwelling unit to 40 acres, the proposed General 
Plan Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map are revised to relabel the area 
Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranches-40 (R-A-40), respectively. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 
and Section 4.1.3 of the EIR are modified to reflect the new Agriculture/Ranches–40 General Plan 
Land Use Map designation. This change to the EIR would not result in new or increased 
environmental impacts and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR.  

Note: During the public consideration of the General Plan Update, the Planning Commission received 
testimony from property owners and environmental interests regarding the proposed 
redesignation of the southeastern portion of the City to Agriculture/Ranches 40 in both the 
General Plan Update and proposed Zoning Map. As part of the public process, the Planning 
Commission carefully considered all concerns and determined at its January 20, 2015 meeting 
that the public’s interest is best served at this time by retaining the designation in the General 
Plan and Zoning Map currently in existence, including the current policies, procedures and 
legislative intent of the current General Plan and Zoning Map. The Planning Commission voted to 
forward this recommendation to City Council along with a recommendation that staff be directed 
to research this issue and work with the property owners and community to recommend an action 
to the Planning Commission to provide clarity regarding the area’s density. Therefore, at this 
time, the General Plan Update Land Use Map will not be revised to relabel the area 
Agriculture/Ranches–40, the Zoning Map will not be revised to relabel the area Agriculture-
Ranch-40 (R-A-40), and the Zoning Map will retain the existing zoning.  

J-2 This comment states that the proposed approval of the General Plan and Zoning Update violates 
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code §§210000, et seq. and 
state Planning and Zoning Law, California Government Code §§65000 et seq. because the EIR fails 
to acknowledge the environmental impacts of the dramatic increase in density proposed for south 
Chino Hills. As discussed above, the General Plan Update does not propose an increase in density 
for south Chino Hills. That area will remain at a 40-acre minimum lot size. As discussed in 
Section 4.1.5 of the EIR, build-out under the City’s existing General Plan is very similar to that 
proposed by the General Plan Update. The differences between the City’s existing and proposed 
General Plan include an increase of 780 residential units to meet the City’s RHNA obligation, and 
a decrease of 269,000 non-residential square feet due to the redesignation of a currently 
designated commercial property to the new Mixed Use land use designation. 
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 Section 4.1.5 of the EIR correctly provides that the General Plan Update for conformity with local 
and regional plans is evaluated relative to potential conflicts with the General Plan Update. 
Because the only increase in residential units promulgated through the General Plan Update is to 
accommodate the City’s RHNA obligation, the project is consistent with Measure U. Regarding 
consistency with regional plans, the EIR explains that the existing 2012 RTP/SCS underestimates 
growth pursuant to the City’s existing General Plan. SCAG is initiating an update of the RTP/SCS, 
which will cover the 2016-2040 planning period. General Plan Update policies support coordina-
tion with regional planning efforts. To augment this support, Mitigation Measure LU-1 will be 
implemented to ensure the updated RTP/SCS correctly incorporates the City of Chino Hills 
General Plan Update projections. This measure would avoid conflicts with RTP/SCS growth 
forecasts.  

 Section 6.2 of the EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential growth impacts associated 
with the project. It finds that because the City is nearing build-out and the General Plan Update 
does not authorize a new major infrastructure project or substantial increases in density, the 
project would not have direct growth-inducing effects.  

 Section 5.0 of the EIR provides a discussion of project alternatives consistent with §15126.6 of 
the CEQA Guidelines. Given that non-residential land uses in the City are 75% built-out and 
residential land uses are 83% built-out, there are few build-out alternatives that are feasible, that 
would reduce significant environmental impacts, and that would achieve all or most of the City 
General Plan Vision Statements. However, despite these limitations, the City has carefully 
considered several alternative strategies to manage long-term growth and achieve its vision. This 
comment does not provide new environmental information that could result in new or increased 
environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR.  

Note: See Planning Commission recommendation at J-1, above. 

J–3 This comment addresses the General Plan and Zoning Updates compliance with Measure U, 
focusing on the proposed deletion of the Zoning Map note regarding the 40-acre minimum lot 
size. As discussed in Response to Comment J-1 above, the General Plan Update includes the 
proposed deletion of this existing Zoning Map note and to create consistency between the 
General Plan and the Zoning Map. However other provisions of the proposed General Plan Update 
effectively limit density in the southeastern portion of the area. Because the General Plan 
designation of the area does not change, no violation of Measure U occurs. However, to clarify 
that the density of the area remains at 1 dwelling unit to 40 acres, the proposed General Plan 
Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map are revised to relabel the area 
Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranches-40 (R-A-40), respectively. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 
and Section 4.1.3 of the EIR are modified to reflect the new Agriculture/Ranches-40 General Plan 
Land Use Map designation. This change does not provide new environmental information that 
could result in new or increased environmental impacts and, consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

Note: See Planning Commission recommendation at J-1, above.  

J–4 This comment states that the project is unclear and incomplete because, for example, neither the 
General Plan Update nor the EIR indicates indicate which existing General Plan policies have been 
eliminated or changed. This comment is incorrect, as both the General Plan Update and the EIR 
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clearly identify which policies are new, modified, or existing. All goals and policies of the existing 
General Plan are incorporated in the General Plan Update.  

 As discussed in Section 4.1.3 of the EIR, primary land use mapping and policy changes of the 
General Plan Update include: 

• Clarify open space designations; 
• Designate sites suitable for Very High Density Residential development to satisfy the City’s 

RHNA requirement; 
• Create a new Mixed Use land use designation;  
• Transfer residential density between sites by moving unused density from existing 

institutional sites and from the Founders High Density Residential site to sites suitable for 
Mixed Use and Agriculture/Ranches designations; 

• Convert Planned Development zoning designations to traditional zoning consistent with 
existing or planned land uses and with Measure U; 

• Permit residential clustering in Agriculture/Ranches and Rural Residential sites to protect 
environmental and visual resources through the Site Plan Review process;  

• Correct land use designations for sites that have developed or are expected to develop at 
uses or densities that differ substantially from their existing General Plan land use 
designation, and  

• Correct mapping errors. 

 The mapping errors in the existing General Plan Land Use Plan involved land use designations 
that do not correspond to parcel boundaries, and residential land use designations that overlap 
onto public and or private open space and rights of way. Figure 1 below illustrates examples of 
the two types of errors and the manner in which the proposed General Plan Update corrects the 
errors. 

Type of Change Existing Chino Hills General Plan Land 
Use Map Example 

Proposed Chino Hills General Plan Land 
Use Map Update Example 

Correction of 
mapping errors – 
Land Use 
designation 
corresponding to 
parcel boundaries. 
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Correction of 
mapping errors – 
Land Use 
designation 
overlapping onto 
public and/or 
private rights-of-
way. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. General Plan Land Use Map Corrections  
 
 Regarding PD designations, the General Plan Update includes Action LU-2.4.1, which states: 

“Track setback and other development standards for residential properties within former Planned 
Development (PD) areas, and continue to allow development within these areas to proceed in 
accordance with approved PD standards.” Section E.7 of the General Plan Update Land Use 
Element explains the proposed process to convert PD areas to zoning. On the City Official Zoning 
Map, existing PD areas will be converted to a suitable zoning designation. For developed PD 
areas, zoning designations will be applied that best match the development in compliance with 
Measure U and other applicable law. To the extent the development standards for a Planned 
Development (PD) are different than the proposed zoning, separate municipal code amendments 
will be developed and adopted for each particular PD concurrently with the removal of the PD 
designation to avoid, to the greatest extent possible, any property from becoming non-
conforming due to a redesignation. If the Council approves the General Plan Update with Action 
LU-2.4.1, the City will then initiate the Municipal Code amendment process for each PD.  

 Table 2-2 of the EIR presents the General Plan Update calculation of Agriculture/Ranches land, 
which is 7,170 acres and 1,270 dwelling units, for an average density of 0.18 or an average lot 
size of 5.6 acres. This calculation is a reasonable estimate of City build-out, not a “theoretical 
midrange” estimate as stated in the comment. The 8,682 acreage number cited in the comment is 
the existing General Plan acreage count for Agriculture/Ranches (actually 8,681), which 
erroneously includes 1,511 acres of Open Space land and is corrected in the Land Use Map 
Update. As discussed in Response to Comment H-1 above, the Final General Plan Update includes 
the proposed Agriculture/Ranches-40 designation and recalculates residential build-out based 
on existing development, approved plans, and in the case of undeveloped and uncommitted land, 
typical City development patterns of 62.5% of maximum site development potential as indicated 
in Table 2-2 of the EIR. This results in an expected residential build-out of 29,026 dwelling units, 
a 574-unit reduction to the 29,600 build-out presented in the draft General Plan Update. Because 
the EIR is based on a larger than expected residential build-out, it correctly evaluates a 
reasonable worst-case estimate.  
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 Regarding the number of proposed residential units assumed in the EIR, the commenter appears 
to confuse information presented in the EIR. Table 4-2 of the EIR identifies 5,807 units as the 
difference between the proposed General Plan Update and existing development. The 
presentation of 780 units on page 4-201 of the EIR is the number of additional units that the 
General Plan Update would add to build-out. These 780 units are the City’s RHNA obligation 
under its 4th and 5th Cycle Housing Elements. The Urban Water Management Plan is a 2012 study 
based on projections that have been corrected through the General Plan Update process. The 
southeastern portion of the City is expected to remain at a 40-acre minimum, and the General 
Plan Update Land Use Map and the Zoning Map relabel the southeastern portion accordingly. The 
EIR project description is correct, and as noted previously, represents a reasonable worst case 
estimate of City build-out. This comment does not provide new environmental information that 
could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

Note: See Planning Commission recommendation at J-1, above.  

J–5 This comment states that the EIR fails to properly analyze the General Plan and Zoning Updates’ 
inconsistency with Measure U, state law, and other land use policies. The comment focuses on 
density within the southeastern portion of the City and compliance with Measure U and Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) policies that mandate focusing growth along major 
transportation corridors. As discussed in Response to Comment J-1 above, the General Plan 
Update includes the proposed deletion of this existing Zoning Map note and to create consistency 
between the General Plan and the Zoning Map. However other provisions of the proposed General 
Plan Update effectively limit density in the southeastern portion of the area. Because the General 
Plan designation of the area does not change, no violation of Measure U occurs. However, to 
clarify that the density of the area remains at 1 dwelling unit to 40 acres, the proposed General 
Plan Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map are revised to relabel the area 
Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranch-40 (R-A-40), respectively. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 
and Section 4.1.3 of the EIR are modified to reflect the new Agriculture/Ranches–40 General Plan 
Land Use Map designation. Future growth promulgated by the General Plan Update includes a new 
Mixed Use designation and Very High Density residential to accommodate the City’s RHNA 
obligation. This future growth is concentrated along major transportation corridors, notably SR-
71, Soquel Canyon Parkway, and Grand Avenue, in compliance with RCPG policies. This comment 
does not provide new environmental information that could result in new or increased 
environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not warrant additional information or analysis 
within the EIR. 

Note: See Planning Commission recommendation at J-1, above.  

J–6 This comment states that the EIR fails to properly analyze impacts of developing existing 
ranchlands and increasing density in southern Chino Hills. As discussed in Response to Comment 
J-1 above, the General Plan Update does not propose to increase in density in southern Chino 
Hills. To clarify that the density of the southeastern area remains at 1 dwelling unit to 40 acres, 
the proposed General Plan Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map are revised to 
relabel the area Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranch-40 (R-A-40), respectively. The 
General Plan Update does not propose to change the existing Agriculture/Ranches designation on 
the remaining southern portion of the City. This designation currently allows for 1 dwelling unit 
per 5 acres with agriculture as an accessory use. The General Plan Update proposes to expand 
options for agriculture uses in this designation by permitting agriculture as a primary use subject 
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to a site development permit (reference Table 1-3 of the General Plan Update and Table 2-1 of 
the EIR).  

 Regarding impacts on agricultural lands, the Project Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) explains that 
the California Department of Conservation 2010 Important Farmland Map for San Bernardino 
County classifies the majority of Chino Hills as Grazing Land and Urban and Built-Up Land. 
Grazing Land is defined by the state as land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the 
grazing of livestock. In Chino Hills, Grazing Lands are located primarily within the hillside areas 
on properties with Open Space and Agriculture/Ranches land use designations. The existing 
General Plan defines an Agriculture/Ranches land use classification that allows a residential 
density of up to 0.2 dwelling units. The proposed General Plan Update maintains this 
classification, and as noted above expands agriculture opportunities by defining it as a primary 
use within the designation. Prime Farmland is identified on portions of the Boys Republic 
property, which consists of approximately 196 acres, most of which is used for grazing and 
alfalfa or hay production to feed the cattle. This property is designated both in the existing 
General Plan and the proposed General Plan Update as Institutional. The other Prime Farmland is 
identified on 37-acre property on the east side of Fairfield Ranch on Business Park designated 
land. Agriculture operations on this Business Park property have recently been terminated, and 
the property owner is currently processing an application through the City to develop the land as 
a mix of business ark and apartments. No properties within the City remain in an agricultural 
preserve.  

 Response to Comment H-1 (page 62) above discussed impacts to biological resources, visual 
resources, and Chino Hills State Park. The response outlines the numerous policies to protect 
ridgelines and areas adjacent to Chino Hills State Park. The EIR presents these policies and finds 
that their implementation will contribute to the protection of biological and aesthetics resources 
within the City. Section 6.2 of the EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential growth 
impacts associated with the project. Future growth promulgated by the General Plan Update 
includes redesignating existing Commercial land to establish a new Mixed Use designation and 
Very High Density residential to accommodate the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) obligation. This future growth is concentrated along major transportation corridors, 
notably SR-71, Soquel Canyon Parkway, and Grand Avenue, in compliance with RCPG policies. The 
EIR finds that, because the City is nearing build-out and the General Plan Update does not 
authorize a new major infrastructure project or substantial increases in density, the project would 
not have direct growth inducing effects. This comment does not provide new environmental 
information that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it 
does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR.  

Note: See Planning Commission recommendation at J-1, above.  

J-7 This comment states that the EIR analysis of project alternative is inadequate. As discussed in 
Response to Comment J-2 above, Section 5.0 of the EIR provides a discussion of project 
alternatives consistent with §15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. Given that non-residential land 
uses in the City are 75% built-out and residential land uses are 83% built-out, there are few 
build-out alternatives that are feasible, would reduce significant environmental impacts, and 
would achieve all or most of the City General Plan Vision Statements. However, despite these 
limitations, the City has carefully considered several alternative strategies to manage long-term 
growth and achieve its vision. This comment does not provide new environmental information 
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that could result in new or increased environmental impacts, and consequently, it does not 
warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

J-8 This comment states that the EIR must be revised and recirculated. The issues raised in Mr. Ross’s 
letter center around the concern that density in the southeastern portion of the City could 
increase as a result of the General Plan Update. This is not the intent of the General Plan Update. 
As a result of this concern, which was also expressed by a number of other responders to the EIR, 
the proposed General Plan Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map are revised to 
relabel the area Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranch-40 (R-A-40), respectively. Each 
of the comments raised by Mr. Ross and other responders is addressed in the Final EIR. Some of 
the comments received resulted in minor clarifications or revisions to information contained in the 
EIR. These minor revisions/corrections do not substantially alter the analyses or findings of the 
EIR, and consequently, do warrant recirculating the EIR. 

Note: See Planning Commission recommendation at J-1, above.  
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K. Gayou, Judith and Anthony 
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Response to Comments from Judith and Anthony Gayou, The Summit Ranch, Chino Hills, Dated 
September 9, 2014 

K-1 This comment addresses changes that have occurred in the City of Chino Hills and traffic on 
Carbon Canyon Road (SR-142). The proposed General Plan Update would have similar levels of 
growth and traffic as the City’s existing General Plan. However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates 
the residents’ concerns and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City 
Council for review and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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L. Diana Casteel 
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Response to Comments from Diana Casteel, 14654 Hiddenspring Circle, Chino Hills, Dated 
September 8, 2014 

L-1 This comment states opposition to any housing projects before the City addresses infrastructure. 
The City of Chino Hills appreciates the resident’s concerns and will forward the comment to the 
Planning Commission and City Council for review and consideration. 

Infrastructure plans are discussed within Sections 4.9, 4.14 and 4.15 of the EIR. In terms of the 
EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly challenge 
information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional information 
or analysis within the EIR.  

 



 City of Chino Hills 
 Attachment A: Comments and Response to Comments on Draft EIR 

page 128 Chapter 2. Comments and Responses 

M. Dave Master 
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Response to Comments from Dave Master, 2360 Gypsum Court, Chino Hills Dated September 9, 
2014 

M-1 This comment states that the Draft General Plan and the Draft EIR call for a change in minimum 
lot size for the lands in southern Chino Hills from 1 unit per 40 acres to 1 unit per 5 acres and 
that this may be a violation of Measure U. The City of Chino Hills appreciates the resident’s 
concerns which are similar to issues raised in Comment H-1, above. 

 As discussed in Response to Comment H-1 above, the General Plan Update includes the proposed 
deletion of an existing Zoning Map note to create consistency between the General Plan and the 
Zoning Map. Because the General Plan designation of the area does not change, no violation of 
Measure U occurs. However, to clarify that the density of the area remains at 1 unit to 40 acres, 
the proposed General Plan Update Land Use Map and the proposed Zoning Map have been revised 
to relabel the area Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-Ranch-40 (R-A-40), respectively.  

Note: During the public hearing on the General Plan Update, the Planning Commission received 
testimony from property owners and environmental interests regarding the proposed 
redesignation of the southeastern portion of the City to Agriculture/Ranches40 in both the 
General Plan Update and proposed Zoning Map. As part of the public process, the Planning 
Commission carefully considered all concerns and determined at its January 20, 2015 meeting 
that the public’s interest is best served at this time by retaining the designation in the General 
Plan and Zoning Map currently in existence, including the current policies, procedures and 
legislative intent of the current General Plan and Zoning Map. The Planning Commission voted to 
forward this recommendation to City Council along with a recommendation that staff be directed 
to research this issue and work with the property owners and community to recommend an action 
to the Planning Commission for providing clarity regarding the area’s density. Therefore, at this 
time, the General Plan Update Land Use Map will not be revised to relabel the area 
Agriculture/Ranches–40, the Zoning Map will not be revised to relabel the area Agriculture-
Ranch-40 (R-A-40), and the Zoning Map will retain the existing zoning.  
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N. Elizabeth Friel 
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Response to Comments from Elizabeth Friel, 2465 Turquoise Circle, Chino Hills Dated September 8, 
2014 

N-1 This comment raises concern for Carbon Canyon rush hour traffic and the impact of additional 
houses on this traffic. The commenter recommends more roads before more homes. The 
proposed General Plan Update would have similar levels of growth and traffic as the City’s 
existing General Plan. However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates the residents’ concerns and 
will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City Council for review and 
consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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O. Gail Griffin 
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Response to Comments from Gail Griffin, 2080 Turquoise Circle, Chino Hills Dated September 8, 
2014 

O-1 The commenter recommends more roads before any new high density development, and 
completion of Old Carbon Canyon Road through Vellano Club Drive to provide another access 
into and out of Carbon Canyon, especially during emergencies such as fire. Emergency access for 
the Vellano development is already provided through Valley Springs Road. Vellano Club Drive is a 
private road, and the topography of the land between it and Old Carbon Canyon Road makes its 
use as an emergency accessway difficult. However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates the 
residents’ concerns and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City Council 
for review and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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P. Joanne Genis 
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Response to Comments from Joanne Genis Dated September 9, 2014 

P-1 The commenter raises concerns regarding traffic, specifically along Chino Hills Parkway, and 
controlling the numbers of dwellings to be built. The commenter also suggests that the City put 
an e-alert and information in the water bills to let residents know about any further meetings 
regarding the General Plan change. The City of Chino Hills appreciates the residents’ concerns 
and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City Council for review and 
consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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Q. Chrisanne Goodwin 

 



  City of Chino Hills 
 Attachment A. Comments and Response to Comments on Draft EIR 

Chapter 2. Comments and Responses  page 137 

 



 City of Chino Hills 
 Attachment A: Comments and Response to Comments on Draft EIR 

page 138 Chapter 2. Comments and Responses 

Response to Comments from Chrisanne Goodwin, 15290 Turquoise Circle N, Chino Hills Dated 
September 8, 2014 

Q-1 The commenter recommends more roads before any new residential development. Section 4.14 
of the EIR discusses the City’s Roadway Plan and improvements proposed to mitigate traffic 
associated with City build-out. The proposed General Plan Update would have similar levels of 
growth and traffic as the City’s existing General Plan, with much of current and expected future 
traffic on City roads exacerbated by regional growth. However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates 
the residents’ concerns and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City 
Council for review and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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R. Misty Lamb 
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Response to Comments from Misty Lamb, 15264 Turquoise Circle North, Chino Hills Dated 
September 9, 2014 

R-1 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic in the Canyon, on Chino Hills Parkway, and on 
Peyton, specifically regarding school traffic, and recommends more roads before any new 
development. Section 4.14 of the EIR discusses the City’s Roadway Plan and improvements 
proposed to mitigate traffic associated with City build-out. The proposed General Plan Update 
would have similar levels of growth and traffic as the City’s existing General Plan, with much of 
current and expected future traffic on City roads exacerbated by regional growth. However, the 
City of Chino Hills appreciates the residents’ concerns and will forward the comment to the 
Planning Commission and City Council for review and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR. 
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S. Mary McCarthy 

 



 City of Chino Hills 
 Attachment A: Comments and Response to Comments on Draft EIR 

page 142 Chapter 2. Comments and Responses 

Response to Comments from Gary and Mary McCarthy Dated September 9, 2014 

S-1 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic in the Canyon, on Chino Hills Parkway, and on 
Grand, and recommends more roads before any new development. Section 4.14 of the EIR 
discusses the City’s Roadway Plan and improvements proposed to mitigate traffic associated with 
City build-out. The proposed General Plan Update would have similar levels of growth and traffic 
as the City’s existing General Plan, with much of current and expected future traffic on City roads 
exacerbated by regional growth. However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates the residents’ 
concerns and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City Council for review 
and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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T. Judith Cleri 
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Response to Comments from Judith Cleri, 2457 Limestone Court, Chino Hills Dated September 8, 
2014 

T-1 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic and high density housing. The General Plan 
update proposes multifamily housing consistent with the City of Chino Hills’ adopted Housing 
Element and the City’s state mandated Regional Housing Needs Assessment requirements. 
Section 4.14 of the EIR discusses the City’s Roadway Plan and improvements proposed to mitigate 
traffic associated with City build-out. The proposed General Plan Update would have similar levels 
of growth and traffic as the City’s existing General Plan, with much of current and expected 
future traffic on City roads exacerbated by regional growth. However, the City of Chino Hills 
appreciates the residents’ concerns and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission 
and City Council for review and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  

 



  City of Chino Hills 
 Attachment A. Comments and Response to Comments on Draft EIR 

Chapter 2. Comments and Responses  page 145 

U. Melodi Ramquist 
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Response to Comments from Melodi Ramquist Dated September 9, 2014 

U-1 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic, trash, noise, crime, and loss of open space. The 
General Plan update proposes multifamily housing consistent with the City of Chino Hills’ adopted 
Housing Element and the City’s state mandated Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
requirements. No loss of existing or planned open space would occur through the General Plan 
Update. Growth and traffic under the General Plan Update would be similar to that under the 
City’s existing General Plan, with much of current and expected future traffic on City roads 
exacerbated by regional growth. However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates the residents’ 
concerns and will forward the comment to the Planning Commission and City Council for review 
and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  
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V. Dana Lamb 
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Response to Comments from Dana Lamb, California State University – Fullerton, 800 N. State 
College Boulevard, Fullerton Dated September 9, 2014 

V-1 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic, quality of life and the need to tie new 
development to traffic solutions. Section 4.14 of the EIR discusses the City’s Roadway Plan and 
improvements proposed to mitigate traffic associated with City build-out. The proposed General 
Plan Update would have similar levels of growth and traffic as the City’s existing General Plan, 
with much of current and expected future traffic on City roads exacerbated by regional growth. 
However, the City of Chino Hills appreciates the residents’ concerns and will forward the 
comment to the Planning Commission and City Council for review and consideration. 

In terms of the EIR, the comment does not provide new environmental information or directly 
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR and consequently, does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR.  

 



 City of Chino Hills 
 Attachment A: Comments and Response to Comments on Draft EIR 

page 150 Chapter 2. Comments and Responses 

W. Duane Thompson 
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Response to Comments from Duane Thompson, 275 Verbena Lane, Brea Dated September 9, 2014 

W-1 This comment asks “Where is the math that shows all of the past and future number of Chino 
Hills homes added in order to comply with Regional Housing Needs Assessments?”. Table 2-2 of 
the EIR provides acreages by land use designation for the General Plan Update Land Use Map, and 
Table 2-3 compares those to acreages within the existing General Plan Land Use Map. As shown 
in the table, the General Plan Update would result in an increase of 780 residential units and a 
decrease of 269,000 square feet of non-residential square footage. Section 4.1.3 of the EIR 
explains that the increase in residential units is due to the City’s share of the regional housing 
needs as part of the 4th and 5th cycles of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) that the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has allocated to the City.1 The decrease of 
non-residential square feet is due to the redesignation of currently designated Commercial sites 
and Industrial sites to Mixed Use and/or Very High Density Residential. The EIR discussion further 
explains how the City’s current adopted Housing Element meets its obligation by designating two 
sites Very High Density Residential, which allows for density of up to 35 dwelling units per acre. 
These two sites are the Overton Moore site, previously designated Institutional, and the Tres 
Hermanos site “A,” designated Commercial. Proposed density transfers are depicted on Tables 
4-3 and 4-4 of the EIR. This comment does not warrant additional information or analysis within 
the EIR. 

W–2  This comment asks “Where is the explanation of how the City is interpreting Measure U 
compliance?”. Section 4.1.2 of the EIR defines Measure U, and Section 4.1.3 provides a discussion 
of project impacts relative to Measure U. This comment does not warrant additional information 
or analysis within the EIR. 

W–3 This comment asks “Where is the explanation and math that discusses minimum and maximum 
[Measure U] numbers?”. Response to comment W-1 above, identifies the EIR sections that discuss 
the City’s RHNA obligation and the transfers proposed pursuant to Measure U. This comment 
does not warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

W-4 This comment asks “How does the General Plan Update comply with Measure U if it is not just 
meeting the ‘minimum mandated Housing Element requirements’ but in fact exceeding the 
maximum?”. SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) is 
a regionwide transportation planning tool that is updated every four years. The existing 2012 
RTP/SCS underestimates the City’s growth and may therefore underestimate long-range regional 
transportation system needs related to that growth. RTP/SCS projections should have been based 
on the General Plan Land Use Plans for each county and city in the SCAG region, including Chino 
Hills. But as shown in EIR Table 4-7, the RTP/SCS estimate does not accurately reflect the City’s 
existing General Plan, and is incorrect. The RHNA is a separate planning process that is initiated 
by the California Housing and Community Development Department to ensure that each 
California jurisdiction provides for its fair share of housing. The City of Chino Hills has updated 
its Housing Element to comply with its state mandated RHNA requirement, and is now updating 
its General Plan Land Use Map to comply with its adopted Housing Element. The City of Chino 
Hills is meeting its minimum mandated Housing Element requirements. This comment does not 
warrant additional information or analysis within the EIR. 

1  The 4th cycle RHNA covers the planning period from 2006 to 2014; the fifth cycle RHNA covers the planning period from 
2014 to 2021 
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W-5 This comment asks “Where is the discussion in the DEIR of all the potential impacts of the 
conversion of the Hill of Hope property from institutional to residential?”. The EIR analysis of 
impacts is based on the proposed General Plan Land Use Map and associated land use tables. 
(Please reference Appendix I, Traffic Impact Study for the Transportation & Circulation Element for 
the City of Chino Hills General Plan Update.) For the Hill of Hope site, the EIR analysis applies a 
maximum of 31 dwelling units, which is the maximum density applied to the site (reference EIR 
Table 4-4). Maintaining an Institutional designation on the Hill of Hope property could result in a 
future conversion to another more intensive religious or educational facility. The General Plan 
Update proposes to redesignate the site to Agriculture/Ranches, which is the lowest traffic-
generating land use in the City other than open space. This comment does not warrant additional 
information or analysis within the EIR. 

W–6 As discussed in Response to Comment M-1 above, the existing Zoning Map includes a note that 
limits density in the Agriculture-Ranch zoned area west of Chino Hills State Park to a 40-acre 
minimum, while the existing General Plan includes a statement that “Developers may have an 
interest to pursue more intensive use of this area in the future.” The General Plan Update includes 
the proposed deletion of this existing Zoning Map note to create consistency between the General 
Plan and the Zoning Map. Other provisions of the proposed General Plan Update effectively limit 
density in the southeastern portion of the area. Because the General Plan designation of the area 
does not change, no violation of Measure U occurs. However to clarify that the density of the area 
remains at 1 unit to 40 acres, the proposed General Plan Update Land Use Map and the proposed 
Zoning Map have been revised to relabel the area Agriculture/Ranches–40 and Agriculture-
Ranch-40 (R-A-40), respectively. Tables 2-1, Table 2-3, and Section 4.1.3 of the EIR have been 
modified to reflect the new Agriculture/Ranches–40 General Plan Land Use Map designation. 

Note: During the public hearing on the General Plan Update, the Planning Commission received 
testimony from property owners and environmental interests regarding the proposed 
redesignation of the southeastern portion of the City to Agriculture/Ranches40 in both the 
General Plan Update and proposed Zoning Map. As part of the public process, the Planning 
Commission carefully considered all concerns and determined at its January 20, 2015 meeting 
that the public’s interest is best served at this time by retaining the designation in the General 
Plan and Zoning Map currently in existence, including the current policies, procedures and 
legislative intent of the current General Plan and Zoning Map. The Planning Commission voted to 
forward this recommendation to City Council along with a recommendation that staff be directed 
to research this issue and work with the property owners and community to recommend an action 
to the Planning Commission for providing clarity regarding the area’s density. Therefore, at this 
time, the General Plan Update Land Use Map will not be revised to relabel the area 
Agriculture/Ranches–40, the Zoning Map will not be revised to relabel the area Agriculture-
Ranch-40 (R-A-40), and the Zoning Map will retain the existing zoning.  

W–7 This comment states that the EIR is totally lacking in the analysis of impacts and cumulative 
impacts of this massive increase in residential housing units and zoning changes. As discussed in 
Response to Comments W-1 through W-6, the only proposed residential increase promulgated by 
the General Plan Update is the 780 units required to meet the City’s RHNA obligation. This 
obligation is documented in the City’s adopted Housing Element. Further, non-residential square 
footage would decrease by 269,000 square feet. Cumulative impacts are addressed in each 
relevant section of the EIR, notably traffic, noise, and air quality. This comment does not warrant 
additional information or analysis within the EIR. 
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