
REQUEST FOR CITY COUNCIL ACTION 

MEETING DATE: November 26, 2013 

TITLE: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE IN 
PLANNING AREAS 30 AND 51 (GREAT PARK 
NEIGHBORHOODS) 

Director of Community Development 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

1 . Receive staff report. 
2. Open the public hearing, receive public input. 
3. Close the public hearing. 
4. City Council comments and questions. 
5. Adopt Planning Commission recommendations: 

A Adopt - A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF IRVINE 
APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (00537028-PGA) TO COMBINE 
PLANNING AREA 30 AND AN 11-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED IN PLANNING 
AREA 9 INTO PLANNING AREA 51 ; DELETE REFERENCES TO PLANNING 
AREA 30 THROUGHOUT THE GENERAL PLAN; AMEND THE LAND USE 
DESIGNATION FOR THE 11-ACRE PARCEL TO BE ORANGE COUNTY 
GREAT PARK; AMEND GENERAL PLAN TABLES A-1 AND A-2 TO REFLECT 
SHIFTS OF INTENSITY BElWEEN RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL 
CATEGORIES AND ADD THE 11-ACRE PARCEL IN TABLE A-2; AMEND THE 
APPROPRIATE GENERAL PLAN FIGURES TO ELIMINATE ROCKFIELD 
BOULEVARD FROM THE EASTERN PROJECT BOUNDARY TO MARINE WAY 
CONTINGENT UPON APPROVAL BY THE ORANGE COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (OCTA) ; MODIFY GENERAL PLAN 
OBJECTIVE B-1 , TO IDENTIFY WHERE LEVEL OF SERVICE "E" IS 
CONSIDERED ACCEPTABLE; AMEND GENERAL PLAN FIGURE G-1 TO 
DEPICT THE LOCATION OF A FUTURE HIGH SCHOOL; AND REVISE 
GENERAL PLAN FIGURE L-2 TO DEPICT THE RELOCATED WILDLIFE 
CORRIDOR FEATURE; FILED BY FIVE POINT COMMUNITIES, ON BEHALF 
OF HERITAGE FIELDS EL TORO, LLC FOR THE GREAT PARK 
NEIGHBORHOODS DEVELOPMENT; LOCATED IN PLANNING AREAS 30 
AND 51 
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B. Adopt - A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF IRVINE 
APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDMENT TO DENSITY BONUS 
AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF IRVINE, A CALIFORNIA 
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, AND HERITAGE FIELDS EL TORO, LLC, A 
DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY 

C. Introduce for first reading and by title only - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF IRVINE APPROVING ZONE CHANGE (00537029-
PZC) TO REZONE AN 11-ACRE PARCEL AND THE ENTIRE PLANNING AREA 
30 TO 8.1/8.1 B TRAILS AND TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 
AND COMBINE THESE PROPERTIES INTO PLANNING AREA 51; REZONE 
PROPERTY TO 1.4 PRESERVATION TO ACCOMMODATE THE RELOCATED 
WILDLIFE CORRIDOR FEATURE FOR SEGMENTS 2 AND 3, AND REZONE 
THE FORMER LOCATION OF THE WILDLIFE CORRIDOR FEATURE TO 8.1 
TRAILS AND TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT; MODIFY THE 
RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL INTENSITY FOR A MAXIMUM 9,500 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 6,135,200 SQUARE FEET OF NON-RESIDENTIAL 
INTENSITY IN PLANNING AREA 51; AND OTHER MINOR AMENDMENTS TO 
THE ZONING ORDINANCE TO IMPLEMENT THE PROJECT; FILED BY FIVE 
POINT COMMUNITIES ON BEHALF OF HERITAGE FIELDS EL TORO, LLC 
FOR THE GREAT PARK NEIGHBORHOODS DEVELOPMENT; L.:OCATED IN 
PLANNING AREAS 30 AND 51 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Five Point Communities, on behalf of Heritage Fields El Taro, LLC (Applicant), has 
submitted applications for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change for the Great 
Park Neighborhoods development in both Planning Areas 30 and 51 (Project). The 
Project will amend the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance to reduce 410,400 square 
feet of non-residential intensity and allow an additional 4,606 dwelling units in Planning 
Area 51 (for a total of 9,500 dwelling units). 

Through the Project, the Applicant also proposes to: 

• combine Planning Areas 30 and 51, including relevant development standards, 
along with an approximate 11-acre parcel located in Planning Area 9 into a single 
planning area designated as Planning Area 51; 

• rezone the entire Great Park Neighborhoods property to the 8.1 Trails and 
Transit Oriented Development District (TTOD) zoning district created in 2011; 

• amend the Master Plan of Arterial Highways to eliminate a planned 420-foot 
extension of Rockfield; 

• modify General Plan Objective B-1 to identify where Level of Service E is 
considered acceptable; 
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• relocate a portion of the approved Wildlife Corridor (WLC) between Irvine 
Boulevard and the railroad tracks (Segments 2 and 3) to a location adjacent to 
the Borrego Channel; 

• analyze two options to locate the master planned "Main Street" retail district in 
Development District 1 (an option on each side of Trabuco Road); and, 

• other minor amendments to text, figures and maps within the General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance to implement the Project. 

The Project site is located in Planning Areas 30 and 51 (the former Marine Corps Air 
Station, El Toro). The site is generally bounded by Irvine Boulevard and Portola 
Parkway to the north, the 1-5 freeway to the south, the Irvine Spectrum to the east and 
the SR-133 tollroad to the west. The 11-acre parcel, that is also the subject of this 
application, is located between the SR-133 tollroad and the Great Park Neighborhood 
development, and bounded by Irvine Boulevard and Trabuco Road in Planning Area 9. 
A vicinity map of the Project is included as Attachment 1. 

Pursuant to Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, a Second Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SSEIR) has been 
prepared to address all potential significant environmental impacts of the Project, 
examine the Project alternatives, and identify mitigation measures related to each 
significant impact. The Draft SSE I R was available for a 45-day public review period 
between July 10, 2012 and August 24, 2012, and was subsequently extended to 
September 7, 2012. The SSEIR concludes that, with mitigation measures applied to the 
Project, there is no substantial evidence that the Project would have a significant effect 
on the environment. The City Council is the certifying body for the SSEIR. CEQA 
requires that the City Council adopt the resolution certifying the Final SSEIR prior to 
taking action to approve the Project including this General Plan Amendment and Zone 
Change. 

The proposed amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance would 
encourage residential development in an area that is located in close proximity to 
transit, jobs, the Orange County Great Park and community services, and is consistent 
with similar conversions allowed in other areas of the City. 

COMMISSION/ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission held a study session on the Project on October 3, 2013. On 
October 17, 2013, the Planning Commission held a study session on the Orange 
County Great Park Master Plan and the Project that included an informational 
presentation of the public benefit that Five Point Communities offered in its July 2, 2013, 
proposal. This proposal had been presented to the City Council on September 10, 2013. 

On October 24, 2013, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the 
Project. The Planning Commission considered and made recommendations only on the 
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change. It expressed no view and made no 
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recommendations regarding the Applicant's public benefit proposal, which is the subject 
of a proposed agreement between the City and Heritage Fields El T oro, LLC as 
property owners and, as such, is solely the purview of the City Council. 

The Planning Commission voted 3-0 (Planning Commissioners Gaido and Neudorf 
absent) to recommend that the City Council approve the General Plan Amendment 
(Resolution 13-3263) and Zone Change (Resolution 13-3262), subject to four motions 
and one recommendation. The four motions to include in the Zone Change were 
approved by the Planning Commission by a vote of 3-0 (Commissioners Gaido and 
Neudorf absent) and are described below. 

1. Child Care (Section 9-51-6.J.4 of the Zoning Ordinance)- Recommend that the 
City Council delete the minimum site size for a child care center, which is 
1.3 acres to accommodate 150 children. The Planning Commission was 
concerned that the cost of land would limit future child care centers. 

2. Special Development Requirement (Section 9-51-6.8.14 of the Zoning 
Ordinance) - Recommend that the City Council delete the entire section that 
encourages the developer to place limits on the parking supplies for non
residential development by allowing parking requirements to be reduced up to 20 
percent within Development Districts 3 and 6, subject to administrative relief. 

3. District Character (Section 9-51-6.0) - Recommend that the City Council adopt 
the modification to the Development District Character specifically for areas north 
of Marine Way in Development District 6 to allow for lower residential density if 
desired by the applicant (less than 20 dwelling units/acre). 

4. Development Standards (Section 9-51-6.H)- Recommend that the City Council 
adopt a modification to reduce the maximum building height to 55 feet for 
residential-attached and non-residential uses north of Marine Way within 
Development Districts 5 and 6. The Planning Commission expressed concerns 
with the potential for incompatibility in transition between higher density and 
single-family residential developments. The motion to lower the residential height 
limit in this area is intended to address this transitional zone. 

The' City Council may choose to incorporate all, some, or none of the Planning 
Commission recommendations associated with the Zone Change. The Planning 
Commission's recommendations are incorporated into the proposed zoning language 
and included as Attachment 4. To the extent that the City Council determines to modify 
or delete any of the Planning Commission motions, such motions would be modified in 
the final resolution for signature. 

In a separate motion, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council 
recognize flexibility for Irvine Unified School District to determine whether the schools 
provided for the project area should be grades K-6 or K-8. 

The Applicant has also proposed a Second Amendment to the Density Bonus 
Agreement for its property. On October 24, 2013, the Planning Commission voted 3-0 
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(Planning Commissioners Gaida and Neudorf absent) to: (1) approve an amendment to 
the Master Affordable Housing Plan; (2) approve the Density Bonus Agreement Second 
Amendment application; and, (3) recommend to the City Council approval of the Second 
Amendment to Density Bonus Agreement by and between the City of Irvine and the 
Developer (Second Amendment) (Attachment 2). 

ANALYSIS 

Background 

In February 2005, Heritage Fields, LLC purchased the Project site and subsequently 
began its master planning process, including the processing of various land use 
entitlements. Most recently, the City approved a General Plan Amendment, Zone 
Change, second amendments to Vesting Tentative Tract Map 17008 and Tentative 
Parcel Map 2006-271, five vesting tentative tract maps, five master plans, five 
comprehensive parks plans and an amendment to the approved Master Landscape and 
Trails Plan. The Planning Commission and City Council took actions in August and 
September 2011, respectively, to approve these applications and certify a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Approval of the 2011 applications entitled and 
located 3,625 base residential units (15 percent of which are required to be affordable) 
and 1,269 Density Bonus Units in Districts 1-North, 1-South, 4, 7 and 8, as well as 
1,154,700 square feet of non-residential uses in Districts 1-North, 4 and 8. The concept 
for the neighborhoods focused on mixed-use neighborhoods with an emphasis on trails 
and connectivity, under a single zoning district called the 8.1 Trails and Transit Oriented 
District (TTOD). 

On December 22, 2011, the Applicant submitted applications for the Project requesting 
a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change. On March 13, 2012, as required by City 
Council Resolution, the City Council held a scoping session to receive a presentation on 
the request. The purpose of a scoping session is to provide the City Council with 
advance knowledge of proposed General Plan Amendments and to provide an 
opportunity for the City Council to raise comments and issues for subsequent analysis 
during project review. At the March 13, 2012, scoping session, the Applicant presented 
the project and its intention to provide a significant public benefit by advancing funding 
and construction of certain Orange County Great Park facilities. Planning Commission 
study sessions on the Project on October 3 and October 17, 2013 and consideration of 
the Project on October 24, 2013 have been described above. The Project is discussed 
in detail as follows. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General Plan Amendment 

The Applicant requests approval of a General Plan Amendment to combine and amend 
development intensities within the Great Park Neighborhoods project area in Planning 
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Areas 30 and 51. The General Plan Amendment proposes to: (1) combine Planning 
Area 30 and an 11-acre parcel located in Planning Area 9 into Planning Area 51; (2) 
remove all references to Planning Area 30; (3) amend the Master Plan of Arterial 
Highways, Figure B-1, to eliminate the planned extension of Rockfield to Marine Way; 
(4) modify General Plan Objective B-1 and add Figure B-5, to identify where Level of 
Service E (LOS E) may be considered acceptable on the Project site; (5) amend 
General Plan Figure G-1 to depict a future Irvine Unified School District high school 
location in Development District 5 (referred to as Site A); (6) relocate planned WLC 
Segments 2 and 3 adjacent to the Borrego Channel; and (7) perform other minor 
changes to text, land use tables, maps and figures for consistency with the above 
actions. 

The Project also proposes to amend General Plan Land Use Table A-1 to reduce the 
non-residential intensity by 410,400 square feet to offset the increase of 3,412 
additional base residential units (Base Units) for a total of 9,500 dwelling units in 
Planning Area 51, including 1,194 new Density Bonus Units. The 9,500 residential units 
would consist of: 

• 4,894 previously approved and located units consisting of 3,625 Base Units 
and 1 ,269 Density Bonus Units and 

• 4,606 additional units consisting of 3,412 Base Units and 1,194 Density Bonus 
Units. 

The Project would result in the following non-residential entitlement for the Great Park 
Neighborhoods as detailed in General Plan Land Us~ Table A-1: 

• Medical and Science- 3,364,000 square feet 
• Community Commercial- 220,000 square feet 
• Multi-Use- 1,318,200 square feet 

For a complete list of the proposed changes to the General Plan, refer to Attachment 3. 

Zone Change 

To maintain consistency with the proposed amendments to the General Plan, the 
Applicant is seeking a Zone Change to comprehensively amend sections of the Zoning 
Ordinance regarding the Great Park Neighborhoods development. The Applicant 
proposes to combine Planning Area 30 and 11 acres in Planning Area 9 into Planning 
Area 51 and adjust previously approved square footage intensities to allow 1,318,200 
square feet of Multi-Use intensity, 3,364,000 square feet of Medical and Science 
intensity, 220,000 square feet of Community Commercial intensity, and 9,500 dwelling 
units on its property. An overview of the major proposed changes to sections of the 
Zoning Ordinance is provided below: 
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• Rezone properties in Development Districts 2, 3 and 6 as well as City-owned 
parcels (excluding the Orange County Great Park) to the 8.1/8.1 B TIOD zoning 
designation. This rezone would result in the entire Great Park Neighborhoods 
project being zoned 8.1 TIOD. 

• Development of "District Character" definitions for all 8 Development Districts in 
the Great Park Neighborhoods development. These are included in the Special 
Development Requirements of the Zoning for Planning Area 51. 

• Modification of development standards to encourage transit-oriented 
development in the vicinity of the Irvine Station through enhanced pedestrian
related infrastructure, active streetscape with outdoor gathering spaces and a 
vertical mix of uses. 

• Integrate certain conditional uses and permissive uses from former Planning 
Area 30 into Planning Area 51. 

• Add a new Special Development Requirement to allow for alternative setback 
standards for Planning Area 51. 

• Modify the statistical analysis section for Planning Area 51 to reflect the changes 
in land use intensities and clarify the acreages/square footages between the 
Orange County Great Park, Great Park Neighborhoods and other institutional 
uses. 

• Relocate and rezone a portion of the approved Wildlife Corridor between Irvine 
Boulevard and the railroad tracks (Segments 2 and 3) to a location adjacent to 
the Borrego Channel. 

Refer to Attachment 4 for a complete list of proposed changes to the Zoning Ordinance. 

Statistical Analysis Tables for Planning Area 30 and 51 

The Applicant is proposing to combine Planning Area 30 and an 11-acre parcel in 
Planning Area 9 into Planning Area 51. As a result, the Applicant's request would 
amend the Zoning Ordinance to delete Chapter 9-30 and the 3.2 Transit Oriented 
Development, development standards, and modify Chapter 9-51 Special Development 
Requirements to reflect the consolidation of Planning Areas 30 and 51. 

Additionally, Zoning Ordinance Section 9-51-3 (Statistical Analysis) would be amended 
to permit an additional 3,412 Base Units and 1,194 Density Bonus Units in Planning 
Area 51 for a total of 9,500 dwelling units, and would reflect an overall reduction of 
410,400 square feet of non-residential intensity from the Great Park Neighborhoods. 

Conditional and Permissive Uses 

The Zone Change would integrate the following conditional uses: light manufacturing; 
mini warehouse; recreational public vehicle storage; vehicle assembly; vehicle body: 
repair, paint or restoration; and, vehicle sales, as well as the following permissive uses: 
residential shelter; accessory retail; vehicle repair and detailing (mobile); and, 
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warehousing, storage, and distribution that are currently permitted/conditionally 
permitted in Planning Area 30 into the 8.1/8.1 B TIOD zone as a result of the 
consolidation of Planning Area 30 into Planning Area 51. Staff has reviewed this change 
and believes that the integration of such land uses is consistent with the intent and 
unique nature of the 8.1 TTOD zoning district. Conditionally permitted uses will be 
subject to approval of a conditional use permit to ensure compatibility with the 
surrounding land uses. 

Zoning and Development Standards 

The Zone Change would rezone properties in Development Districts 2, 3 and 6 within 
the Great Park Neighborhoods, as well as three City parcels, to the 8.1/8.1 B TIOD 
zoning designation. The Zone Change also includes development of District Character 
definitions for all eight Development Districts in the Great Park Neighborhoods 
development and an accompanying modification of development standards to 
encourage transit-oriented development in the vicinity of the Irvine Station. 

Staff has reviewed and supports the requested changes, including the proposed District 
Characteristics, because they provide for predictable planning outcomes throughout the 
Project and encourage a successful transit-oriented development around the Irvine 
Station. Development standards encouraging transit-oriented development are limited to 
the 8.1 B TIOD zone (Development Districts 3 and 6, which are within approximately a 
half-mile from the Irvine Station). Commuter rail service is heavily used via Irvine Station 
connecting Irvine to other employment hubs in Orange and Los Angeles counties. To 
capitalize on this opportunity, the development standards near Irvine Station are 
proposed to allow for high-density, mixed-use residential and commercial development 
while maximizing public transportation options and encouraging a walkable, pedestrian
friendly community. These proposed development standards are key components in the 
vision to create a vibrant urban space around the Irvine Station. 

Relocated Wildlife Corridor 

The Project proposes to relocate and rezone a portion of the planned Wildlife Corridor 
between Irvine Boulevard and the railroad tracks (Segments 2 and 3) to a location 
adjacent to the Borrego Channel. The impacted properties would be rezoned from their 
current 8.1 TIOD to 1.4 Preservation and vice versa. Additional details regarding the 
relocated Wildlife Corridor are included within the Statement of Issues section of this 
report. 

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

1. Development Districts 
2. Alternative Building Setback Standards 
3. Development Monitoring 
4. Wildlife Corridor 
5. Level of Service E 
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6. Master Plan of Arterial Highways 
7. Transit 
8. Edge Conditions 
9. Reciprocal Use of Recreational Amenities 
10. Schools 
11. Density Bonus Agreement 

1: Development Districts 

The Applicant is requesting to combine the zoning and development standards for 
Planning Areas 30 and 51 into a single zoning designation and planning area; 8.1/8.1 B 
TIOD in Planning Area 51. This request would allow the Applicant broad flexibility to 
develop its property as a single, unified development, governed by a single set of land 
use and development standards. Zoning all of the private land in a large planning area, 
as requested, is atypical in Irvine and could allow for a very broad range of outcomes 
over the entire planning area. To ensure that Irvine's standard for high-quality, well
planned development is maintained, as well as to provide predictable planning 
outcomes, City staff worked with the Applicant to develop new Special Development 
Requirements for Planning Area 51 to define the "District Character" for each of the 
Project's Development Districts (refer to Attachment 4, Proposed Section 9-51-6.0). 

The Great Park Neighborhoods project is divided into eight Development Districts within 
Planning Area 51. The District Character section defines the residential and non
residential land uses and development parameters that the City can expect in each 
Development District. In addition to defining the character and vision for each 
Development District, the District Character section includes minimum and/or maximum 
development intensities for each Development District such as square feet of non
residential space and associated floor-area ratios; residential units and respective 
densities; ratios of the mixture of non-residential to residential uses per district; and, 
where applicable, jobs-housing ratio goals. For example, Development District 6 
surrounds Irvine Station and will have development standards that encourage transit
oriented development with a high potential for enhanced transit and pedestrian activity. 
Development District 6 is described as a "mixed-use urban core" with high residential 
density with mid to high-rise non-residential space. Conversely, Development District 8 
is described as a "residential suburban neighborhood" with non-residential intensities 
primarily to serve the needs of residents. City staff and the Applicant worked carefully to 
develop District Character definitions to ensure predictable planning outcomes. 
Development of future Development Districts will be subject to future subdivision maps, 
master plans, park plans and landscape and trails plans. The District Character 
definitions will be used as guidance to staff and the Planning Commission in 
determining whether future applications are appropriate and in keeping with the planned 
character of a given Development District. 



City Council Meeting 
November 26, 2013 
Page 10 of 20 

2: Alternate Setback Standards 

The Applicant is requesting to add a new section to the Special Development 
Requirements for Planning Area 51 to allow alternative building setback standards for 
setbacks internal to the planning area. Requests for alternative building setbacks would 
be approved by the Planning Commission in conjunction with a master plan or other 
development application. This request is consistent with the Special Development 
Requirements for other areas in the City including Portola Springs, Lower Peters 
Canyon and Woodbury. 

Alternative setback standards will provide the Applicant with the opportunity and 
flexibility to apply different building setbacks, where appropriate, within its 
development subject to the approval of the Planning Commission. 

3: Development Monitoring 

Consistent with the Project history, socio-economic based trips were used to analyze 
the Orange County Great Park traffic impacts as well as development intensity. The 
Project would amend the existing Planning Area 51 Special Development 
Requirements to clarify the process for tracking and monitoring of development. As 
development occurs, the Community Development Department will monitor the overall 
trip budget for the entire planning area to ensure development occurs in keeping with 
approvals. 

4: Relocated Wildlife Corridor (WLC) Feature 

The Applicant is proposing to relocate the alignment of planned WLC Segments 2 and 3 
to the east adjacent to the Borrego Channel within Development Districts 5 and 6, and 
rezone the proposed and existing WLC locations to reflect the relocation. In response to 
a number of comments regarding the Draft SSEIR, the Applicant prepared an updated 
WLC Plan (included as appendix to the Final SSEIR). The Applicant, in collaboration 
with an expert Peer Group selected by Laguna Greenbelt and other interested parties, 
collaboratively developed an updated WLC Plan over a nearly year-long process that 
occurred outside of the City process and resulted in a 1 0-month delay in the processing 
of the Project. Consistent with previous plans, the updated WLC Plan provides the 
same acreage and identifies all five segments of the WLC. The updated WLC Plan 
identifies the relocated WLC; proposes a landscape palette; and, addresses permitted 
roads/trail crossings, targeted species, hydrology and functions of the WLC. 

The Peer Group, the City's consultant biologist, and officials from the u·.s. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have all evaluated 
the updated WLC Plan and determined that the updated plan will provide for a 
biologically effective WLC. The biological effectiveness of the relocated WLC is based 
on a variety of factors including the design of the corridor (e.g., alignment and 
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configuration); the suitability of vegetation for target species; and, measures to reduce 
potential edge effects (e.g., noise, lighting and human intrusion into the corridor). 

In addition to allowing a biologically effective corridor, relocating the WLC to the east 
allows for a better land plan for the Great Park Neighborhood development. Specifically, 
relocation of the WLC provides for connectivity and an interface between Development 
Districts 4, 5 and 7 and the planned transit-oriented district in Development District 6, as 
well as additional employment opportunities in Development Districts 2 and 3. 

To effectuate the proposed relocation of the WLC, the Applicant has proposed, in the 
Adjacent Landowner Agreement II, land swaps between the City and the Applicant. The 
City owns the land within the current alignment and the proposed alignment is within 
property owned by Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC. 

5: Level of Service "E" 

Level of Service (LOS) is a letter designation that describes a range of operating 
conditions on a highway. Level of Service is a qualitative measure that characterizes 
operational conditions on a roadway and their perception by motorists. There are six 
Levels of Service: LOS "A"- "F". LOS "A" is best and is characterized by free-flowing 
conditions, whereas, LOS "F" is worst and is characterized by the formation of queues 
due to volume exceeding intersection capacity. LOS "E" represents a situation where 
volumes approach capacity and some momentary queuing may result. 

Currently, the LOS "E" policy is applicable to development in Planning Area 30 for 
intersections that do not have residential development on any corner. The Applicant is 
requesting to amend the General Plan Circulation Element Objective B-1 and add 
Figure B-5 to identify locations where LOS "E" may be considered acceptable. The 
request will allow LOS "E" to be considered in a portion of Planning Area 51, in 
Development District 6 between the railroad tracks and Marine Way, as well as to 
continue to be allowed in Development Districts 2 and 3 (formerly Planning Area 30). 
This existing General Plan policy applies to areas of regional significance such as 
Planning Areas 33 and 36. Planning Area 36 is a regional business center; Planning 
Area 33 is a regional office and retail center as well as a business hub. Planning Area 
51, south of Marine Way, is planned to be a regional business hub anchored by the 
Irvine Station, the fourth busiest Amtrak station in the state and one of the twenty 
busiest stations in the nation. Similar to Planning Areas 33 and 36, the portions of 
Planning Area 51 south of Marine Way and proximate to the Irvine Station will be 
developed with significantly higher density transit-oriented development. Staff considers 
the Applicant's request appropriate as it results in a consistent application of the 
General Plan policy within similar areas of the City. 

6: Master Plan of Arterials and Highways 

The Applicant is proposing to eliminate the planned extension of Rockfield to Marine 
Way. This 420-foot roadway link is included on General Plan Figure B-1, the City's 
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Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH), as well as the County MPAH. This roadway 
link was originally planned to provide a link betWeen Bake and Alton Parkway. With the 
advent of the Great Park, Marine Way provided an alternative to this link, rendering the 
Rockfield extension redundant. 

The removal of the Rockfield extension has been analyzed in the project traffic study, 
and all recommended mitigation measures include this scenario. In the event that the 
MPAH is not amended and Rockfield is ultimately constructed to Marine Way, no 
additional traffic impacts would occur under Option 2; however, impacts would occur 
with Option 1 (at the SR-133 NB Loop on-ramp at Barranca Parkway). Additional 
mitigation would be required if the Rockfield extension is not removed from the MPAH, 
as described in Mitigation Measure TRAN 12. 

City staff supports the Applicant's request. If approved, final action on the proposed 
amendment to the City's MPAH would be contingent on Orange County Transportation 
Authority approval of the deletion from the County MPAH. 

7: Transit 

The Citywide 30-year Transit Vision Plan calls for the development of a rubber-tired 
shuttle service into the project area, similar to the existing iShuttle service in the Irvine 
Business Complex (IBC) and Spectrum areas. The shuttle service, as proposed in the 
Transit Vision Plan, is designed to integrate the Irvine Station, the Orange County Great 
Park, Great Park Neighborhoods, and portions of north Irvine villages such as 
Woodbury, Cypress Village and Stonegate. 

Through its approval of the 2011 Zone Change, the City Council required the Applicant 
to fund and work cooperatively with the City, Irvine Company, and OCTA to develop a 
transit plan consistent with the Citywide 30-Year Transit Vision Plan. 

The proposed Zoning language for the Project incorporates the language from the 2011 
Approved Project and expands the commitment to all Development Districts within the 
Project site. The Project would also modify the trigger for a transit study from the 
recordation of the first residential tract map, to instead occur prior to the recordation of 
any residential tract map for any district other than Development District 8. Lastly, the 
Project would expand the specific roads which will serve as the baseline for shuttle 
service availability ("0" Street, Irvine Boulevard, plus Marine Way or similar and 
possibly "LQ" Street and "B" Street). 

8: Edge Conditions 

Through its approval of the 2011 Zone Change the City Council included a Special 
Development Requirement requiring a carefully planned edge condition where the 
Project site interfaces with the Orange County Great Park. Specifically, Section 9-51-6.L 
of the Zoning Ordinance requires the Applicant, prior to the grading of development 
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pads, to provide a detailed design for the edge conditions where the development abuts 
the Orange County Great Park, with the intent being to ensure an attractive edge 
between the Project and the Orange County Great Park. Further, residential 
development is encouraged and preferred to face outward toward the Orange County 
Great Park, and provide for architectural cohesion between the two land uses. 

In addition to Development Districts entitled in 2011, staff will apply this requirement to 
Development Districts 5 and 6 in locations where there is an interface between the 
Project and the Park. A benefit of the Project is that the conversion to additional 
residential intensity would allow residential uses to be located adjacent to the Orange 
County Great Park in these Development Districts. Staff believes that residential uses 
provide a more appropriate edge to the Orange County Great Park than office and 
industrial uses. 

9: Reciprocal Use of Private Recreational Amenities 

Through its approval of the 2011 Zone Change the City Council included a new Special 
Development Requirement requiring reciprocal use of private recreational amenities 
between Development Districts entitled in 2011 (Section 9-51-6.P of the Zoning 
Ordinance). Planning Commission discussion regarding this issue focused on an 
unclear timetable for development of the Sports Park at the Orange County Great Park 
and that fact that certain recreational amenities were only being provided within select 
private parks. 

The Applicant is proposing to modify Section 9-51-6.P to give the master developer the 
ability to elect whether or not to provide reciprocal use of recreational amenities among 
various Development Districts. The Applicant maintains that these are private 
neighborhood amenities funded solely by the various Homeowners' Association 
assessments and that the master developer is in the best position to determine whether 
or not reciprocal use of these private neighborhood amenities is appropriate for each 
Development District. Further, the Applicant contends that construction of the Sports 
Park will provide residents with a full range of community recreational needs making 
mandatory reciprocal use unnecessary. The revision to Section 9-51-6.P is in the 
proposed Zone change (Attachment 4). 

10: Schools 

The Project site is located within both the Irvine Unified School District (IUSD) and the 
Saddleback Valley Unified School District (SVUSD), with a portion of Development 
Districts 5 and 6 located in SVUSD and the balance in IUSD. Through a mitigation 
agreement with IUSD, the Applicant has agreed to mitigate its K-8 student impacts 
through site dedication and construction of a K-8 school. High school impacts will be 
mitigated by the Applicant's same agreement with IUSD in combination with a separate 
existing mitigation agreement between IUSD and the Irvine Company. The Applicant 
will dedicate a 40-acre site for the high school and the mitigation agreement with the 
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Irvine Company will provide funding for the school construction. In the event that 
additional entitlements are granted, such as the proposed Project, the Applicant's 
mitigation agreement with IUSD provides for construction of additional facilities. With 
regards to SVUSD, the Applicant has not entered into a mitigation agreement with that 
district and will mitigate impacts through the payment of SB 50 fees. 

The Applicant's proposed project identifies a future 2,600 student IUSD high school 
located adjacent to Irvine Boulevard in Development District 5 (Site A). In response to 
the City Council's September 10, 2013 action to offer an alternative site for 
consideration by IUSD, the Final SSEIR includes a "sensitivity analysis" considering 
placement of the high school on a 40-acre site within the Orange County Great Park at 
the southeast corner of future "0" Street and future "LV" Street (Site B). Site A is zoned 
8.1 TIOD, while Site B is zoned 1.9 Orange County Great Park. IUSD is the Lead 
Agency for the high school and certified a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
covering Site A on November 12, 2013. State law authorizes school districts under 
certain circumstances to approve the use of property as a school notwithstanding local 
general plan and zoning requirements. Regardless, the Project proposes to amend the 
1.9 OCGP zone to allow "public school" as a permitted use within this zone consistent 
with City zoning practices. This would provide consistency between the land use and 
zoning in the event IUSD selects Site B and performs subsequent additional 
environmental review. 

11: Density Bonus Agreement 

State housing law provides for a density bonus of up to 35 percent additional units for 
providing affordable housing pursuant to state law. In conjunction with the General Plan 
and Zone Change, the Applicant has proposed a Second Amendment to the Density 
Bonus Agreement (Attachment 2) for the additional 4,606 dwelling units as shown in the 
table below. The proposed mix of affordable units offers a spectrum of affordable 
housing types consistent with the City's adopted Housing Strategy & Implementation 
Plan. The Second Amendment also identifies the location of affordable housing sites 
dispersed in Districts 5 and 6, which is consistent with the City's Zoning Ordinance 
requirement to distribute units throughout a development. As proposed by the Applicant, 
the location of the affordable units is subject to refinement as subsequent vesting 
tentative tract maps are approved by the City. 

The Second Amendment maintains the percentage of Very Low- and Moderate-Income 
Units currently approved in the Project, subject to approval of the General Plan 
Amendment and Zone Change. Overall, the Project will have 11 percent Very Low-· 
Income Units and four percent Moderate-Income Units. The Second Amendment also 
allows the Applicant to construct a maximum of 50 percent of the additional affordable 
units as senior housing. The percentage of Very Low-Income Units qualifies the Project 
for a density bonus per state law. Therefore, consistent with state density bonus law, 
the Second Amendment will also entitle the Applicant to a 35 percent density bonus. 
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Second Amendment Unit Mix 

Category Number of Units 
Market Rate Base Units 2,900 
Very Low-Income Units 376 
Moderate-Income Units 136 

3,412 
Density Bonus Units 1,194 

Total Units 4,606 

The affordable units will be permanently affordable, which is consistent with the City's 
Housing Strategy & Implementation Plan. The following table identifies the number of 
units by type for the Project and the Second Amendment. 

Project and Second Amendment Units 

1st Amendment 2"d Amendment 2"0 Amendment 
Category Approved Units Additional Units Proposed Total 

Market Rate Base Units 3,081 2,900 5,981 
Very Low-Income 

399 376 775 
Base Units (11%) 
Moderate-Income 

145 136 281 
Base Units (4%) 

Subtotal Base Units 3,625 3,412 7,037 
Density Bonus Units 1,269 1,194 2,463 

Total Units 4,894 4,606 9,500 

The Second Amendment includes the Master Affordable Housing Plan (2012 MAHP) 
approved by the Planning Commission contingent on the City Council approval of the 
Second Amendment as an exhibit and a schedule of development. The Second 
Amendment becomes effective if City Council approves the related General Plan 
Amendment and Zone Change for the Project. 

History of Master Affordable History Plan and Density Bonus Agreement 

In November of 2008, the Planning Commission approved the Master Affordable 
Housing Plan (2008 MAHP) and recommended the City Council execute a Density 
Bonus Agreement with the Applicant. The City Council approved the Density Bonus 
Agreement (2008 DBA) on August 11, 2009. 
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In August 2011, the Planning Commission approved, with conditions, Amendment 
No. 1 to the 2008 MAHP, which modified the location of affordable housing sites. 
The City Council, on September 13, 2011, approved an appeal from the Applicant 
deleting the Planning Commission's conditions and approving Amendment No. 1 to 
the 2008 MAHP (2011 MAHP), and a First Amendment to Density Bonus Agreement 
(2011 DBA) as presented by the Applicant. 

In compliance with state law, the Applicant was entitled to a density bonus of 1,269 
residential units and could construct a total of 4,894 homes. The 2011 DBA 
memorialized the provisions of the density 9onus and included as an exhibit the 
2011 MAHP. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Pursuant to Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) may be prepared if 
substantial changes to the Project occur that require revisions of the previous 
Environmental Impact Report. Appropriately, staff has prepared a Second Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SSEIR) to the previously certified SEIR (State 
Clearinghouse Number 20021010200), and this SSEIR adequately addresses the 
general environmental setting of the Project, its significant environmental impacts, 
alternatives and mitigation measures related to each significant impact. CEQA requires 
that the City Council adopt the resolution certifying the Final SSEIR prior to taking action 
to approve the Project including this General Plan Amendment, Zone Change. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

The City provided its customary opportunity for the public to receive information and 
give input throughout the review process. A public seeping meeting regarding the 
General Plan Amendment for the Project was held before the City Council on March 13, 
2012. 

On April 17, 2012, letters were sent to all tribal contacts provided by the Native 
American Heritage Commission, per Government Section 65352.2, for consultation 
regarding the proposed General Plan Amendment. No communication was received. 

On September 10, 2013, the Applicant presented its July 2, 2013 proposal to advance 
construction of portions of the Orange County Great Park to the City Council, which 
voted unanimously to direct staff to proceed with documenting an Adjacent Land Owner 
Agreement and all other appropriate documentation related to the public benefits 
contained in the proposal. In taking that action, the City Council expressed no view on 
the Applicant's pending entitlement applications. 
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On October 3, 2013, the Planning Commission held a study session at which staff and 
the Applicant presented the Project. To advertise the October 3 study session, notices 
were mailed to the Project's interest list, posted at the City posting sites, and published 
in the Orange County Register. The Planning Commission continued the study session 
on October 17, 2013 to discuss the Orange County Great Park Master Plan and the 
Project that included an informational presentation of the public benefit that Five Point 
Communities offered in its July 2, 2013, proposal. On October 9, 2013, public notices 
were mailed to residents and landowners within 500 feet of the Project site, as well as 
posted at the site and published within the Orange County Register, informing readers 
of the Planning Commission public hearing on October 24, 2013. The Planning 
Commission held a public hearing on October 24, 2013. On October 27, 2013, a public 
notice was published in the Orange County Register, and subsequent mailed to 
residents and landowners within 500 feet of the Project site on October 28, 2013, with 
details of the City Council public hearing on November 12, 2013. 

Prior to the October 24 public hearing, staff received two letters expressing concerns 
with the Project, which were forwarded to the Planning Commission for its review and 
consideration. The City Clerk received one letter addressed to the City Council on 
November 121

h regarding the Project. All of the public comment letters are included as 
Attachment 5. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

A Fiscal Impact Analysis of the Project was prepared in 2012 and updated in October 
2013 (available upon request). The purpose of the Fiscal Impact Analysis is to analyze 
the annual recurring fiscal impact of the Project to the City General Fund. The·analysis 
was prepared by David Taussig & Associates. 

The analysis included two options: one with a hotel and one without due to the 
Applicant's stated intention to include a hotel within the Great Park Neighborhoods 
project. The overall impact to the City's General Fund, as a result of revenues 
generated by the Project and the demand for public services associated with the 
Project, will be an annual recurring fiscal surplus of $482,032 or $1,303,482 depending 
upon whether a hotel is ultimately constructed in the development. A summary of the 
net fiscal impact is provided below. 

Net Fiscal Impact Summary 

TOTAL TOTAL 
RECURRING RECURRING NET FISCAL 

PROJECT NAME REVENUES EXPENDITURES IMPACT 

Heritaqe Fields w/o Hotel $9,632,537 $9,150,505 +$482,032 

Heritage Fields w/Hotel $10,453,987 $9,150,505 +$1 ,303,482 
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For purposes of the Second Amendments to the Density Bonus Agreement and Master 
Affordable Housing Plan, there is no impact to the City to produce the affordable 
housing as the cost of the affordable units is borne by the Applicant. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Alternative Considered 1: Continue consideration of the General Plan Amendment, 
Zone Change and Density Bonus Agreement if the City Council determines the 
Adjacent Landowner Agreement II is not complete or in an acceptable form. 

Should the City Council determine that the Adjacent Landowner Agreement II 
documenting the public benefit proposed by Five Point Communities in conjunction with 
the Project is either not complete or is not in form acceptable to the Council at this time, 
the City Council could choose to continue consideration of the General Plan 
Amendment, Zone Change and Density Bonus applications until such time the Adjacent 
Landowner Agreement II is complete and addresses any direction given by the City 
Council during its separate consideration of the Agreement. 

At the City Council scoping session for the Project on March 13, 2012, Five Point 
Communities indicated an intention to provide substantial public benefits to the City in 
connection with the approved entitlement, including the advancement of the 
development schedule for portions of the Orange County Great Park. In its July 2, 2013 
letter to the City, Five Point Communities presented a proposal with a commitment that: 
"Five Point (on behalf of HFET) will engage in and lead a collaborative program, design 
and budgeting process with assigned City staff and consultant team to provide for a 
schematic design package suitable for HFET to contract for the delivery of the proposed 
public facilities without a cap on the budget prior to the approval of the entitlements of 
the project." 

The relocation of the Wildlife Corridor in both the General Plan and Zone Change is 
predicated on a land swap occurring between the City and Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC 
as property owners. The City owns the land within the current alignment and the 
proposed alignment is within property owned by Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC. To 
effectuate the proposed relocation of the WLC, the Applicant has proposed, in the 
Adjacent Landowner Agreement II, land swaps between the City and the Applicant. 

Although documented through the Adjacent Landowner Agreement II, funding for 
facilities at the Orange County Great Park is a feature of the 2012 Modified Project as 
described in the SSEIR Project Description. The Project Description in the SSEIR 
identifies "Advance funding for the implementation of recreational facilities for the Great 
Park" as an objective. In the Response to Comments for the SSEIR, this is further 
explained, "The commitment to fund approved Great Park facilities is a feature of the 
2012 Modified Project, intended to facilitate implementation of previously approved 
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Great Park improvements, particularly given the loss of the redevelopment agency as a 
source of funding." 

Alternative Considered 2: Modify the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
Change, and/or Density Bonus Agreement to address Council concerns. 

In accordance with state law, changes to the Zoning Ordinance that have not been 
reviewed by the Planning Commission may require review by the Planning Commission 
before they can be considered and acted upon by the City Council. 

Alternative Considered 3: Deny the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change 
and Density Bonus Agreement. 

The City Council could also determine that the proposed General Plan Amendment and 
Zone Change applications are not in the City's best interest and deny the Project. 
Should the requested applications be denied, the General Plan and Zoning land use 
designations for the property would remain unchanged. 

REPORT PREPARED BY: 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1. Vicinity Map 

Barry Curtis, Manager of Planning Services 
Mark Asturias, Housing Manager 

Attachment 2. Second Amendment to Density Bonus Agreement 
Attachment 3. General Plan Amendment Proposed Changes (Strikeout/Underline 

Version) 
Attachment 4. Zone Change Proposed Changes (Strikeout/Underline Version) 
Attachment 5. Public Comment Letters 
Attachment 6. City Council Resolution No. approving General Plan Amendment 

00537028-PGA 
Attachment 7. City Council Resolution No. approving the Second Amendment to 

Density Bonus Agreement 
Attachment 8. City Council Ordinance No. approving of Zone Change 00537029-PZC 

cc: Cliff Wallace, Deputy CEO, Orange County Great Park Corporation 
Kerwin Lau, Project Development Administrator 
Katie Berg-Curtis, Project Development Administrator 
Sun-Sun Murillo, Supervising Transportation Analyst 
Hernan DeSantos, Senior Planner 
Diane Vu, Senior Planner 
Darrell Chin, Associate Planner 
John Bridges, AECOM 
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Files: 

Alia Hokuki, AECOM 
Vahid Toossi, Orange County Fire Authority 
Laurie Fernandez, URS Corporation 
Jennifer Bohen, Five Point Communities 
Kory Lynch, Five Point Communities 
Brian Myers, Nuquest 
Bill Halligan, The Planning Center 
Jeff Davis, Irvine Company 

General Plan Amendment: 00537028-PGA 
Zone Change: 00537029-PZC 


	~SIREScan1
	~SIREScan2
	~SIREScan3
	~SIREScan4
	~SIREScan5
	~SIREScan6
	~SIREScan7
	~SIREScan8
	~SIREScan9
	~SIREScan10
	~SIREScan11
	~SIREScan12
	~SIREScan13
	~SIREScan14
	~SIREScan15
	~SIREScan16
	~SIREScan17
	~SIREScan18
	~SIREScan19
	~SIREScan20

