
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Memorandum 
 

To:    Colby Cataldi 

From:    Shawna Schaffner 

Date:    February 21, 2017 

Subject:    Esperanza Hills – Additional Environmental Analysis 

 

Introduction 

 

This Memorandum is prepared on behalf of the County of Orange (County) for the Esperanza Hills Project 

PA120037 (Project) to analyze whether Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR) 616 requires 

any further revisions due to changes in the Specific Plan since the Draft EIR was circulated for public 

review. The Applicant has revised the Specific Plan following direction received from the Board of 

Supervisors at a hearing on December 13, 2016.  Following a court judgment and issuance of a writ of 

mandate concerning Final EIR 616 (FEIR 616), State Clearinghouse No. 2012121071, FEIR 616 was 

revised to reflect the court ruling. 

I. Court Judgment, Subsequent County Review Process, and Refined Project Access 

The County approved FEIR 616 on March 10, 2015 and approved various project entitlements including a 

General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change, and a Specific Plan on June 2, 2015. Following the County’s 

certification of FEIR 616 and the County’s approval of the Esperanza Hills project, a Petition for Writ of 

Mandate was filed in Orange County Superior Court (Case No. 30-2015-00797300-CU-TT-CXC) on 

July 7, 2015 by Protect Our Homes and Hills et al., challenging the adequacy of the FEIR, alleging 

approximately 30 separate deficiencies.  

Judge William Claster issued a Statement of Decision on June 24, 2016 and finalized on July 22 

(“Statement of Decision”), finding that 29 of the 30 issues raised were “without merit,” and deeming the 

EIR adequate on every issue but Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) mitigation. The Court found that “the EIR 

impermissibly defers mitigation of impacts and arbitrarily limits the extent to which mitigation measures 

must be considered. . .” and that “the EIR is flawed insofar as it arbitrarily limits mitigation requirements to 

an additional 5% reduction in GHG emissions, fails to mandate analysis of all mitigation measures beyond 

the 5% level and does not require the adoption of all mitigation measures. (Statement of Decision, pp. 2-3, 

39). A list of the petitioner’s issues and outcomes appears below in Table 1. 

Table 1: Claims and Outcomes Comparison Table 

Petitioner’s Claims Reference Outcome 

1. EIR mischaracterized Chino Hills State Park acreage which 
affected wildlife movement, noise impacts, project design features  

Opening Brief pp’s 5 - 8 Dismissed as meritless 

2. EIR mischaracterized acreage not considered in project design 
features and construction noise not addressed 

Opening Brief p. 7 Dismissed as meritless 

3. EIR failed to analyze and avoid wildland fire hazards Opening Brief p. 8 Dismissed as meritless 
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Petitioner’s Claims Reference Outcome 

4. Conclusions on fire impact mitigation on evacuation not supported 
by substantial evidence 

Opening Brief p. 8 - 12 Dismissed as meritless 

5. EIR failed to adequately analyze significant impacts to biological 
resources 

Opening Brief p. 12 - 13 Dismissed as meritless 

6. EIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to plants Opening Brief p. 13 Dismissed as meritless 

7. EIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to wildlife Opening Brief p. 13 - 15 Dismissed as meritless 

8. EIR improperly defers formulation of biological resource impact 
mitigation 

Opening Brief p. 15 - 16 Dismissed as meritless 

9. EIR impermissibly defers analysis for hazardous materials Opening Brief p. 16-17 Dismissed as meritless 

10. EIR impact conclusions are not supported by substantial evidence Opening Brief p. 17 - 18 Dismissed as meritless 

11. Formulation of GHG Mitigation is impermissibly deferred Opening Brief p. 19 - 20 Court Issued Writ 

12. GHG Performance Standard Used in EIR is unsupported by 
substantial evidence 

Opening Brief p. 20 - 23 Dismissed as meritless 

13. EIR fails to adequately map and identify secondary faults Opening Brief p. 23 - 24 Dismissed – Petitioner 
abandoned argument 

14. EIR fails to accurately identify landslides Opening Brief p. 25 - 26 Dismissed – Petitioner 
abandoned argument  

15. EIR failed to analyze full range of water needs Opening Brief p. 26 Dismissed as meritless 

16. EIR conclusions about sufficient water supplies are not supported 
by substantial evidence 

Opening Brief p. 26 Dismissed as meritless 

17. Project’s access remains unresolved and potentially infeasible Opening Brief p. 26 - 27 Dismissed as meritless 

18. Project’s access options are legally infeasible Opening Brief p. 27 – 28 Dismissed as meritless 

19. EIR failed to analyze inconsistencies with Yorba Linda General 
Plan 

Opening Brief p. 28 - 29 Dismissed as meritless 

20. EIR fails to adequately analyze Option 2B Opening Brief p. 29 - 30 Dismissed as meritless 

21. EIR fails to include a reasonable range of feasible alternatives Opening Brief p. 30 Dismissed as meritless 

22. EIR’s Alternatives do not reduce the project’s impacts overall Opening Brief p. 30 - 33 Dismissed as meritless 

23. Other alternatives were available that were not included Opening Brief p. 31 - 32 Dismissed as meritless 

24. EIR must evaluate a feasible alternative that does not go across 
Cielo Vista or City owned land 

Opening Brief p. 34 Dismissed as meritless 

25. EIR failed to analyze Esperanza Hills in conjunction with Cielo 
Vista 

Opening Brief p. 35 - 39 Dismissed as meritless 

26. EIR’s cumulative analysis inadequate due to informational 
omissions concerning Cielo Vista 

Opening Brief p. 39 – 40 Dismissed as meritless 

27. Multiple EIR information deficiencies related to CHSP required 
revision and recirculation 

Opening Brief p. 42 Dismissed as meritless 

28. Additional changes in open space calculation, preferred access 
and evacuation required recirculation 

Opening Brief p. 42 - 43 Dismissed as meritless 

29. Option 2 Modified never analyzed in EIR Reply Brief p. 15 - 18 Dismissed as not timely 
raised  

30. GHG mitigation measures are infeasible Reply Brief p. 11 - 13 Dismissed as meritless 

 

The Court entered a Judgment and Writ on August 24, 2016 (“Judgment”), which ordered that the County 

vacate certification of the FEIR, adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and 

Findings of Fact/Statement of Overriding Considerations made in support of the Project, vacate all 

approvals of the Project, and revise the FEIR to resolve the deficiencies identified by the Court in its 

Statement of Decision. As noted in Table 1 above, the Court found fault only with the GHG mitigation 

portions of the FEIR (Claim No. 11) and all other provisions were dismissed as meritless and therefore 

deemed adequate. 
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To comply with the Court’s Judgment and Writ, the Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the FEIR 

(Section 5.6) was revised through a Revised Final EIR (“RFEIR”) to incorporate 40 specific current GHG 

mitigation measures and project design features as new mitigation measures to achieve a 7.93% reduction 

in construction and operational greenhouse gas emissions. Moreover, the County’s review of Yorba Linda 

Estates’ compliance with the 40 GHG mitigation measures would occur prior to the issuance of a precise 

grading permit instead of prior to initial occupancy of any on-site facility. This 7.93% reduction is in 

addition to the anticipated 23.9% reduction resulting from state regulations developed in compliance with 

AB 32.  

After review of the RFEIR and amended Specific Plan, which modified the proposed Access Option 1 as 

described in the Project description of the FEIR into Option 1 Modified, the County determined that no 

additional environmental review was required for the proposed modification to Access Option 1.  

The County determined that recirculation of the RFEIR was not required because the Judgment rejected 

Petitioner’s arguments that the FEIR required recirculation (Statement of Decision, pages 32-33) and 

because the revisions to the GHG section of the FEIR and applicable mitigation measures did not constitute 

new significant information that would demonstrate a new significant impact or a substantial increase in the 

severity of the impact.  

The Planning Commission held two public hearings on the RFEIR, and Specific Plan, and other project 

entitlements proposed by the Applicant on October 26, 2016, and November 9, 2016. On November 9, 

2016, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the RFEIR, the Specific Plan and other project 

entitlements.  

A public hearing was held by the Board of Supervisors (“BOS”) on December 13, 2016, to consider the 

RFEIR and project entitlements. On December 13, 2016, the BOS rescinded the 2015 Project approvals and 

de-certified the FEIR to comply with the court judgment. The BOS considered the RFEIR, but referred 

Specific Plan, containing the modifications to the Option 1 Modified access to the Planning Commission 

(PC) to: 1) project density, 2) Option 1 Modified and related bridge structure, or 3) secondary access via 

Aspen Way. The PC held a public hearing on the Project on January 11, 2017, received an Agenda Staff 

Report (“ASR”) from County staff and took testimony from the public and the Applicant regarding Board 

direction.  

Based on the PC meeting and input from County staff, the Applicant has now presented a further refined 

project access (referred to as Option 1A) with a much smaller bridge (compared to the previously proposed 

modifications to Option 1) located in nearly the same location as the Option 1 access analyzed in the FEIR. 

The larger bridge that was part of the originally proposed modifications to the Option 1 Modified proposal 

rejected by the BOS has been abandoned. The updated Specific Plan application was submitted for County 

consideration on January 30, 2017.  

II. Environmental Analysis 

Because the FEIR was de-certified on December 13, 2016, the County reviewed California Code of 

Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3 (CEQA Guidelines) §15088.5 – Recirculation of an EIR Prior to 

Certification, to determine whether the Specific Plan revision to Option 1A constituted new information 

regarding requiring revisions to the RFEIR, and if revisions were required, whether recirculation was 

required. Section 15088.5 provides:  

15088.5 (a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is 

added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for 

public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the 

term "information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well 

as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not 

"significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
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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. 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation include, for example, a 

disclosure showing that:  

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 

new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 

insignificance. 

(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 

project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4)  The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 

nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain 

Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043) 

(b)  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 

clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

(e)  A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 

administrative record. 

New information or project changes that do not require recirculation do not need to be added to the final 

EIR.  (See South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316, 329; 

Western Placer Citizens for an Agric. & Rural Env’t v. County of Placer (2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 890, 899). 

As noted above, the Judgment rejected Petitioners’ arguments that recirculation was required on any 

portion of the FEIR, and all portions of the FEIR were deemed adequate with the exception of the GHG 

mitigation measures. The revised GHG mitigation measures and timing of compliance do not meet the 

criteria for recirculation under §15088.5 because no new environmental impacts result; the Court found the 

FEIR adequate with the exception of the GHG mitigation section (Claim No. 11 on Table 1); the 40 

mitigation measures required in the REIR further reduce GHG emissions from the 5% the Court found to 

be the unacceptable minimum threshold to 7.93% through the incorporation of all feasible mitigation 

measures; and the Court found that the FEIR’s analysis of feasible project alternatives was adequate 

(Statement of Decision, pages 30-34).  

The Judgment found no deficiencies in the analysis of any of the access options, including Option 1, which 

it specifically referred to on pages 9 and 16 of the Statement of Decision, thereby deeming the analysis 

adequate. The analysis of Option 1 in the FEIR has not changed in the RFEIR. Revisions to the RFEIR or 

recirculation of the RFEIR would only be required for the Specific Plan for Option 1A under §15088.5 if a 

new significant environmental impact results from the changes to the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented, or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 

would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. As 

set forth below, Option 1A reduces environmental impacts as compared to the Option 1 access specifically 

identified in the FEIR, proposes no new mitigation measures other than the GHG mitigation measures 

previously discussed, and does not increase the severity of any environmental impact.  

The revisions to the Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the RFEIR and the implementation of 

Option 1A: 

 Do not result in a new significant environmental impact, as no new environmental impacts will 

occur related to the amplification of mitigation measures in the GHG section of the REIR or 

implementation of Option 1A. Rather, identification of specific mitigation results in a reduction in 

total GHG emissions of 7.93% through the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures as 

calculated by the CalEEMod computer model, which is above the 5% reduction for the menu of 

deferred mitigation provided by the FEIR; therefore these revisions do not demonstrate that a 
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greater environmental impact will occur. The Judge determined that the anticipated 5% reduction 

was an arbitrary limit established in the FEIR. In addition, the Judge considered the GHG 

mitigation to be deferred mitigation because, in part, a “menu” of available measures was provided 

rather than a mandate for specific mitigation measures. Therefore, the County has mandated 

implementation of specific mitigation measures to clarify how the reduction would be achieved. 

Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-40 respond to the Writ of Mandate requirement to 

correct the mitigation deferral deficiency identified by the Court by providing a more specific list 

of proposed mitigation to achieve a reduction in GHG emissions.  The reduction based on the 

specific mitigation measures comes from the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, 

which is greater than the 5% reduction for the menu of deferred mitigation provided by the FEIR; 

therefore these revisions do not demonstrate that a greater environmental impact will occur. In 

addition, Option 1A reduces impacts in the topical areas of air quality, noise and biological 

resources and results in the same or similar impacts in all other areas. Therefore, no new or more 

significant impacts will occur with Option 1A.  

 Do not result in a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact requiring 

mitigation measures that reduce the impact because no new or more significant impacts would 

result from implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-40 or Option 1A. The 

GHG Mitigation Measures amplify and clarify proposed mitigation as required by the Court 

judgment and are based on current residential mitigation strategies suggested by the California Air 

Pollution Control Officers Association (“CAPCOA”) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 

Measures document (August 2010). Identifying and quantifying the CAPCOA mitigation measures 

resulted in a reduction of 7.93% based on the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, 

which is greater than the 5% reduction for the menu of deferred mitigation provided by the FEIR; 

therefore these revisions do not demonstrate that a greater environmental impact will occur. 

Therefore, the GHG revisions result in a lessening of potential impacts and do not result in an 

increase in the severity of GHG emissions. As identified and discussed herein, the Option 1A 

access will reduce impacts in the areas of biological resources and geology and soils because less 

disturbance and grading will be required within Blue Mud Canyon and natural open space will be 

increased.  

 Do not include a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed which the Project’s proponents declined to adopt. Mitigation Measures 

GHG-1 through GHG-40 clarify the specific mitigation intended for the reduction of GHG 

emissions, which will result in an reduction of 7.93% in GHG emissions (greater than the 5% 

reduction for the menu of deferred mitigation included in the FEIR, therefore showing that these 

revisions do not result in a greater environmental impact than previously analyzed). The Option 1A 

access is a variation of Option 1, which was fully analyzed in the RFEIR. Option 1A is not a 

considerably different alternative and will not require additional mitigation. Rather, the modified 

access will reduce the amount of grading and disturbance within the biologically sensitive area of 

Blue Mud Canyon, reduce grading impacts related to air quality, and decrease vehicular noise. All 

feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated in the RFEIR, and the Project proponent has 

agreed to adopt and implement the measures. In addition, all feasible project alternatives have been 

analyzed. 

 Do not result in a draft EIR that is so fundamentally and basically inadequate that meaningful 

public review and comment were precluded. The RFEIR was updated to analyze the GHG 

reduction measures identified in CAPCOA as germane to residential projects. All relevant 

measures were detailed and analyzed for applicability to the proposed Project. The emissions 

reductions pertaining to the selected 40 Project-specific Mitigation Measures were then detailed in 

the RFEIR. The only changes to the RFEIR relate to GHG mitigation measures and clarification of 

information related to GHG emissions and mitigation measures. Four feasible access options were 

analyzed in the RFEIR, including Option 1, on which the Option 1A roadway is based. Option 1A 

does not alter or change the previous analysis and implementation of this alternative will reduce 
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environmental impacts. The conclusions of the RFEIR remain the same, which is that the Project 

will result in a significant impact in the area of GHG emissions. The public has been given an 

opportunity to review the RFEIR and to respond through the County’s public hearing process 

which is duly noticed to all agencies and interested parties. 

Therefore, in response to the Writ of Mandate, the County has required clarification and amplification of 

specific mitigation to achieve reductions in GHG emissions.  The Project can provide a 7.93% reduction in 

GHG emissions, which is greater than the 5% reduction for the menu of deferred mitigation included in the 

FEIR and which demonstrates that these revisions do not result in a greater environmental impact. Option 

1A will reduce impacts as detailed below. No changes to the Project, as analyzed in the FREIR, have 

occurred. No new or more severe impacts will result from the addition of specific mitigation measures and 

the RFEIR, as revised, does not meet the CEQA criteria for recirculation, nor does the minor change to the 

access configuration from Option 1 to Option 1A require revisions to the RFEIR.  

III. Comparison of Option 1A and Option 1 

Option 1A is substantially the same as the Option 1 analyzed in the FEIR. Both access configurations 

originate from Stonehaven Drive with emergency only access connecting from the western portion of the 

property and through the adjacent Cielo Vista project site. An exhibit entitled Option 1A – Option 1 

Overlay, included herein as Attachment A, depicts the differences in the roadway alignment between each 

access configuration. The realigned access results in a road that is 4 feet wider than proposed with Option 1, 

increasing the width from 52 feet to 56 feet with 40 feet curb-to-curb, which is the same width as 

Stonehaven Drive. The entrance road access point from Stonehaven Drive has been moved 209 feet to the 

east to avoid conflict with residential driveways for existing homes on Stonehaven Drive. The length of the 

on-site portion of the main access road has decreased by approximately 0.01 mile from 0.70 mile to 0.69 

mile, while the overall entrance road from Stonehaven Drive has increased from 0.80 mile to 0.85 mile. The 

turnabouts were redesigned with a wider turning radius to more easily accommodate large vehicles such as 

moving vans, and medians were added for traffic calming and safety. The grade on the fire apparatus access 

roadway connecting from the western portion of the property is less steep (12% vs. 15%) than those 

associated with Option 1; the 35-foot-high retaining walls through the Cielo Vista project have been reduced 

to 4 feet or less; and several retaining walls are eliminated under Option 1A.  

The fire access roadway has been redesigned to provide additional fire protection to the lots to the west, 

situated behind lots 1 through 30, and to add another fire staging area and enter the Project in the middle of 

Planning Area 1, allowing more expedient access for emergency vehicles into the heart of the Project and 

providing additional separation from the main Project entry. The emergency access road would also 

provide a separate connection point to Via Del Agua/Stonehaven Drive, resulting in a secondary emergency 

connection for use at the discretion of OCFA. 

Fuel modification has increased from 170 feet to 215 feet for some lots due to a review from OCFA in 

September 2016. The average lot sizes have decreased from 18,553 square feet to 17,545 square feet. 

Natural open space was increased by 8.9 acres, and lot lines were adjusted so that the HOA did not have to 

enter onto private lots to maintain fuel modification. Attachment A hereto shows an overlay of Option 1A 

over Option 1. The red areas depicted on the exhibit are areas that would have required grading under 

Option 1 but will not be graded under Option 1A. 

Table 2 below provides a comparison of various Project components between Option 1A and Option 1 as 

analyzed in the RFEIR.  

Table 2: Option 1A and Option 1 Comparison 

Component Option 1A Option 1 

Grading    

Off Site 13.25 acres 11.48 acres 

On Site 318.68 acres 325.11 acres 

Total Grading 331.93 acres 336.59 acres 
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Component Option 1A Option 1 

Entrance Road Length    

Off Site 0.16 miles 0.10 miles 

On Site 0.69 miles 0.70 miles 

Total Road Length 0.85 miles 0.80 miles 

Entrance Road from Stonehaven   

Right-of-Way 56 feet 52 feet 

Curb-to-Curb 40 feet 40 feet 

Safety Medians in Turns Yes No 

Wider Turning Radius Yes No 

Emergency Evacuation Road   

Goes into heart of PA 1 Yes No 

Gated Yes Yes 

Maximum Grade 12% 15% 

Max Retaining Wall Height on Cielo Vista 4 feet 35 feet 

Protected by fuel break Yes No 

Approved by OCFA Yes Yes 

Fire Staging Areas 3 2 

Maximum Fuel Modification Zone 215 feet 170 feet 

Entrance Road Bridge – Blue Mud Canyon   

Type Contech Prefab Contech Prefab 

Length 80 feet 75 feet 

Construction Material concrete concrete 

Width 85 feet 60 feet 

Height 35 feet 25 feet 

Cross Whittier Fault No No 

Safety Median Yes No 

Landscape on Bridge Yes No 

Lots   

Average Size 17,545 sf 18,553 sf 

Number 340 340 

Building Pad Pl. Area 1 70 x 140 70 x 140 

Building Pad Pl. Area 2 90 x 110 90 x 110 

Minimum Lot distance to western property line 150 feet 100 feet 

Open Space   

Natural Open Space  148.9 acres 140 acres 

Total Open Space as % 62.4% 62.1% 

Army Corps of Engineers   

Non-Wetland Perm 0.89 acre 0.90 acre 

Wetland Perm 0.0 acre 0.0 acre 

Temporary impact wetland 0.02 acre 0.02 acre 

Temporary Impact Non-wetland 0.05 acre 0.007 acre 

California Fish and Wildlife   

Unvegetated Stream 0.74 acre 0.74 acre 

Riparian Habitat 1.15 acres 1.21 acres 

Total Impact 1.89 acres 1.995 acres 

Sensitive Habitat   

Blue Elderberry Woodland Permanent Impact 11.43 acres 11.67 acres 

Cal Walnut Woodland Permanent Impact 0.36 acre 0.47 acre 

Occupied Gnatcatcher 0.0 acre 0.0 acre 

Least Bell’s Vireo habitat  0.065 acre 0.065 acre 

Mulefat scrub offsite 0.065 acre 0.065 acre 

Black Willow riparian 0.0 acre 0.0 acre 
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Each environmental impact area analyzed in the RFEIR analyzes impacts as they relate to the differences 

between Option 1 and Option 1A.  

1. Bridge Comparison. The Judgment found no deficiencies in the analysis of the Access Option 1 

bridge over Blue Mud Canyon, despite challenges from Petitioners on wildfire hazard, evacuation, 

proximity to the Whitter Fault, and biological grounds. The Option 1A bridge is 35 feet high and 

spans 80 feet. The Option 1 bridge was 25 feet high and spanned 75 feet, but as shown on the overlay 

(Attachment B hereto), both bridges are in the same location over Blue Mud Canyon, but angled 

slightly differently, so there are no appreciable differences in environmental impact. The Option 1A 

bridge was expanded from 10 feet to 85 feet in width to accommodate decorative landscape elements 

on both sides as well as a sidewalk on one side of the street. Neither bridge would cross the Whittier 

Fault, and the Option 1A bridge is approximately 55 feet from the fault. Both access configurations 

include a bridge that will be constructed from pre-cast materials and include a decorative face. 

2. Emergency Access Roadway. The Judgment found no deficiencies in the analysis of Access 

Option 1 fire apparatus access roadway through the Cielo Vista project, despite challenges from 

Petitioners on wildfire hazard, evacuation, and biological grounds. The emergency access road has 

been redesigned to provide additional fire protection to the lots to the west, situated behind lots 1 

through 30, to add another fire staging area, and to enter the Project in the middle of Planning Area 1, 

providing more expedient access for emergency vehicles into the heart of the Project and additional 

separation from the main Project entry. The emergency access road would also provide a separate 

connection point to Via Del Agua/Stonehaven Drive, resulting in a secondary emergency connection 

for use at the discretion of OCFA.  

3. Aesthetics. The aesthetics for Option 1 were not challenged by Petitioners, and the Judgment found 

no deficiencies in the analysis of the aesthetics of the Project with Option 1. View simulations and 

explanations for Option 1A are included herein as Attachment C. The Judgment found no deficiency 

in the FEIR’s analysis on Option 1’s effect on scenic vistas, effects on the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings or sources of substantial light and glare. As analyzed in the 

RFEIR (Chapter 5.1 - Aesthetics), the SR-91 Freeway from the SR-55 Freeway to Weir Canyon 

Road is officially designated as a California Scenic Highway. The revision from Option 1 to 

Option 1A does not change the visibility of the Project from that vantage point. The change in height 

on the bridge from 25 feet to 35 feet will not obstruct views of the ridgelines or Chino Hills State 

Park, which are hundreds of feet higher than the bridge, and the bridge will not obstruct or impact 

views from Chino Hills State Park, as all trail vantage points are also hundreds of feet higher than the 

bridge. While CEQA does not require protection of views from private property, visibility of the 

Project from the west will be minimized by moving the lots 50 feet to the east, and the slight change 

in configuration on the entrance road and change in height on the bridge from 25 feet to 35 feet will 

not affect views from Dorinda. There will be no impact to scenic vistas beyond what was analyzed in 

the FEIR, so no changes are necessary in the RFEIR. Option 1A decreases visibility to the site by 

moving the lots to the west farther east by 50 feet, increases natural open space by 8.9 acres, provides 

for enhanced landscape near the entrance on Stonehaven Drive, and decreases permanent impacts to 

existing biological resources. The roadway realignment and the change in height on the bridge will 

not affect the existing visual character or quality of the site. The Option 1A bridge will have 

landscape features on both sides, enhancing the bridge appearance. Analysis of the Option 1 roadway 

was included in the RFEIR, and no new or more significant impacts will occur with Option 1A. No 

new sources of substantial light or glare are created by Option 1A. There will be no impact to light or 

glare beyond what was analyzed in the FEIR, and no changes are necessary in the RFEIR. Per CEQA 

Guidelines §15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway does not result in a new significant 

environmental impact, or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the RFEIR as analyzed. 

4. Air Quality. The Judgment found no deficiencies in the FEIR’s analysis on air quality regarding any 

access option, with the exception of the mitigation of GHG, as discussed above. Option 1A reduces 

overall grading for the Project by slightly less than 5 acres, as shown on Table 2, resulting in less 

disturbance from construction grading overall. The increase in the entrance road distance from 0.80 
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mile to 0.85 mile is not significant given the nominal 0.05-mile increase and because of the overall 

grading reduction. The change from Option 1 to Option 1A does not impact Air Quality beyond what 

was analyzed in the FEIR, and no changes are necessary in the RFEIR. Per CEQA Guidelines 

§15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway and the addition of GHG mitigation measures do not result 

in a new significant environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact, with respect to the 

RFEIR as analyzed. 

5. Biological Resources. The Judgment found no deficiencies in the FEIR’s analysis on biological 

issues for any access option, despite challenges by Petitioners on failure to analyze significant 

biological impacts, impacts to plants, impacts to wildlife (including gnatcatchers which the Statement 

of Decision referenced specifically related to Option 1 on page 16) and biological impacts to Chino 

Hills State Park. A review of biological impacts associated with Option 1A was prepared by Tony 

Bomkamp of Glenn Lukos Associates (February 1, 2017) and is included as Attachment D hereto.  

Option 1A reduces permanent impacts to non-wetland waters within Army Corps of Engineers 

(“ACOE”) jurisdiction by .01 acre, reduces impacts to CDFW riparian habitat by 0.06 acre, reduces 

total impact to CDFW jurisdictional lands by 0.06 acre, reduces permanent impacts to Blue 

Elderberry Woodland by 0.24 acre, and reduces permanent impact to California Walnut Woodland by 

0.11 acre. Option 1A results in no new permanent impacts, and no change is required to the Habitat 

Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and the Native Plan Restoration Plan prepared by Glenn Lukos 

Associates dated April 2014 or the Native Plant Restoration Plan dated April 2014. 

The County received a Coastal California Gnatcatcher Focused Survey protocol survey report dated 

July 8, 2016 (“CV Gnatcatcher Report”) for the Cielo Vista property (Attachment E hereto). The 

information in the CV Gnatcatcher Report was analyzed in connection with this Project because 

Cielo Vista borders this Project to the west and the emergency access road and utility easements for 

this Project go through the Cielo Vista project. The CV Gnatcatcher Report identified 21.44 acres of 

suitable coastal sage scrub within the Cielo Vista project footprint and 13.48 acres of suitable coastal 

sage scrub within the project buffer for Cielo Vista. Figure 2 of Attachment E shows that none of the 

suitable coastal sage scrub within the buffer zone was located on the Project, so none of the on-site 

Project revisions from Option 1 to Option 1A are affected by the findings in the CV Gnatcatcher 

Report. The 50-foot easement for use as a fire apparatus access roadway and utility easement 

analyzed as part of Option 1 does not disturb any of the suitable coastal sage scrub located within the 

Cielo Vista project footprint, as identified on Figure 2 of Exhibit E (see Attachment F hereto). 

Therefore, the CV Gnatcatcher Report does not result in any new information regarding gnatcatchers 

or their critical habitat that affects the analysis for gnatcatchers identified in the FEIR for Option 1, 

and provides further support for the conclusions reached in the FEIR that the Project site lacks 

suitable coastal sage scrub habitat to support gnatcatchers and is not occupied by gnatcatchers.  

The County also received a letter from Robert Hamilton, a licensed biologist, dated December 13, 

2016, the day of the BOS hearing, asserting that the bridge area for previously proposed modifications 

to Option 1 (also known as “Option 1 Modified”) contains suitable habitat for the gnatcatcher. Mr. 

Hamilton observed the site on December 12, 2016, and noted that he “was not able to closely inspect 

this area to determine the species composition …” and observed that “scrub appears to be hard-hit not 

only by the fire several years ago, but also by the ensuing multi-year drought that has affected the 

entire region” (page 4). Mr. Hamilton did not note any observance of gnatcatchers on site, but 

recommended “that a new round of focused surveys for the California Gnatcatcher be conducted in at 

least the southwestern portion of the Project site, where the bridge is proposed” (page 6). The County 

also received a letter from the Center for Biological Diversity dated January 10, 2017, the day prior to 

the PC meeting on January 11, 2017, which referenced the Hamilton letter, which reiterated that 

California gnatcatchers have been documented “very close (within 1,300 feet) to the proposed 

Option 1 Modified bridge alignment in 2014 and 2016.”  

The County notes that the CV Gnatcatcher Report, a protocol survey performed in 2016, analyzed 

suitable coastal sage scrub within the buffer zone set forth on Exhibit 2 to Attachment E, which 
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included the Option 1 Modified bridge site as depicted on page 2 of Mr. Hamilton’s report, and found 

no suitable habitat (Attachment F). Further, no report from any biologist has asserted that any 

suitable gnatcatcher habitat occurs where either the Option 1 or Option 1A bridge and roads are 

located, and there have been no gnatcatchers observed in Blue Mud Canyon at any time since the first 

protocol survey was done for the Project site in 1998. 

Nonetheless, the County requested another inspection of the site by certified biologist Tony 

Bomkamp of Glenn Lukos Associates, the same firm that conducted focused gnatcatcher surveys for 

Esperanza Hills since 2006 and Cielo Vista in 2014. Mr. Bomkamp inspected the Esperanza Hills 

property to determine whether there was suitable coastal gnatcatcher habitat in Blue Mud Canyon 

and issued a January 31, 2017 report to the County, attached as Attachment G (“Bomkamp Report”). 

The Bomkamp Report states that the suite of coastal sage scrub species preferred by the gnatcatcher 

constitutes less than 1% of the total cover in Blue Mud Canyon, and is located on ground too steep to 

be preferred by the gnatcatcher. As such the original conclusions reached in the FEIR have not 

changed. 

The FEIR concluded that the Project did not contain suitable gnatcatcher habitat, and the Judgment 

dismissed challenges to that analysis as meritless. The 2016 CV Gnatcatcher Report confirmed the 

finding that there was no suitable gnatcatcher habitat located on the Project within that area of Blue 

Mud Canyon where the Option 1 Modified bridge was to be located. The study area for the 2016 

Gnatcatcher Report included a 500-foot buffer area that extended over the Project boundaries as 

shown in Attachment F hereto. The bridge location is identified and is outside the suitable habitat 

area. The Bomkamp Report reaffirmed those findings for the entirety of Blue Mud Canyon. Mr. 

Hamilton admitted that he was not able to closely inspect the Project site, and did not inspect the area 

affected by either Option 1 or Option 1A bridge, which is located 700 feet easterly from the 

previously proposed Option 1 Modified bridge. 

For these reasons, the County concludes that there is no new information that indicates that the 

conclusions on gnatcatchers and gnatcatcher habitat set forth in the FEIR, which were affirmed by 

the Judgment, result in any new substantial environmental affects, or require any changes to the 

Biological Resources section of the FEIR. Since the RFEIR contains no changes on the biological 

analysis from the FEIR, no changes are necessary in the RFEIR. Per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the 

Option 1A access roadway and the addition of GHG mitigation measures do not result in a new 

significant environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the RFEIR as 

analyzed. 

6. Cultural Resources. Petitioners did not contest the conclusions in the FEIR, and the Judgment did 

not identify any deficiencies in the FEIR with respect to its analysis of cultural resources. Option 1A 

grading will result in grading of 5 acres fewer than Option 1 as detailed on Table 2. The reduced on-

site grading footprint will have a reduced potential to uncover unknown resources during 

construction because less grading will occur, but mitigation was included in the FEIR to reduce 

potential impacts to less than significant if such resources are discovered. The RFEIR makes no 

changes to this section of the FEIR, and the implementation of Option 1A results in no additional 

impacts or substantial changes related to Cultural Resources so the RFEIR analysis and mitigation 

remains adequate.  

7. Geology and Soils. Petitioners contested the findings of the FEIR with respect to geotechnical issues, 

but abandoned their arguments after receiving the response briefs, as noted on page 20 of the 

Statement of Decision, and the Judgment dismissed Petitioners’ challenge, finding the FEIR 

adequate. Option 1A reduces overall grading, and the bridge is located in substantially the same 

location as the bridge for Option 1 (see Attachment A hereto). Both bridges lie north of the Whittier 

Fault. Implementation of Option 1A will not result in substantial changes requiring major revisions. 

Per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway does not result in a new significant 

environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the RFEIR related to 

Geology and Soils impacts, and the RFEIR, with mitigation as proposed, remains adequate.  
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8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The Judgment found that the mitigation for GHG had to be revised 

from the FEIR (Table 1, Claim No. 11), and it has been revised as set forth above in Section III of 

this AEA. Option 1A will result in substantially the same levels of Greenhouse Gas Emissions as 

compared to Option 1, although it will result in a slight reduction of on-site grading quantities by 

approximately 5 acres. The reduction will not result in a significant change to potential GHG 

emissions as analyzed in the RFEIR (Chapter 5.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Additional 

information in the RFEIR related to GHG emissions merely amplifies and clarifies proposed 

mitigation as required by the Court Judgment and the Writ of Mandate discussed herein. Therefore, 

per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the addition of GHG mitigation measures and the Option 1A access 

roadway do not result in a new significant environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact 

with respect to the RFEIR in the area of GHG emissions, and the RFEIR will be adequate for GHG 

analysis.  

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Petitioners challenged the FEIR on the issue of hazards and 

hazardous materials, and the Judgment dismissed their allegations as meritless. Option 1A does not 

result in any substantial changes to the Project design that would require a change in the hazards 

analysis. The Option 1A bridge is in substantially the same location as the Option 1 bridge, and the 

lots remain the same distance from oil wells. Fuel modification has been increased from 170 feet to 

215 feet in some locations, and the redesigned emergency access road provides additional fuel 

modification for lots 1 through 30. A temporary 100-foot fuel modification zone is now required by 

OCFA immediately east of the Cielo Vista project. The emergency access road has been redesigned 

to enter the Project site at a more northerly location, and another fire staging area has been designed 

at the western border of the Project. Overall, Option 1A has less significant impact than Option 1 on 

hazards because of the increase in fuel modification and the extension of the emergency access road. 

Because no changes are required in the analysis of hazards due to the redesign to Option 1A from 

Option 1, which was found to be adequate by the Judgment, the analysis in the RFEIR remains 

adequate.  

10. Hydrology and Water Quality. Petitioners challenged the analysis in the FEIR on the issue of 

hydrology and water quality, and the Judgment dismissed all challenges regarding water, water 

supply, and hydrology as meritless. Option 1A results in no adverse change from Option 1 with 

respect to hydrology. An updated Water Quality Management Plan (“WQMP”) was submitted to the 

County on September 26, 2016. The updated WQMP identified no new or additional impacts due to 

implementation of Option 1A from Option 1. Per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the Option 1A access 

roadway does not result in a new significant environmental impact or increase the severity of an 

impact with respect to the RFEIR as analyzed. No substantial changes will occur and, therefore, the 

RFEIR analysis and mitigation measures remain adequate.  

11. Land Use and Planning. Petitioners challenged the analysis in the FEIR with regard to land use and 

planning, both with respect to consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan and the County 

General Plan. The Judgment found that both challenges were meritless. Option 1A results in minor 

modifications to the design of Option 1 as set forth above, but does not change the character of the 

land use, the zoning, or the density. Per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway 

and the addition of GHG mitigation measures do not result in a new significant environmental impact 

or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the RFEIR as analyzed. Therefore, the RFEIR 

analysis for Land Use and Planning remains consistent and adequate. 

12. Noise. Petitioners challenged the analysis in the FEIR with respect to noise as it related to Chino 

Hills State Park (“CHSP”), and the Judgment found the challenge to be meritless. Option 1A does not 

result in any modifications that would affect noise, as the number of lots remain the same, the access 

road remains in the same location, and the main access remains out to Stonehaven Drive, where noise 

measurements were conducted. Option 1A will not result in a significant new environmental impact 

or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact with regard to Noise. Per CEQA Guidelines 

§15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway and the addition of GHG mitigation measures do not result 
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in a new significant environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the 

RFEIR as analyzed. Therefore, the RFEIR, with included mitigation measures, remains adequate.  

13. Population and Housing. Petitioners did not challenge the FEIR’s analysis on population and 

housing, and the Judgment found no deficiencies with respect to this section of the FEIR. The 

analysis for Option 1A is identical to Option 1, and no changes are necessary. Per CEQA Guidelines 

§15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway and the addition of GHG mitigation measures do not result 

in a new significant environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the 

RFEIR as analyzed. The RFEIR remains adequate in the area of Population and Housing. 

14. Public Services. Petitioners did not challenge the Public Services analysis except for the availability 

of water and the ability of public safety agencies to adequately evacuate the area, and the Judgment 

found the challenges to be meritless. There will be no change to the analysis in the RFEIR, because 

no additional public services will be required with Option 1A. Per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the 

Option 1A access roadway and the addition of GHG mitigation measures do not result in a new 

significant environmental impact, increase the severity of an impact or result in new information not 

known with respect to the RFEIR as analyzed. Therefore, the RFEIR remains adequate in the area of 

Public Services.  

15. Recreation. Petitioners did not challenge the FEIR’s analysis on Recreation, and the Judgment found 

no deficiencies with respect to this section of the FEIR. Option 1A increases natural open space but 

does not otherwise impact proposed recreation improvements or access to Chino Hills State Park. Per 

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, the Option 1A access roadway does not result in a new significant 

environmental impact or increase the severity of an impact with respect to the RFEIR as analyzed. 

Therefore, the RFEIR remains adequate in the area of Recreation. 

16. Transportation and Traffic. Petitioners challenged the FEIR’s analysis on transportation and traffic 

with respect to evacuation and consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan on circulation, and the 

Judgment found these challenges to be meritless. Petitioners did not challenge the level of service on 

Stonehaven/Via Del Agua or any other traffic issues, and the Judgment found no deficiencies with 

respect to this section of the FEIR. 

Option 1A will not change the Project traffic generation forecast or the distribution pattern compared 

to Option 1 as analyzed in the RFEIR. However, the Cielo Vista project was approved for 80 lots 

instead of 95 lots by the BOS on December 13, 2016, and the traffic impacts have been further 

reduced by the elimination of the 38 lots projected for the Bridle Hills property, which are no longer 

feasible due to grading considerations. At present, the level of service for Stonehaven Drive will 

remain at LOS A according to a traffic study and confirmed by the Public Works Director for the 

City of Yorba Linda, and at LOS A according to the traffic analysis by Linscott Law & Greenspan 

(traffic engineers) (“LLG”). Via Del Agua will continue to operate at a Level of Service (“LOS”) A, 

with the exception of a small section of Via Del Agua near Yorba Linda Boulevard, which will 

operate at a LOS B. The roadway capacities and the levels of service for Stonehaven Drive and Via 

Del Agua detailed in the LLG traffic study were reconfirmed by City of Yorba Linda Public Works 

Director/City Engineer Michael Wolfe during a Yorba Linda City Council meeting December 6, 

2016.  

Option 1A changes the roadway connection point from Stonehaven Drive by moving it 209 feet to 

the east to avoid direct alignment with the existing homes. Because the entrance to Stonehaven Drive 

will be located 209 feet closer to the Heatheridge Drive/Rockhampton Court intersection, which is a 

stop-controlled intersection, the County required a letter from LLG confirming that the relocation 

would not impact vehicle circulation or result in any new impacts not previously analyzed in the 

FEIR. The letter report is included herein as Attachment H. The analysis concludes that the 150+ foot 

separation between the intersection and the roadway connection is adequate and will not result in 

impacts to traffic circulation and that the Option 1A road configuration does not result in any new 

significant environmental effects related to traffic and does not change previous conclusions or 

analysis related to LOS, access, or circulation. Per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, this roadway 
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realignment with nearly the same footprint as what was analyzed in the RFEIR does not result in a 

new significant environmental impact, increase the severity of an impact, or result in new 

information not known with respect to the RFEIR as analyzed.  

17. Utilities and Service Systems. Petitioners challenged water availability, and the Judgment dismissed 

the challenge as meritless and did not otherwise find any deficiencies in the FEIR with respect to this 

section. Option 1A may require less construction water due to the reduced grading on-site as set forth 

above, but will not otherwise result in any change in the utility and service system analysis in the 

FEIR. The expanded fuel modification area behind lots 1 through 30 will not result in additional 

water usage, as the expanded zones are not irrigated. Because the number of lots and the location of 

utility servicing lines remains the same, no new significant environmental impacts or increases in the 

severity of an impact will occur with Option 1A per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 and, therefore, the 

RFEIR, which is identical to the FEIR on this section, remains adequate. 

Conclusion Related to Option 1A 

Prior to December 13, 2016, the County determined that the proposed changes to the Specific Plan to 

include Option 1 Modified, did not require recirculation or a supplemental CEQA document, for the 

reasons set forth herein and the Substantial Conformance Memorandum prepared by the County in 

September 2016.  

The County analyzed the revisions in GHG reductions in the RFEIR and Specific Plan revision to 

Option 1A utilizing the criteria in CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 for recirculation of an EIR prior to 

certification and determined that the proposed changes did not require recirculation of or any amendment to 

the RFEIR for the reasons analyzed in this AEA. 

Attachments 

Included as attachments hereto are:  

 Attachment A – Option 1A-Option 1 Grading Overlay Exhibit 

 Attachment B – Bridge Comparison – Option 1 vs. Option 1A  

 Attachment C – View Simulations and explanations of the view related to the proposed access 

roadway bridge.  

 Attachment D – February 1, 2017 letter from Tony Bomkamp of Glenn Lukos Associates, which 

provides a review of the biological impacts associated with Option 1A.  

 Attachment E – The Gnatcatcher Focused Survey dated July 8, 2016 and prepared for the Cielo 

Vista project.  

 Attachment F – Figure 2 from CV Gnatcatcher Report with Option 1 Modified Bridge and Fire 

Apparatus Access Road Overlay for Esperanza Hills 

 Attachment G – January 31, 2017 letter from Tony Bomkamp of Glenn Lukos Associates 

reviewing the Option 1A Bridge Location and Suitable Habitat for the Coastal California 

Gnatcatcher  

 Attachment H – The Linscott Law & Greenspan evaluation of the re-aligned project access with 

respect to Heatheridge Drive/Rockhampton Court 





































All observed special status species have been reported to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). 

 
Avian activity and diversity was moderate and common avian species expected to occur within 
coastal sage scrub were observed on a regular basis. Brown-headed cowbirds, which are nest 
parasites to California gnatcatcher and other avian species, were not observed in the vicinity of    the 
project footprint during the surveys. 
 
Attached you will find the Cielo Vista Coastal California Gnatcatcher Focused Survey Report followed by 
a hard copy submitted via USPS on July 8, 2016.   
 
Please feel free to contact Christine Harvey at 619•249•2531 or charvey@leopoldbiological.com 
with any questions. 
 

Respectfully, 

 
Christine Harvey  
Principal/Consulting Biologist 
TE-54716A-2  
 

cc:  Stacey_love@fws.gov 
esther.burkett@wildlife.ca.gov 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On July 3, 2016, Christine Harvey (TE-54716A-2) concluded presence/absence protocol surveys and 
a habitat assessment for California gnatcatcher within the Cielo Vista project (Project) footprint and 
500 foot buffer.  The proposed community development would provide additional homes for the 
region. The project footprint and 500 foot buffer accounts for approximately 34.92 acres suitable 
coastal sage scrub.  The following vegetation communities and habitats were identified and surveyed 
within the project parcel and 500 foot buffer (Sawyer, Keeler-Woolf and Evens, 2009): 
 

 Coastal sage scrub 
 

 Southern willow scrub 
 

 Bushmallow scrub 
 

 Coastal sage scrub (disturbed) 
 

 Urban/developed land 
 

Four California gnatcatchers were observed within 34.92 acres suitable habitat on June 12, 2016 and 
subsequent surveys.   A summary of occupied California gnatcatcher territories follows: 
 

 Territory 1 consisted of an adult male and an adult female observed contact calling and foraging 
in the Project parcel coastal sage scrub on June 12, 2016, June 19, 2016, June 26, 2016, July 3, 2016.   
Although the pair came within approximately 300 feet of the proposed work limits, they remained 
outside the project footprint.  The pair’s territory extends from the jurisdictional drainage west to 
the eastern terminus of Aspen Way south southeast to the drainage below 4545 Dorinda Road.  

 

 Territory 2 consisted of an adult male and an adult female observed contact calling and foraging 
in the Project parcel coastal sage scrub on June 12, 2016 and June 26, 2016.  The pairs contact 
calling was unsolicited. Although the pair came within approximately 35 feet of the project 
footprint, they were consistently observed remaining outside the proposed work limits.  Their 
territory extends from the jurisdictional drainage east along the hillside below the proposed 
project’s footprint northern boundary. 
 

 Neither California gnatcatcher Territory 1 nor Territory 2 were within the Project footprint. 
 

Avian activity and diversity was generally moderate during the surveys and common avian species 
expected to occur within coastal sage scrub were observed on a regular basis.  Brown-headed 
cowbirds, which are a nest parasite to California gnatcatchers and other avian species, were not 
observed in the vicinity of the Project site over the course of the surveys.  There were no mortality 
events to report. 
 

The following special status species were observed while conducting California gnatcatcher protocol 
surveys:   

 
 Nuttall’s woodpecker was observed within the Project footprint the entire survey period.   
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 Willow flycatcher was observed in southern willow scrub in the southeast portion of the Project 
footprint on May 29, 2016.   It was not observed after this date. 
 

 Least Bell’s vireo was observed within the project footprint in southern willow scrub in the 
southeast portion of the Project footprint during surveys June 5, 2016, June 12, 2016, June 19, 
2016, June 26, 2016 and July 3, 2016.  Territory 1 pair was feeding, singing and scolding moving 
high to low in a south to north direction through the drainage.   The male was observed defending 
territory, counter calling with an unmated male in adjacent Territory 2.  Both territories utilize 
lush landscaped properties along the southern parcel boundary.   
 

 Yellow warbler was observed in southern willow scrub in the Project south buffer the entire 
survey period.   
 

 Yellow-breasted chat was observed within the project footprint in southern willow scrub near the 
Project footprint and another in southern willow scrub along the Project northwest buffer the 
entire survey period.   
 

 Southern California Rufous-crowned sparrow was observed at the Project southeast buffer and 
the Project northwest buffer on June 5, 2016, June 12, 2016, June 19, 2016, June 26, 2016 and July 
3, 2016. 

 

All observed special-status species have been reported to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). 
 

A list of wildlife common to the area is provided in Appendix A. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Purpose  
This report presents the results of a habitat assessment and focused protocol surveys for the federally 
threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) (California gnatcatcher) 
(CAGN). The surveys were conducted to determine the presence/absence of California gnatcatchers 
for the proposed Cielo Vista project (Project), an 83-unit single family residential development plan.  
The Project is located east of San Antonio Road, south of Casino Ridge Road and North of Stonehaven 
Drive in the County of Orange adjacent to the City of Yorba Linda, California. 
 

The parcel is bordered by Yorba Linda environs to the north, west and south, and Orange County open 
space to the east.  The parcel consists of gentle slopes and southern riparian scrub (Figures).   
 

Vegetation communities surrounding the Project site is described below:  
 

 North of the Project site consists of coastal sage scrub and a jurisdictional drainage. Suitable 
California gnatcatcher habitat is present. 

 

 East of the Project site consists of slopes and drainages containing suitable coastal sage scrub: 
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), flat-topped buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), 
black sage (Salvia mellifera), and bush sunflower (Encelia californica).   Suitable California 
gnatcatcher habitat is present. 

 

 South of the Project site is urban/developed land. No suitable California gnatcatcher habitat is 
present. 

 
 West of the Project site is primarily urban/developed land with suitable coastal sage scrub present 

west and northwest of Dorinda Road.  Suitable California gnatcatcher habitat was present. 

Background 

The California gnatcatcher is a small, gray and black songbird that inhabits dry coastal slopes, washes, 
and mesas from coastal southern California to the tip of the Baja California Peninsula. Three 
subspecies are recognized.  The northernmost nominate race, the California gnatcatcher is a resident 
of coastal sage scrub consisting predominately of A. californica, E. fasciculatum, E. californica and 
adjacent ecotonal habitats from southern Ventura County southward to northwestern Baja California, 
Mexico near El Rosario at approximately 30 degrees North latitude.  It is generally found at elevations 
below 500 m and are less abundant in coastal scrub-chaparral transition areas and areas dominated 
by S. mellifera, white sage (Salvia apiana), or lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia) (Atwood and 
Bontrager 2001).  
 
They nest in shrubs within coastal sage scrub from mid-February to August, and remain on their 
breeding territories throughout the year.  California gnatcatchers will nest on steep or shallow slopes 
however; slope has a significant influence on nesting success.  Nests have an increased success rate 
on slopes <19.9% slope and placed in A. californica (Grishaver 1998).   

 

The species was originally described as distinct in 1881 but was subsequently lumped with the black-
tailed gnatcatcher (Polioptila melanura) until Atwood (1988) concluded that it was specifically 
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