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1 INTRODUCTION 
This section provides responses to the written comments made on the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) for the Site B-2 Hotel Project (proposed project) in the City of Garden Grove (City).  The 
Draft IS/MND was circulated for public review for 20 days, from June 9, 2022, to June 28, 2022. The Draft 
IS/MND and documents incorporated by reference were made available for public review at the City Community 
and Economic Development Department Planning Services Division and on the City’s website at 
https://ggcity.org/planning/environmental-documents. 

2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
The comment letters received on the Draft IS/MND are numbered, as listed below, and are included on the 
following pages along with the formal responses prepared to those comments. To assist in referencing 
comments and responses, each specific comment is numbered and refers to a statement or paragraph in the 
corresponding letter.  
 

Letter 
Number Agency/Organization Date received 

1 Orange County Fire Authority June 20, 2022 
2 City of Anaheim June 23, 2022 
3 Orange County Sanitation District June 28, 2022 
4 California Department of Transportation June 28, 2022 

5 Mitchell M. Tsai Attorney for the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 
(SWRCC) 

June 28, 2022 

6 Mitchell M. Tsai Attorney for the SWRCC July 6, 2022 
7 GK Law for the UNITE HERE Local 11 July 7, 2022 
8 GK Law for the UNITE HERE Local 11 July 27, 2022 
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Comment Letter 1: Orange County Fire Authority 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
Comment acknowledged.  
 
Response to Comment 1-2 
Comment acknowledged.  
 
Response to Comment 1-3 
Comment acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter 2: City of Anaheim 
 
Response to Comment 2-1 
Comment acknowledged.   
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
Comment acknowledged. As stated in the following mitigation measure of the Draft IS/MND, the City of Garden 
Grove will coordinate with the City of Anaheim about the left-turn capacity at the intersection of Harbor 
Boulevard and Orangewood Avenue. 
 
Left-Turn Queue Mitigation Measure 
 
TR-1 Coordinate with the City of Anaheim to determine if the project is required to make a fair-share 

contribution to extend the left-turn capacity up to 266 feet at the intersection of Harbor Boulevard and 
Orangewood Avenue. 

 
Response to Comment 2-3 
Comment acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter 3: Orange County Sanitation District 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
Comment acknowledged.   
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
Comment acknowledged. The parking structure drains would be pumped to the proposed bioretention basins 
and be treated prior to outletting to the City storm drain system. The amount of drainage going to the parking 
structure drains is very minimal and therefore no changes would need to be made to the Preliminary Hydrology 
Report or Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan.  
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Comment Letter 4: California Department of Transportation 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
Comment acknowledged.   
 
Response to Comment 4-2 
Level of service is no longer considered a significant impact. Nonetheless, the requirement for additional 
eastbound left turn capacity at the intersection of SR-22 Eastbound Ramps at Trask Avenue was reviewed and it 
was determined that the proposed project would not significantly degrade level of service operations at this 
location, either within the Caltrans right-of-way or along the local road system, to necessitate additional 
improvements. Eastbound left turn traffic has capacity to queue within the #2 lane on Trask Avenue, which 
provides additional storage outside of the left turn pocket. Additionally, based on the latest Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) calculations described in response to comment 4-3 below, the future worst case “with project” 
HCM 95th percentile design queue is reported to be 195 feet, which is less than what was originally estimated at 
this location (663 feet). As a result, the expected queue would not exceed the existing left turn storage capacity. 
Given that this intersection, and specifically the eastbound left turn movement, are forecast to continue to 
operate at acceptable level of service under all future “with” project scenarios, the proposed project is not 
expected to significantly impact access to the businesses at 13518, 13512 and 13576 Harbor Boulevard. 
Therefore, no additional improvements to the intersection of SR-22 Eastbound Ramps at Trask Avenue are 
recommended. 
 
Response to Comment 4-3 
Please also see response to comment 4-2. The Traffic Impact Study has been updated to include HCM level of 
service and queue reports for intersections within the Caltrans right-of-way, including intersection #7, #8, #18, 
and #20. Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4 of the Traffic Impact Study (see pp. 67-70) have been updated with the 
summary LOS results and HCM calculation worksheets and queue reports are provided in Appendices C, D, F, 
and G. 
 
Response to Comment 4-4 
Comment acknowledged. The Traffic Impact Study, specifically Active Transportation Recommendation 5 on 
page 12-19; Draft IS/MND, specifically GHG Mitigation Measure GHG-7, List Number 5 on page 50 (refer to 
Section 3, Errata); and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program have been updated to specify that the hotel 
management/concierge provide information to guests about the multimodal regional transportation options 
such as the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) and the Orange Metrolink Station. 
 
Response to Comment 4-5 
Comment acknowledged. Please refer to response to comment 4-4. 
 
Response to Comment 4-6 
Comment acknowledged.  
 
Response to Comment 4-7 
The City and/or the developer will continue to coordinate with Caltrans regarding the proposed project.  
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Comment Letter 5: Mitchell M. Tsai Attorney for the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (SWRCC) 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
Comment acknowledged. The commenter will be placed on requested public mailing/notification lists related to 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
The comment regarding community benefits such as local hire does not raise a specific concern or issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND. Also, the project impacts 
related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, air quality, and transportation have been identified and mitigated to 
a less than significant impact level as set forth in the Draft IS/MND. No additional mitigation is required. This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers with all other comments. No 
further response to this comment is required. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
The proposed project would exceed the current 2019 Green Building Code Standards in several ways, including: 
 

• Providing on-site renewable energy production through the use of solar panels (GHG-2). The 2019 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards requires that Hotels provide dedicated rooftop solar zones (Section 
110.10), but do not require on-site renewable energy production. Hence, by providing on-site 
renewables, the proposed project will significantly reduce energy usage compared to what is required in 
the Building Code. 

• Restricting the use of wood burning and natural gas fireplaces and firepits (SCAQMD Rule 445 and GHG-
6). Section 5.503 of CALGreen allows the installation of both wood burning and natural gas fireplaces. By 
restricting the use of fireplaces and fire pits, the proposed project will significantly reduce natural gas 
and energy usage beyond the requirements of the CA Building Standards. 

• Implementing a trip reduction program that encourages multi-modal and active transportation (GHG-7). 
Sections 5.106.4 and 5.106.5.3 of CALGreen require on-site bicycle parking and EV charging, however, 
the proposed project will go beyond these requirements to reduce fossil fuel usage by implementing a 
full trip reduction program. The program will improve the walkability and design of the proposed 
project, install traffic calming measures, locate near a high-quality transit stop and transit corridor and 
provide transit/shuttle services to guests. These measures will result in the proposed project exceeding 
the fossil fuel and VMT reduction requirements in CALGreen. 

 
The 2020 County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards Code would not be applicable to the proposed project 
as the project site is located in County of Orange. 
 
In addition, as determined in Section 4.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project 
would comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)’s five-tiered GHG thresholds of 
significance and will be in compliance with Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). In addition, the proposed project would 
demonstrate it can achieve a 42 percent reduction in long-term operational GHG emissions compared to 
business as usual (BAU) conditions with Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-7. Thus, implementation of 
the proposed project would be in compliance with AB 32 and California Air Resources Board (CARB)’s 2017 
Scoping Plan Update. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 48-51). 
 
Response to Comment 5-4 
Comment acknowledged. The comment cites various provisions of state law, regulations and cases which speak 
for themselves. Since this comment does not raise a specific concern or issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND, no further response to this comment is required. 
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Response to Comment 5-5 
Comment acknowledged. The Draft IS/MND provides impact analysis as well as feasible mitigation measures for 
all required CEQA impact areas. As for the risks associated with construction activities and COVID-19, 
implementation of the proposed project will comply with all state and local construction guidelines and policies, 
such as Centers for Disease Control and Prevention guidelines, the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration requirements, and contractor policies, to maintain a healthy workplace environment for 
construction workers at the job site.  
 
Response to Comment 5-6 
Comment acknowledged. The comment cites various provisions of state law, regulations and cases which speak 
for themselves. Since this comment does not raise a specific concern or issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND, no further response to this comment is required. 
 
Response to Comment 5-7 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would result in a less than 
significant impact as the daily construction and operational emissions would be below the applicable SCAQMD’s 
air quality regional thresholds of significance and Localized Thresholds of Significance (LST). In addition, the 
proposed project would be in compliance with applicable rules and regulations such as SCAQMD Rules 402 and 
403. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 28-31). 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft IS/MND, with Mitigation Measures GHG-1 
through GHG-7, implementation of the proposed project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. The proposed project would comply with the 
SCAQMD’s five-tiered GHG thresholds of significance and be in compliance with AB 32. In addition, the proposed 
project would achieve a 42 percent reduction in long-term operational GHG emissions compared to BAU 
conditions with Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-7. Thus, implementation of the proposed project 
would to be in compliance with AB 32 and CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan Update. Therefore, impacts related to GHG 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 48-51). 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would not 
result in impacts related to physical division of an established community and it would not cause a significant 
environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  (Draft IS/MND, pp. 62-64). 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Transportation) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would not conflict with 
a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities; would satisfy the Transit Priority Area screening criteria and therefore would have a less 
than significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact; and would not result in inadequate emergency access. In 
addition, to ensure that the proposed project has a less than significant impact on potential safety and hazard 
issues, the proposed project would follow the standard site plan review requirements and implement Mitigation 
Measures TR-1 through TR-5. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 83-84) 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Public Services) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project is a transient use that 
would not directly introduce new residents that could impact public services.  In addition, the proposed project 
would be in compliance with all standard conditions with regard to development such as water supply, 
applicable local fire codes, ordinances, California Fire Code regulations, and California Building Code 
requirements. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 77-79) 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Geology and Soils) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would comply with 
the California Building Code, SCAQMD Rule 403, standard best management practices (BMPs), as well as with 
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the geotechnical investigation recommendations as a condition of approval. In addition, Mitigation Measure G-1 
would apply in the event the fossil specimens are encountered at the project site. Therefore, the impacts related 
to geology and soils would be less than significant. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 43-47) 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Noise) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable noise standards and thresholds established in the City of Garden Grove’s General Plan (Noise 
Element) and Municipal Code. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-3, in 
conjunction with Project Design Features (PDF)-13 through PDF-26, would reduce construction noise to below 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) construction noise criteria. The operation of the proposed project 
would not generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site in 
excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code. Project construction related 
vibration levels would be under the vibration structural damage and vibration human annoyance thresholds; 
and the project operation would not generate vibration impacts. As such, the impacts related to noise would be 
less than significant. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 67-75) 
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project 
would comply with all federal, state and local requirements related to the transport, storage, use, and disposal 
of limited quantities of hazardous materials such as paints, solvents, cleaning agents, oils, grease, fuel for 
construction equipment, and common household hazardous wastes. The proposed project is not located on a 
site that has been included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and thus would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment. In addition, the proposed 
project would be designed to ensure adequate emergency access is provided.  Therefore, impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 52-55) 
 
The Draft IS/MND is therefore supported by substantial evidence. Further, as explained throughout the 
responses to comments, there is no substantial evidence supporting a fair argument.    
 
Response to Comment 5-8 
Please note that the excerpt of the Draft IS/MND (page 15) referenced in this comment is an introductory 
(Sections 4.0 and 4.1). There is no impact analysis is these two sections.  Please refer to Section 4.3 where the 
“no impacts” and the “less than significant impacts” are discussed.  As determined in Section 4.3 
(Hydrology/Water, Utilities, Air Quality, Transportation, Public Services, GHG, Noise, Cultural Resources, Energy, 
Mandatory Findings of Significance) of the Draft IS/MND, the analysis resulted in the determination of no 
impacts, less than significant, and less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  The Draft IS/MND provides 
substantial evidence that the proposed project will not result in any significant impacts.  It should be noted that 
the identified PDFs will be conditions of approval and will be enforceable along with mitigation measures which 
will be part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.   
 
Response to Comment 5-9 
This comment quotes the Draft IS/MND. No further response is warranted.  
 
Response to Comment 5-10 
The Draft IS/MND does not indicate that the proposed project would include uses that would be 24-hour long. 
Neither is the Draft IS/MND silent on this issue. As stated on page 13 of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project 
includes PDF-15, which limits the hotel themed pool attraction and outdoor pool deck operation to be open only 
during the daytime hours (7 a.m. – 10 p.m.); and PDF-20, which limits the delivery, loading/unloading activity, 
and trash pick-up hours to daytime hours (7 a.m. – 10 p.m.). 
 
Response to Comment 5-11 
The comment quotes the Draft IS/MND. No further response is warranted. 
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Response to Comment 5-12 
The comment does not identify any specific issue or concern regarding the Draft IS/MND. No further response is 
warranted. 
 
Response to Comment 5-13 
This comment quotes the Draft IS/MND. No further response is warranted. 
 
Response to Comment 5-14 
The proposed project anticipates requiring a total export of approximately 60,720 cubic yards of earthwork 
material for grading purposes (refer to Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND).  The analysis in the Draft IS/MND does 
take into account activities associated with site preparation (hauling, export, etc.) identified in the geotechnical 
investigation.  These activities were included in the air quality/greenhouse gas emissions and traffic modeling, 
refer to Appendices B and I of the Draft IS/MND.  The referenced sentence in this comment (page 46 of the Draft 
IS/MND, “Past building and demolition activities within the project site likely removed some overlying soil, and 
artificial or disturbed fill may be present in the upper levels” is related to the potential to encounter fossil 
specimens within the project site during ground-disturbing activities.  It has nothing to do with stability of the 
site (Draft IS/MND, pp. 46-47).  
 
Response to Comment 5-15 
The purpose of the proposed vacation of Thackery Drive and the public alley is to facilitate the development of 
the proposed project.  Once vacated, Thackery Drive and the public alley will be incorporated into the proposed 
project’s developable land area and will only serve the properties on the project site and thus are not needed to 
support the circulation needs of the abutting properties. As such, the vacation would not have a detrimental 
impact on the circulation system. Thackery Drive and the public alley, along with the rest of the project site, are 
currently secured with a perimeter fence and have no public access. The proposed project would have public 
street access from Harbor Boulevard and Twintree Avenue. To the extent this comment alleges Level of Service 
(LOS) impacts, congestion is no longer relevant for CEQA purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 5-16 
The proposed project’s water demand estimate (including the proposed pool and lazy river) is detailed in Table 
3.1 of the Site B-2 Hotel Water Supply Assessment (WSA). Based on Table 3.1, the proposed project would 
generate a unit demand of 167 gallons per day (gpd) per room. To test this demand estimate, water use data 
was gathered from three hotels in Anaheim from meter reads that were averaged over a five-year period 
totaling 2,350 rooms. These hotels averaged 167 gpd per room with one hotel having a significant amount of 
conference room and banquet space. This particular hotel had an 11 percent higher demand per room than the 
next largest hotel with more nominal ancillary uses so it is logical to assume the more typical hotels would 
average about 10 percent less or 150 gpd. Due to the potential additional demand from the entertainment 
venues of the proposed project, this demand estimate is supported by substantial evidence. (WSA, pp. 3-1 and 
3-4) CEQA does not require perfection. (CEQA Guidelines § 15003(i)) 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 610 requires the preparation of a WSA for a proposed hotel with more than 500 rooms. Because 
of the size of the proposed project, SB 610 requires that a WSA be completed to evaluate the potential effects of 
the proposed development on current and future water supplies. It mandates that a city or county approving 
certain projects subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (i) identify any public water system that may 
supply water for the project, and (ii) request the public water system to prepare a specified water supply 
assessment. As part of the assessment, the following discussion is required: 1. A discussion of whether the 
public water system’s total projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water 
years during a 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, 
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in addition to the public water system’s existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and 
manufacturing. (WSA, p. 2-1) 
 
Response to Comment 5-17 
Please note that the excerpt of the Draft IS/MND referenced in this comment is about solid waste, not 
wastewater.  
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft IS/MND, the project site is located in a 
highly urbanized area and the proposed project would be served by the existing water, wastewater treatment, 
storm drainage, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities. The WSA prepared for the 
proposed project concluded that there would be a sufficient water supply for the proposed project and the 
Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) confirmed that there is adequate wastewater treatment capacity to 
serve the proposed project’s projected demand in addition to OCSD’s existing commitments. The proposed 
project’s projected waste generation of approximately 1.4 tons per day (tpd) would be accommodated by the 
CVT Regional Material Facility and Transfer Station (permitted 6,000 tpd) as well as any of the three Orange 
County Landfills: Frank R. Bowerman Landfill (permitted 11,500 tpd); Olinda Alpha Landfill (permitted 8,000 tpd); 
and Prima Deshecha Landfill (permitted 4,000 tpd). (Draft IS/MND, pp. 87-90) 
 
Based on the discussion/summary above, the Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will not result in any potentially significant impacts.      
 
Response to Comment 5-18 
The preparation of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) is not required by CEQA. A Phase I ESA is a 
real estate document. However, a comprehensive search of the project site and vicinity for underground storage 
tanks, leaks, or hazardous spills was conducted for the project site, as explained in Section 4.3, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft IS/MND. Specifically, the search included review of the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)’s EnviroStor database, which includes the following hazardous waste 
facilities and cleanup sites: Permitted Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDFs); Federal Superfund 
sites (National Priorities List [NPL]); State Response sites, including military facilities and State Superfund sites; 
Voluntary Cleanup sites; school sites; and Corrective Action sites. This search also included review of the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s GeoTracker database, which provides access to statewide 
environmental data and tracks regulatory data for the following types of sites: (1) Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks (LUST) cleanup sites; (2) Cleanup Program Sites (CPS, also known as Site Cleanups [SC] and formerly 
known as Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups [SLIC] sites); (3) military sites (including military UST sites, 
military privatized sites, and military cleanup sites [formerly known as Department of Defense (DOD) non-UST]); 
(4) Land Disposal sites (Landfills, Surface Impoundments, Waste Piles, Land Treatment Units, Mining Units); (5) 
Permitted Underground Storage Tank (UST) facilities; (6) Composting Operations; (7) Waste Discharge 
Requirement (WDR) sites; (8) Confined Animal / Concentrated Animal Feed Lots facilities; (9) Irrigated Lands 
Regulatory Program (ILRP) sites; and (10) Oil and Gas Monitoring sites (Aquifer Exemption, Produced Water 
Ponds, Underground Injection Control, Well Stimulation Projects). In addition, this search included a review of 
the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA)’s Cortese List Data Resources, which include the 
following: a list of solid waste disposal sites identified by SWRCB with waste constituents above hazardous waste 
levels outside the waste management unit; list of active Cease and Desist Orders and Cleanup and Abatement 
Orders from the SWRCB; list of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 
25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code identified by DTSC; list of hazardous waste and substances sites from 
DTSC; and list of LUST sites from SWRCB. No records were found identifying historic or current underground 
storage tanks, leaks, or hazardous spills on the project site. The nearest LUST site per the search results was 
located approximately 916 feet south of the project site, which given the distance and current activities (i.e., 
groundwater well monitoring activities), would not present a hazardous condition to the project site nor would 
the proposed activities impact this LUST site.  
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The prior uses at the project site over the years was discussed in Cultural Resources Section of the Draft IS/MND, 
which helped inform the hazards and hazardous materials background research efforts. Specifically, the prior 
uses were discussed as follows: “The project site is located within a heavily disturbed urban area. Prior to World 
War II, the project site was utilized for agricultural purposes, with a grove of trees present on most of the 
property and one building that was present in the southeast corner for a short period of time. During the 
housing boom of the 1950s, the project site was developed with a residential tract and commercial buildings 
which were established by 1963. A review of construction manuals from the period suggests that it is adequate 
to assume that up to five feet of the soil was disturbed by construction, grading, and the placement of utilities 
for a 1960s-era tract development. All buildings in the project site were removed between 2004 and 2013, 
leaving only the cul-de-sac and alley between the dirt lots. The process appears to have consisted of removing 
building foundations and prior utilities and grading the surface.” (Draft IS/MND, p. 38)  
 
As determined in Section 4.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would result in a less than 
significant impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors (including children, the elderly, the acutely and 
chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases).  Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction or operation of the proposed project.  In addition, the 
proposed project would be in compliance with applicable rules and regulations such as SCAQMD Rules 402 and 
403. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 28-31). 
 
Construction of the proposed project would involve transport, use, and disposal of limited quantities of 
hazardous materials such as paints, solvents, cleaning agents, oils, grease, and fuel for construction equipment. 
However, the proposed project would have to comply with all federal, state, and local requirements related to 
the transport, storage, use, and disposal of such materials.  Operation and maintenance activities of the hotel 
and restaurant uses would also use limited quantities of non-acutely hazardous materials, such as paints, 
cleaning agents, and batteries, as well as generate small quantities of common household hazardous wastes 
(HHW); however, the use, storage, and disposal of such hazardous materials and HHW would be conducted in 
compliance with all applicable hazardous materials and waste federal, state, and local requirements. Thus, the 
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally, the proposed project would not require the use 
or storage of significant quantities of hazardous materials that could become a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through an accidental release or upset condition. Though it is not reasonably foreseeable that 
significant quantities of hazardous materials would be used or stored on site, to the extent any such use or 
storage would occur, such use and storage would be conducted in compliance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. (Draft IS/MND, p. 53). 
 
The project site is located in urbanized area of the City and is not located adjacent to any wildlands or an area 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands. According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CAL FIRE)’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) Viewer Map, the project site is also not within or near a 
state responsibility area or a very high fire severity zone (CAL FIRE, 2021). Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires. No impact would occur. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 54-55). 
 
The following conditions of approval will be required prior to the issuance of building permits.  These conditions 
of approval will address soil contamination concerns.   
 

• A geotechnical study prepared by a registered geotechnical engineer is required.  The report shall 
analyze the liquefaction potential of the site and make recommendations.  The report shall analyze sub-
surface issues related to the past uses of the site, including sub-surface tanks and basement and septic 
facilities.  Any soil or groundwater contamination shall be remediated prior to the issuance of a building 
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permit per the requirements of the Orange County Health Department1,2 and the mitigation 
requirements of governing regulatory requirements.  The report shall make recommendations for 
foundations and pavement structural section design of interior streets and parking spaces.  The report 
shall also test and analyze soil conditions for LID (Low Impact Development) principles and the 
implementation of water quality for stormwater run-off, including potential infiltration alternatives, soil 
compaction, saturation, permeability and groundwater levels. 

 
• A soil report complying with CBC Chapter 18 shall be required and shall be submitted for review at time 

of building permit application. 
 

• A Geo-technical peer review of the soil report shall be required, and shall be completed prior to building 
permit application. 

 
Based on the discussion/summary above, the Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will not result in any significant impacts during construction or operation. In addition, as part of standard 
practice (conditions of approval) soil contamination would be remediated if necessary. Pursuant to all applicable 
laws and regulations, the comment does not provide substantial evidence supporting a fair argument.    
 
Response to Comment 5-19 
Hauling trips associated with construction of the proposed project were analyzed as part of the Traffic Impact 
Study (refer to Appendix I of the Draft IS/MND).   Table 10-1 of the Traffic Impact Study shows the daily 
construction trip generation for each of the construction phases. The total daily trips for each construction 
phase consist of worker trips, vendor trips and hauling trips (whichever apply), with the appropriate passenger 
car equivalent (PCE) factors applied.  Table 10-2 shows the peak hour construction trip generation for each of 
the construction phases. The maximum construction trip generation occurs during the grading phase, when the 
proposed project is forecast to generate approximately 813 PCE-adjusted daily construction trips which include 
approximately 203 PCE-adjusted AM peak hour construction trips and approximately 203 PCE-adjusted PM peak 
hour construction trips. 
 
As concluded in the Traffic Impact Study, the proposed project’s short-term construction traffic would not 
adversely affect the level of service of the study intersections (20 intersections).  It is anticipated the haul route 
would consist of several of these intersections, especially Harbor Boulevard.  Therefore, the haul route will be 
safe during the construction phase of the proposed project. To the extent this comment alleges LOS impacts, 
congestion is no longer relevant. 
 
Response to Comment 5-20 
The Draft IS/MND accounts for the three schools within 0.25 miles from the project site.   The Walton 
Intermediate School is located approximately 0.2 mile northwest of the project site; Warren Elementary School 
is located approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site; and Violette Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.25 mile southwest of the project site (Google Earth Pro, 2022).  While the proposed project 
would use, store, and dispose limited quantities of hazardous materials during construction and operation, such 
as paints, solvents, cleaning agents, etc., such materials would be used, stored, and disposed in compliance with 
all federal, state, and local requirements. Therefore, hazardous material impact would be less than significant. 
(Draft IS/MND, p. 53). 
 

 
1 Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) Local Oversight Program. https://www.ochealthinfo.com/about-hca/public-health-
services/environmental-health-services/more/site-mitigation/local-oversight 
2 OCHCA Industrial Cleanup Program: https://www.ochealthinfo.com/about-hca/public-health-services/environmental-health-
services/more/site-mitigation/industrial 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https*3A*2F*2Fwww.ochealthinfo.com*2Fabout-hca*2Fpublic-health-services*2Fenvironmental-health-services*2Fmore*2Fsite-mitigation*2Flocal-oversight&data=05*7C01*7Ckbewley*40ochca.com*7Cb5118586c3a942d2a03c08da7ee5abbb*7Ce4449a56cd3d40baae3225a63deaab3b*7C0*7C0*7C637961822137406251*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C3000*7C*7C*7C&sdata=x*2F07a0hBxT*2FG8*2F56JtReVtVMXum2j5iVHqI*2BYKsMyH8*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSU!!ETWISUBM!zvUXSB-Uk33hSZoqhNnxz8dWd3Aelr2iYp6pLfR3hN6efvRYyPcMKlEPTY8cOMJIxr83A_jhC60y8TOf$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https*3A*2F*2Fwww.ochealthinfo.com*2Fabout-hca*2Fpublic-health-services*2Fenvironmental-health-services*2Fmore*2Fsite-mitigation*2Flocal-oversight&data=05*7C01*7Ckbewley*40ochca.com*7Cb5118586c3a942d2a03c08da7ee5abbb*7Ce4449a56cd3d40baae3225a63deaab3b*7C0*7C0*7C637961822137406251*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C3000*7C*7C*7C&sdata=x*2F07a0hBxT*2FG8*2F56JtReVtVMXum2j5iVHqI*2BYKsMyH8*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSU!!ETWISUBM!zvUXSB-Uk33hSZoqhNnxz8dWd3Aelr2iYp6pLfR3hN6efvRYyPcMKlEPTY8cOMJIxr83A_jhC60y8TOf$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https*3A*2F*2Fwww.ochealthinfo.com*2Fabout-hca*2Fpublic-health-services*2Fenvironmental-health-services*2Fmore*2Fsite-mitigation*2Findustrial&data=05*7C01*7Ckbewley*40ochca.com*7Cb5118586c3a942d2a03c08da7ee5abbb*7Ce4449a56cd3d40baae3225a63deaab3b*7C0*7C0*7C637961822137406251*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C3000*7C*7C*7C&sdata=0YlLuniAZgjP2uUnTDTx9lK2*2Bl*2FWzapIS3JjDpJX*2Bxc*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJQ!!ETWISUBM!zvUXSB-Uk33hSZoqhNnxz8dWd3Aelr2iYp6pLfR3hN6efvRYyPcMKlEPTY8cOMJIxr83A_jhC0mM3rII$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https*3A*2F*2Fwww.ochealthinfo.com*2Fabout-hca*2Fpublic-health-services*2Fenvironmental-health-services*2Fmore*2Fsite-mitigation*2Findustrial&data=05*7C01*7Ckbewley*40ochca.com*7Cb5118586c3a942d2a03c08da7ee5abbb*7Ce4449a56cd3d40baae3225a63deaab3b*7C0*7C0*7C637961822137406251*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C3000*7C*7C*7C&sdata=0YlLuniAZgjP2uUnTDTx9lK2*2Bl*2FWzapIS3JjDpJX*2Bxc*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJQ!!ETWISUBM!zvUXSB-Uk33hSZoqhNnxz8dWd3Aelr2iYp6pLfR3hN6efvRYyPcMKlEPTY8cOMJIxr83A_jhC0mM3rII$
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Also, as determined in Section 4.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant impact related to air pollution exposure of sensitive receptors (including children, the elderly, 
the acutely and chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases).  Sensitive receptors would not be 
exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction or operation of the proposed project.  In 
addition, the proposed project would be in compliance with applicable rules and regulations such as SCAQMD 
Rules 402 and 403. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 28-31). 
 
The Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed project will not result in any significant 
impacts related to emitting hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of a school.  The use of alcohol is not an environmental impact, 
nor is the city required to assume violation of applicable drunk-driving laws. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence supporting a fair argument.     
 
Response to Comment 5-21 
The Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed project will not result in any significant 
impacts (Draft IS/MND, Section 4.3).  In addition, the identified conditions of approval will be enforceable and 
mitigation measures will be implemented through Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.   
 
Response to Comment 5-22 
Based on the responses to comments above, the Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will not result in any significant impacts.  Potentially significant impacts that were identified have been 
reduced to a less than significant level with the incorporation of mitigation measures. Therefore, an EIR is not 
required. There is no evidence supporting a fair argument.  
 
Exhibit A 
The commenter includes a local hire requirements and considerations for greenhouse gas modeling report as an 
attachment to this comment letter.  This comment is noted for the record and no further response to this 
comment is warranted. Exhibit A is included as Attachment A of this Final IS/MND. 
 
Exhibit B 
The comment includes an air quality and GHG expert Paul Rosenfeld CV as an attachment to this comment 
letter.  No further response to this comment is warranted. Exhibit B is included as Attachment A of this Final 
IS/MND. 
 
Exhibit C 
The comment includes an air quality and GHG expert Matt Hagemann CV as an attachment to this comment 
letter. No further response to this comment is warranted. Exhibit C is included as Attachment A of this Final 
IS/MND. 
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Comment Letter 6: Mitchell M. Tsai Attorney for the SWRCC 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 6-2 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 6-3 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 6-4 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 6-5 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 6-6 
The comment regarding community benefits such as local hire does not raise a specific concern or issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND. Also, the project impacts 
related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, air quality, and transportation have been identified and mitigated to 
a less than significant impact level as set forth in the Draft IS/MND. No additional mitigation is required. This 
comment is noted for the record, will be forwarded to the decisionmakers, and no further response to this 
comment is required. 
 
Response to Comment 6-7 
The proposed project would exceed the current 2019 Green Building Code Standards in several ways, including: 
 

• Providing on-site renewable energy production through the use of solar panels (GHG-2). The 2019 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards requires that Hotels provide dedicated rooftop solar zones (Section 
110.10), but do not require on-site renewable energy production. Hence, by providing on-site 
renewables, the proposed project will significantly reduce energy usage compared to what is required in 
the Building Code. 

• Restricting the use of wood burning and natural gas fireplaces and firepits (SCAQMD Rule 445 and GHG-
6). Section 5.503 of CALGreen allows the installation of both wood burning and natural gas fireplaces. By 
restricting the use of fireplaces and fire pits, the proposed project will significantly reduce natural gas 
and energy usage beyond the requirements of the CA Building Standards. 

• Implementing a trip reduction program that encourages multi-modal and active transportation (GHG-7). 
Sections 5.106.4 and 5.106.5.3 of CALGreen require on-site bicycle parking and EV charging, however, 
the proposed project will go beyond these requirements to reduce fossil fuel usage by implementing a 
full trip reduction program. The program will improve the walkability and design of the proposed 
project, install traffic calming measures, locate near a high-quality transit stop and transit corridor and 
provide transit/shuttle services to guests. These measures will result in the proposed project exceeding 
the fossil fuel and VMT reduction requirements in CALGreen. 

 
The 2020 County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards Code would not be applicable to the proposed project 
as the project site is located in County of Orange. 
 
In addition, as determined in Section 4.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project 
would comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)’s five-tiered GHG thresholds of 
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significance and be in compliance with Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). In addition, the proposed project would 
demonstrate it can achieve a 42 percent reduction in long-term operational GHG emissions compared to 
business as usual (BAU) conditions with Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-7. Thus, implementation of 
the proposed project would to be in compliance with AB 32 and California Air Resources Board (CARB)’s 2017 
Scoping Plan Update. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 48-51). 
 
Response to Comment 6-8 
The comment cites and characterizes various provisions of state law which speak for themselves. 
 
Response to Comment 6-9 
The project site is located in a highly urbanized area with commercial uses along Harbor Boulevard and 
residential uses along Twintree Avenue, with little to no biological resources of value.  In addition, the project 
site had been fully developed in the past with residential and commercial uses which were demolished between 
2004 and 2013.  Since then, the project site continued to be disturbed over time.  The north/northeastern 
parcels of the project site are paved and are used for parking by the adjacent Sheraton Hotel, and the remaining 
parcels are comprised of dirt pads with limited vegetation (i.e., non-native grass and two ornamental trees on 
Twintree Avenue along the sidewalk near Harbor Boulevard) that are mostly vacant except for the southeastern 
parcels that are used for temporary construction storage.  A records search was conducted of the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for sensitive plant, 
natural community, and wildlife species occurrence data.  As stated in the Draft IS/MND, the California black rail 
is the only sensitive species (State Threatened) that came up through the records search that had the potential 
to be found on the project site.  However, the project site does not provide suitable habitat for the California 
black rail which is a wetlands habitat.   Additionally, the California black rail was last sighted in December 1986 in 
the City of Orange. On this basis, it is not reasonably foreseeable that there would be an occurrence of this 
species at the project site.  Therefore, it was concluded that no sensitive plants or wildlife exist on the project 
site.  This conclusion is also supported by the Garden Grove General Plan 2030 Conservation Element (p. 10-3) 
which states, biological resources in Garden Grove are almost non-existent due to the urban nature of the City 
and surrounding areas.  A similar statement regarding biological resources is also stated in the General Plan 
Draft EIR (p. 4.2-1).  Links to these referenced documents have been added to the Final IS/MND (refer to Section 
3, Errata).    
 
As stated in the Draft IS/MND, there is a potential for impacts to occur to raptors and other nesting birds 
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) that could nest within the two trees that will be 
removed.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 was included to protect biological resources and further 
confirms that the proposed project will have to comply with laws and regulations to protect biological resources.  
The language in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been acceptable to regulatory agencies and has been 
implemented by many lead agencies to protect raptors and other nesting birds. Pre-construction nesting bird 
surveys are standard practice.  All mitigation measures in the Draft IS/MND will be part of Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program which will be enforced by the City.  It will be the City’s responsibility to monitor and 
verify that all mitigation measures are implemented properly and will be documented in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.   
 
Additionally, city staff is familiar with the project site and its condition. City staff has not concluded that it is 
reasonably foreseeable that the project site has any biological resources other than those described above. 
 
Based on the discussion above, the Draft IS/MND provides evidence that the project site does not have sensitive 
plant, natural community, and wildlife species and will not impact biological resources directly or through 
habitat modifications.      
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Response to Comment 6-10 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-9.  
 
Response to Comment 6-11 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-9.  
 
Response to Comment 6-12 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-9.  
 
Response to Comment 6-13 
Refer to response to comment 6-9. Even though the California black rail is the only sensitive species (State 
Threatened) that came up through the records search (not a survey by CDFW) that had the potential to be found 
on the project site, it does not mean that it will be present at the project site.  This records search is based on 
historical data and it covers a very large area (Anaheim topographic quadrangle map).  The project site is located 
within the Anaheim topographic quadrangle map (approximately 90 square miles) but is not in close proximity 
to the sighting from December 1986.  According the CNDDB, the exact location of the sighting is unknown but 
the California black rail possibly occupied the Santa Ana River and Santiago Creek within the City of Orange.  The 
reason for this is that the California black rail is known to occupy riparian/wetland habitats which the project 
site lacks.  In addition, the CNDDB states that this sighting is likely not a representative of a breeding population 
but a migrating individual.  Based on the discussion above and the fact that the project site does not have 
suitable habitat for the California black rail, the project site will not be the home to various special status species 
including the California black rail. 
 
Response to Comment 6-14 
Refer to response to comment 6-9 and 6-13. The records search of the CNDDB did not identify any bats within 
the Anaheim topographic quadrangle map.  There are a few scattered ornamental trees in the project vicinity 
but these tree canopies are relatively small and do not provide sufficient roosting habitat for bats.  The closet 
record for bats (western mastiff bat) is in the Orange topographic quadrangle map which is several miles from 
the project site.  This species occurs in many open, semi-arid to arid habitats, including conifer and deciduous 
woodlands, coastal scrub, annual and perennial grasslands, palm oases, chaparral, and desert scrub.  These bats 
typical forage at great heights, approximately 195 feet above ground.  They need this height to drop off to take 
flight.  Therefore, due to the lack of sufficient roosting habitat, it is very unlikely that bats are present at the 
project site.  
 
Response to Comment 6-15 
Refer to response to comment 6-9, 6-13, 6-14, 6-15, and 6-16. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the 
Draft IS/MND provides ineffective, unenforceable, and illusory mitigation measures for the potential impacts on 
migratory fish.  There are no impacts to migratory fish that would require mitigation measures.  As stated in the 
Draft IS/MND, there are no rivers, creeks, or open drainages near the project site or vicinity.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not interfere with resident or migratory fish.  The Draft IS/MND 
identified Mitigation Measure BIO-1 which minimizes potential impacts to raptors and other nesting birds 
protected under the MBTA.  Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires that a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist within three days prior to the start of construction activities to determine 
whether active nests are present within or directly adjacent to the construction zone.  Three days prior to 
construction is common practice and is acceptable by regulatory agencies to identify active nests and protecting 
nesting birds.  It should be noted that birds typically take longer than three days to establish their nests so by 
conducting pre-construction surveys three days prior to construction, we would be able to detect active nests if 
they are present. In addition, by waiting no more than three days after a survey before the onset of 
construction, birds do not have enough time to establish a nest before the disturbance. All mitigation measures 
including BIO-1 in the Draft IS/MND will be part of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program which will be 
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enforced by the City.  It will be the City’s responsibility to monitor and verify that all mitigation measures are 
implemented properly and will be documented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
Response to Comment 6-16 
Refer to response to comment 6-9. The mitigation measure does not result in prohibited deferral. The City has 
committed to the mitigation. Nothing further is required. All mitigation measures including BIO-1 in the Draft 
IS/MND will be part of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program which will be enforced by the City.  It will 
be the City’s responsibility to monitor and verify that all mitigation measures are implemented properly and will 
be documented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
Response to Comment 6-17 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-9.  
 
Response to Comment 6-18 
The commenter inaccurately alleges that the analysis of energy impacts is flawed because the Draft IS/MND 
utilizes goals out of the City’s General Plan Conservation Element for measuring energy impacts and suggests 
that no substantial evidence has been provided to show how meeting these goals would reduce the proposed 
project’s energy impact.  
 
First, it is important to note that neither the City of Garden Grove, the County of Orange, nor the State of 
California have formally established quantifiable thresholds of significance for measuring energy impacts. The 
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F: Energy Conservation, recommends measuring impacts based on whether the 
project would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation or conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency.  
 
It is appropriate to use the City’s General Plan Conservation Element as a metric to evaluate the proposed 
project’s energy impact, as it highlights energy conservation goals within the City—however, this is not the only 
metric used to evaluate project impacts. The Draft IS/MND also takes into consideration consistency with the 
State’s broader energy reduction goals, and the application of the proposed project’s energy reduction 
measures. 
 
The Conservation Element goals require the reduction of non-renewable energy through energy efficiency and 
conservation measures and through the use of alternative energy sources. These goals directly align with CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix F: Energy Conservation goals, which identify decreasing overall per capita energy 
consumption, decreasing reliance on fossil fuels, and increasing reliance on renewable energy as key metrics for 
measuring energy impacts.  
 
The proposed project meets both the City’s and CEQA goals by providing numerous project design features 
(PDFs) and mitigation measures aimed at reducing energy usage and promoting alternative energy sources. 
Examples of these PDFs and mitigation measures include: 
 
Project Design Features 

• Utilizing construction best practices, such as using the latest clean diesel engines (PDF-3) 
• Maintaining equipment in proper tune (PDF-4) 
• Limiting excessive idling (PDF-5) 
• Establishing electricity power supply to the site (PDF-8) 
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• Complying with the latest California Title 24 Energy Efficiency Code, which would result in about 30 
percent less energy usage3, and compliance with CALGreen, which requires on-site electric vehicle 
charging stations (PDF-11) 

• Limiting idling time at loading docks (PDF-12 & 21) 
 
Mitigation Measures 

• Limiting the number of heavy-duty trucks visiting the site (GHG-1) 
• Providing on-site renewable energy sources, such as solar panels (GHG-2) 
• Implementing water conservation strategies (GHG-3) 
• Implementing recycling and composting programs (GHG-4) 
• Utilizing electric landscaping equipment (GHG-5) 
• Prohibiting natural gas fireplaces (GHG-6)  
• Providing vehicle trip reduction measures to promote walking, bicycling and public transit (GHG-7)  

 
Response to Comment 6-19 
Refer to response to comment 6-18.  The commenter wrongfully claims that the Draft IS/MND’s analysis of 
construction energy impacts is unsupported and is based on an unquantified, incoherent, and illogical 
conclusion. The Draft IS/MND identifies multiple PDFs that are known to reduce energy usage and promote 
alternative energy sources. Implementation of these measures will ensure the proposed project aligns with the 
City’s Conservation Element and CEQA guidelines for measuring energy impacts. As highlighted in response to 
comment 6-18 above, PDF-3, PDF-4, PDF5, and PDF-8 all contribute to reduce energy usage during construction. 
Additionally, the Draft IS/MND notes that construction-related energy consumption would be minimal in 
comparison to the operational consumption once the hotel is occupied. Hence, through the implementation of 
these measures, it is concluded that the proposed project’s construction impact would be less than significant. 
 
Furthermore, all PDFs will be conditions of approval of the proposed project and will be enforced by the City.  In 
addition, all mitigation measures will be enforceable and will be part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program.  The proposed project will provide electricity to the project site during construction, which will reduce 
reliance on non-renewable energy sources; however, the proposed project will still require the use of many 
different types of off-road construction equipment (i.e., tractors, excavators, cranes, etc.) that are not yet 
available with electric powertrain. 
 
Response to Comment 6-20 
Refer to response to comment 6-18 for discussion regarding the use of the City’s General Plan Conservation 
Element as a metric for assessing energy impacts. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the “reduction of 
GHG impacts is not the same as reduction of energy impacts”. In fact, reduction in GHG emissions is a direct 
result of reductions in energy usage, and these reductions have been quantified and reported in the proposed 
project’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study4 (refer to Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND).  Among 
other energy reduction measures, the proposed project is being required to install solar panels which will 
increase usage of renewable energy. Electricity not supplied by onsite solar will be supplied by Southern 
California Edison, which per the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 100, has a 2045 goal of powering all retail 

 
3 The California Energy Commission. 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, Frequently Asked Questions. “How much 
energy with the 2019 standards save?” March 2018. Website: https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-
03/Title_24_2019_Building_Standards_FAQ_ada.pdf 
4 RK Engineering Group, Inc. Garden Grove Hotel Site B-2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study, City of Garden 
Grove. April 26, 2022. Appendix C & D. 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/Title_24_2019_Building_Standards_FAQ_ada.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/Title_24_2019_Building_Standards_FAQ_ada.pdf
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electricity sold in California with renewable and zero-carbon resources5, thus meeting the CEQA requirements 
for increased reliance on renewable energy sources.  
 
Response to Comment 6-21 
Comment acknowledged.  The Draft IS/MND utilizes the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to 
quantify, report and evaluate energy usage. In addition to building code compliance, the Draft IS/MND considers 
the project’s size, location, equipment usage, and renewable energy features in the assessment of energy 
impacts. Each of these factors are key input parameters within the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study 
modeling analysis provided in Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND. 
 
Response to Comment 6-22 
Refer to response to comment 6-18.  The Draft IS/MND follows the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F: Energy 
Conservation requirements for the evaluation of energy impacts. The Draft IS/MND discloses and quantifies the 
proposed project’s energy usage and supports the conclusions with facts that show the proposed project will 
reduce energy consumption, and promote renewable energy usage.  Therefore, an EIR is not required. There is 
no evidence supporting a fair argument.  
 
Response to Comment 6-23 
The Geotechnical Investigation Report prepared in 2018 (Appendix E of the Draft IS/MND) was for a larger 9.55-
acre site (including the 3.72-acre project site), a portion of which was inaccessible for geotechnical exploration 
which was the basis for indicating that additional site exploration would be required. However, the project site 
consists solely of vacant land which has been explored by eight (8) geotechnical borings: three (3) borings 
performed by Geocon West, Inc. and five (5) borings performed by Cal Land Engineering, Inc. It is the opinion of 
the signing engineer that the geotechnical site exploration performed for the project site was sufficient to 
support the findings of the Draft IS/MND that the proposed project would not result in significant impacts 
related to geology and soils. 
 
As such, the conclusion in the Draft IS/MND related to geology and soils are supported by the Geotechnical 
Investigation (Appendix E of the Draft IS/MND).   The Geotechnical Investigation has identified site conditions 
that would need to be addressed through proper design.  For example, the alluvial soils below the historic high 
groundwater level at the project site could be susceptible to settlement (ranging from 0.3 inches to 2.6 inches) 
and would be required to be addressed through implementation of the Geotechnical Investigation’s design 
recommendations provided in Section 8.  Some of these design recommendations are related to the following: 
 

• Soil and Excavation Characteristics  
• Minimum Resistivity, pHm, Water-Soluble Sulfate 
• Grading 
• Foundation Design 
• Conventional Foundation Design 
• Mat Foundation Design-Tower Care  
• Foundation Settlement  
• Concrete Slabs-on-Grade 
• Preliminary Pavement Recommendations  
• Retaining Wall Design 
• Dynamic (Seismic) Lateral Forces  
• Elevator Pit Design 

 
5 California Energy Commission. SB 100 Joint Agency Report. Website: 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sb100#:~:text=Senate%20Bill%20100&text=Sets%20a%202045%20goal%20of,emit%20climate
%2Daltering%20greenhouse%20gases. (Accessed July 2022). 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/sb100#:%7E:text=Senate%20Bill%20100&text=Sets%20a%202045%20goal%20of,emit%20climate%2Daltering%20greenhouse%20gases
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sb100#:%7E:text=Senate%20Bill%20100&text=Sets%20a%202045%20goal%20of,emit%20climate%2Daltering%20greenhouse%20gases
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• Temporary Excavation  
• Shoring – Soldier Pile Design and Installation 
• Temporary Tie-Back Anchors  
• Anchor Installation  
• Anchor Testing  
• Surface Drainage  

 
With implementation of the design recommendations and compliance with the California Building Code seismic 
requirements, impacts related to geology and soils would be considered less than significant.  It should be noted 
that prior to issuance of building permits, an updated geotechnical report with final design recommendations 
(based on the final project design) will be submitted to the City for review and approval.  As standard practice, 
this updated geotechnical report will be a condition of approval and the final design recommendations will be 
enforceable.  Based on the discussion above, the Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will not result in significant impacts related to geology and soils.    
 
Response to Comment 6-24 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-23.  
 
Response to Comment 6-25 
The recommendation from the Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix E of the Draft IS/MND) regarding the upper 
6 feet of existing soils to be excavated is associated with proper foundation and slab support.  It is not related to 
expansive soils.  The discussion that follows under item d) states that the upper 5 feet of existing soils 
encountered at the project site are considered to have a “very low” expansive potential and are classified as 
“non-expansive” per the California Building Code (Geocon, 2018). Therefore, it was concluded that the proposed 
project would not be located on expansive soil (No Impact).  
 
Response to Comment 6-26 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-25. 
 
Response to Comment 6-27 
The project site has been evaluated based on a total of eight (8) borings: three (3) borings performed by Geocon 
West, Inc. and five (5) borings performed by Cal Land Engineering, Inc. (Appendix E of the Draft IS/MND). The 
depth of the borings ranged from 21 ½ to 75 ½ feet in depth. The licensed engineer and geologist responsible for 
preparation of the project geotechnical report have determined, based on their professional experience and 
judgement, that the number of borings and depths are sufficient to characterize the site for the proposed 
project.   Therefore, the results of the borings support the findings of the Draft IS/MND that the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts related to geology and soils.    
 
Response to Comment 6-28 
The near-surface conditions in the eight (8) borings performed within the project site indicate predominately 
granular materials, typically described as silty sand. The recommendation is to excavate, stockpile, and reuse the 
upper 6 feet of existing non-expansive site soils for support of the on-grade components of the proposed 
structures. Finished grade testing can be performed following the completion of the site grading to confirm that 
the near-surface conditions remain non-expansive. Where subterranean, due to the depth of embedment, 
foundations would not be susceptible to the effects of expansive soils, if any. 
 
Response to Comment 6-29 
Comment acknowledged.  For this reason, it is why an updated geotechnical report with final design 
recommendations (based on the final project design) will be submitted to the City for review and approval.  It 
will need to be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of building permits.  As standard practice, 
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this updated geotechnical report will be a condition of approval and the final design recommendations will be 
enforced to ensure site conditions are addressed and are consistent with applicable or appropriate standards.     
 
Response to Comment 6-30 
Comment acknowledged.  For this reason, it is why an updated geotechnical report with final design 
recommendations (based on the final project design) will be submitted to the City for review and approval.  It 
will need to be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of building permits.  As standard practice, 
this updated geotechnical report will be a condition of approval and the final design recommendations will be 
enforced to ensure site conditions are addressed and are consistent with applicable or appropriate standards.     
 
Response to Comment 6-31 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-23 through 6-30. 
 
Response to Comment 6-32 
The Draft IS/MND provides an in-depth GHG technical analysis6 that analyzes and discloses the proposed 
project’s impact to GHG emissions. The Draft IS/MND does not underestimate emissions by assuming project 
design features (PDFs) will be incorporated into the proposed project. All PDFs are part of the proposed project’s 
conditions of approval and therefore, must be implemented. Thus, it is appropriate to include them as part of 
the proposed project. Furthermore, by mandating PDFs be implemented as part of the conditions of approval, 
the City will be able to enforce them through plan check and inspections. Lastly, since PDFs are part of the 
proposed project, and are not considered mitigation, it would not be appropriate to analyze the proposed 
project without the PDFs. 
 
Response to Comment 6-33 
As previously stated in response to comment 6-32, an in-depth analysis was performed that quantifies and 
discloses the GHG emissions and reductions achieved by the required mitigation measures. The GHG analysis 
utilizes the CalEEMod software and methodologies consistent with the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) for quantifying GHG reduction measures.  
 
Additionally, the comment stating that the Draft IS/MND does not provide a clear significance threshold is also 
not accurate. The GHG analysis utilizes the recommended thresholds of significance from the SCAQMD Draft 
Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Thresholds, 2008. This is described on 
pages 5-2, 5-3 and Table 19 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study (refer to Appendix B of the 
Draft IS/MND). The SCAQMD significance thresholds have been established for purposes of CEQA compliance 
and to ensure project impacts to GHG are less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment 6-34 
The project site is 3.72 acres. The GHG analysis is based on the emissions from a 3.72-acre site. The Draft 
IS/MND adequately addresses activities associated with the hauling of export/fill. The analysis in the Draft 
IS/MND does take into account activities associated with all phases of the proposed project, construction (site 
preparation, hauling, export, etc.) and operations. These activities were included in the air quality/GHG 
emissions and traffic modeling (refer to Appendices B and I of the Draft IS/MND). Furthermore, the cumulative 
GHG impact of the proposed project is analyzed and disclosed as part of the proposed project’s overall GHG 
impact. CEQA Guidelines generally address GHG emissions as a cumulative impact due to the global nature of 
climate change (Public Resources Code, § 21083, subd. (b)(2)). As the California Supreme Court explained, 
“because of the global scale of climate change, any one project’s contribution is unlikely to be significant by 
itself.” (Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments [2017] 3 Cal.5th 497, 512.) 
 

 
6 RK Engineering Group, Inc. Garden Grove Hotel Site B-2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study, City of Garden 
Grove. April 26, 2022. 
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Also, refer to response to comment 6-68 for additional hauling discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 6-35 
The alleged comment that the Draft IS/MND understates project GHG impacts ignores the analysis in the Draft 
IS/MND and is not based on facts. The Draft IS/MND includes a comprehensive GHG technical study and utilizes 
statewide emissions modeling standards and methodology for the quantification and reporting of emissions. All 
PDFs will be enforced through the proposed project’s conditions of approval and all mitigation measures will be 
enforced through the  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The GHG reduction achieved through the 
required mitigation is substantial and is consistent with the significance thresholds established by SCAQMD. 
Therefore, the conclusions related to GHG in the Draft IS/MND are supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Response to Comment 6-36 
In Section 4.3 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft IS/MND, although the first two questions were 
addressed together, the discussion fully addresses both questions and does not solely focus on the construction 
materials to be stored on site. For example, the type and quantity of hazardous materials anticipated to be 
transported, used, and disposed of during construction and operation are discussed in this section (e.g., limited 
quantities of non-acutely hazardous materials such as paints, solvents, cleaning agents, oils, grease, and fuel for 
construction equipment, and limited quantities of non-acutely hazardous materials such as paints, cleaning 
agents, and batteries, as well as small quantities of common household hazardous wastes during operation and 
maintenance activities). It is also noted that the proposed project would be required to comply with all federal, 
state, and local requirements related to the transport, storage, use, and disposal of such materials and thus 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of such materials. Furthermore, as discussed in this section, it is noted that the proposed project would 
not require the use or storage of significant quantities of hazardous materials that could become a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through an accidental release or upset condition. Though it is not 
reasonably foreseeable that significant quantities of hazardous materials would be used or stored on site, to the 
extent any such use or storage would occur, such use and storage would be conducted in compliance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local requirements.  
 
In addition, based on a review of the prior uses at the project site, a comprehensive search of the project site 
and vicinity for underground storage tanks, leaks, or hazardous spills (discussed in greater detail in response to 
comment 6-37, below), and review of prior demolition activities’ compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403 and 
California Health & Safety Code requirements (also discussed in greater detail in response to comment 6-37, 
below), the project site is not listed on a hazardous site and no hazardous materials or contaminants are 
expected to occur on the project site. However, per Condition of Approval No. 10 for the proposed project, a 
geotechnical study is required, which shall analyze sub-surface issues related to the past uses of the site; any soil 
or groundwater contamination discovered shall be remediated prior to the issuance of a building permit per the 
requirements of the Orange County Health Department and the mitigation requirements of governing 
regulatory requirements. Accordingly, construction and operation activities will not present a hazardous 
material risk. 
 
Response to Comment 6-37 
The preparation of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) is not required by CEQA. A Phase I ESA is a 
real estate document. However, a comprehensive search of the project site and vicinity for underground storage 
tanks, leaks, or hazardous spills was conducted for the project site, as explained in Section 4.3, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft IS/MND. Specifically, the search included review of the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)’s EnviroStor database, which includes the following hazardous waste 
facilities and cleanup sites: Permitted Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDFs); Federal Superfund 
sites (National Priorities List [NPL]); State Response sites, including military facilities and State Superfund sites; 
Voluntary Cleanup sites; school sites; and Corrective Action sites. This search also included review of the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s GeoTracker database, which provides access to statewide 
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environmental data and tracks regulatory data for the following types of sites: (1) Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks (LUST) cleanup sites; (2) Cleanup Program Sites (CPS, also known as Site Cleanups [SC] and formerly 
known as Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups [SLIC] sites); (3) military sites (including military UST sites, 
military privatized sites, and military cleanup sites [formerly known as Department of Defense (DOD) non-UST]); 
(4) Land Disposal sites (Landfills, Surface Impoundments, Waste Piles, Land Treatment Units, Mining Units); (5) 
Permitted Underground Storage Tank (UST) facilities; (6) Composting Operations; (7) Waste Discharge 
Requirement (WDR) sites; (8) Confined Animal / Concentrated Animal Feed Lots facilities; (9) Irrigated Lands 
Regulatory Program (ILRP) sites; and (10) Oil and Gas Monitoring sites (Aquifer Exemption, Produced Water 
Ponds, Underground Injection Control, Well Stimulation Projects). In addition, this search included a review of 
the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA)’s Cortese List Data Resources, which include the 
following: a list of solid waste disposal sites identified by SWRCB with waste constituents above hazardous waste 
levels outside the waste management unit; list of active Cease and Desist Orders and Cleanup and Abatement 
Orders from the SWRCB; list of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 
25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code identified by DTSC; list of hazardous waste and substances sites from 
DTSC; and list of LUST sites from SWRCB. No records were found identifying historic or current underground 
storage tanks, leaks, or hazardous spills on the project site. The nearest LUST site per the search results was 
located approximately 916 feet south of the project site, which given the distance and current activities (i.e., 
groundwater well monitoring activities), would not present a hazardous condition to the project site nor would 
the proposed activities impact this LUST site. In response to footnote 6 on page 15 of the comment letter, it 
should be noted that the active hazardous site at 13020 Chapman Avenue in Garden Grove noted by the 
commenter is more than a block away from the project site (it is over half a mile to the northwest of the project 
site) and would not present a hazardous condition to the project site nor would the proposed activities impact 
this hazardous site. 
 
The prior uses at the project site over the years was discussed in Cultural Resources Section of the Draft IS/MND, 
which helped inform the hazards and hazardous materials background research efforts. Specifically, the prior 
uses were discussed as follows: “The project site is located within a heavily disturbed urban area. Prior to World 
War II, the project site was utilized for agricultural purposes, with a grove of trees present on most of the 
property and one building that was present in the southeast corner for a short period of time. During the 
housing boom of the 1950s, the project site was developed with a residential tract and commercial buildings 
which were established by 1963. A review of construction manuals from the period suggests that it is adequate 
to assume that up to five feet of the soil was disturbed by construction, grading, and the placement of utilities 
for a 1960s-era tract development. All buildings in the project site were removed between 2004 and 2013, 
leaving only the cul-de-sac and alley between the dirt lots. The process appears to have consisted of removing 
building foundations and prior utilities and grading the surface.” (Draft IS/MND, p. 38) 
 
Regarding the demolition of the buildings on project site that occurred between 2004 and 2013, the demolition 
activities were subject to the SCAQMD’s Rule 1403, which establishes survey requirements, notification, and 
work practice requirements to prevent asbestos emissions from emanating during building renovation and 
demolition activities. Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403 for these demolition activities are documented on 
the building permits issued by the City, which are on file with the City’s Building Services Division. The 
demolition activities were also subject to the California Health & Safety Codes 6717 to 6717 for lead-related 
activities in construction work. As such, that the City is not required to assume that any asbestos and lead that 
were removed from the demolished buildings are still present in the soil on the project site. However, per 
Condition of Approval No. 10 for the proposed project, a geotechnical study is required, which shall analyze sub-
surface issues related to the past uses of the site; any soil or groundwater contamination discovered shall be 
remediated prior to the issuance of a building permit per the requirements of the Orange County Health 
Department and the mitigation requirements of governing regulatory requirements. Thus, per Condition of 
Approval No. 10, the soil and groundwater will be analyzed for potential contamination and, if confirmed, would 
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be remediated accordingly prior to the issuance of a building permit for the proposed project, thus ensuring 
construction and operation activities will not present a hazardous material risk. 
 
Response to Comment 6-38 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to responses to comments 6-36 and 6-37.  
 
Response to Comment 6-39 
As discussed in Appendix E, Geotechnical Investigation, of the Draft IS/MND, the scope of Geocon’s 2018 report 
was solely “the geotechnical aspects of proposed design and construction.” Thus, the note that an evaluation of 
the potential presence of hazardous or corrosive materials was not part of the scope of services provided by 
Geocon was simply to acknowledge it was not part of the scope of this specific investigation. However, as noted 
above in response to comment 6-36 and 6-37, a geotechnical study that will analyze sub-surface issues related 
to the past issues of the project site, which would include an evaluation for the potential presence of hazardous 
or corrosive materials in the soil and groundwater, will be required for the proposed project as a condition of 
approval prior to the issuance of building permits. 
 
Response to Comment 6-40 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to responses to comments 6-36, 6-37, and 6-39. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence supporting a fair argument. 
 
Response to Comment 6-41 
The Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (pWQMP) complies with the requirements of the local 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Program and with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. The Final WQMP may differ from the pWQMP as a result of final design 
which has not yet occurred. For the proposed project, the Final WQMP would be amended as appropriate to 
reflect up-to-date conditions on the project site consistent with the current Orange County Drainage Area 
Management Plan and the non-point source NPDES Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for the County of 
Orange, Orange County Flood Control District and the incorporated Cities of Orange County within the Santa 
Ana region as applicable at that time.  
 
Response to Comment 6-42 
The Draft IS/MND does not solely focus on adjacent buildings’ drainage flow in the analysis. Specifically, the 
analysis presented in Section 4.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft IS/MND, as well as the Preliminary 
Hydrology Report and pWQMP (refer to Appendices F1 and F2 of the Draft IS/MND), address the existing on- 
and off-site drainage patterns at the project site (pre- and post-development). For example, as discussed in 
Section 4.3 and Appendices F1 and F2 of the Draft IS/MND, it is noted that the project site consists of 28 percent 
of impervious area; it also noted that the project site is predominantly flat and drainage surface flows to 
Thackery Drive, then west onto Twintree Avenue, and south onto Buaro Street where it flows into a curb 
opening catch basin and enters the public storm drain system. The drainage ultimately flows through city and 
county owned facilities to Anaheim Bay. There are no streams or rivers on the project site. Also, as discussed in 
Section 4.3 and Appendices F1 and F2 of the Draft IS/MND, it is noted that off-site existing drainage from the 
Sheraton Hotel property just north of the project site currently surface flows through a culvert onto Thackery 
Drive and ultimately leaves the project site flowing west onto Twintree Avenue.  
 
Furthermore, as determined in Section 4.3 and Appendices F1 and F2 of the Draft IS/MND, while impervious 
surfaces would be increased to 68 percent with implementation of the proposed project, no alteration of a 
course or stream would occur and the post development drainage would be similar to the pre-development 
drainage (thus, the proposed project would maintain a similar drainage pattern compared to existing 
conditions). There is one drainage management area and runoff flows in the southern direction in both the pre- 
and post-development. All flows beyond the full design capture volume would follow the pre-development 
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drainage pattern to leave the project site. Specifically, the proposed project would implement the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) prescribed in the pWQMP which would ensure no substantial alteration of the 
existing drainage pattern at the project site occurs. For example, per the pWQMP, bioretention BMPs with no 
underdrains would be used to treat runoff and site drainage from the proposed project given the soils on the 
project site have been determined to have adequate infiltration capacity. In particular, runoff from the proposed 
hotel would be collected using roof downspouts that would either flow directly into the top of the bioretention 
BMPs or outlet at grade and surface flow to the bioretention BMPs, where it would be filtered, then infiltrated 
on-site. Retained flows would be treated and metered prior to direction to off-site storm drains and the public 
storm drain system. In addition, as part of the proposed project, the off-site drainage from the adjacent 
Sheraton Hotel would be routed to the new drive aisle along the west property line and continue to flow west 
onto Twintree Avenue to match the existing condition. These flows would not be mixed with the runoff of the 
proposed project. As such, the proposed project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would impede or redirect flood flows. The proposed project would also not substantially 
increase the rate, amount, or depth of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite. 
 
Response to Comment 6-43 
As described in response to comment 6-42 above, Section 4.3 and Appendices F1 and F2 of the Draft IS/MND, it 
is noted that off-site existing drainage from the Sheraton Hotel property just north of the project site currently 
surface flows through a culvert onto Thackery Drive and ultimately leaves the project site flowing west onto 
Twintree Avenue. With the vacation of Thackery Drive under the proposed project, the off-site drainage from 
the adjacent Sheraton Hotel would be routed to the new drive aisle along the west property line; however, from 
the new drive aisle, it would continue to leave the site flowing west onto Twintree Avenue to match the existing 
condition. While the post development drainage pattern would not be the same as the existing drainage 
pattern, it would be similar and this would not be a substantial alteration. As determined in Section 4.3 of the 
Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would not result in a substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
substantially increase the rate, amount, or depth of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or offsite; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or, impede or redirect 
flood flows. 
 
Response to Comment 6-44 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-42 and 6-43.  
 
Response to Comment 6-45 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(A), the “the discussion of mitigation measures shall 
distinguish between the measures which are proposed by project proponents to be included in the project and 
other measures proposed by the lead, responsible or trustee agency or other persons which are not included 
but the lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as 
conditions of approving the project.” The proposed project is required to implement the measures of the WQMP 
(pWQMP and final WQMP) as well as the (SWPPP) per regulatory requirements and conditions of approval for 
the proposed project. Hence, the BMPs identified to be implemented are not deferred mitigation but rather are 
binding and enforceable requirements pursuant to regulatory requirements (e.g., requirements of NPDES Permit 
for Waste Discharge Requirements for the County of Orange, Orange County Flood Control District, and 
incorporated cities of Orange County within the Santa Ana Region; Orange County Drainage Area Management 
Plan [DAMP] requirements, City of Garden Grove Municipal Code Section 6.40.050, and project conditions of 
approval nos. 10 and 29, etc.). The WQMP is a binding document that is tied to the property; if there is a change 
in land ownership, the new owner will bear the responsibility to continue implementing the WQMP per City 
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requirements, as discussed in the pWQMP in Appendix F2 of the Draft IS/MND. Also refer to response to 
comment 6-41. 
 
Response to Comment 6-46 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-41 through 6-43, and 6-45.  
 
Additionally, the purpose of the BMPs is to treat the increased runoff from the project site and to ensure that 
the post development flows exiting the project site do not exceed the pre-development flows exiting the project 
site. The final WQMP and drainage study will be reviewed and approved by the authority having jurisdiction 
during the design plan check process to ensure all of these requirements are equally met. 
 
Response to Comment 6-47 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-42 and 6-43.  
 
Response to Comment 6-48 
The commenter states that the vacation of a street and alley that traverse the project site is inconsistent with 
the General Plan’s “transportation element”, will divide an established community, which currently uses the 
street and alley to be vacated, and will have a significant effect on traffic and circulation.  There is no 
“transportation element” in the General Plan, and the street proposed to be vacated, Thackery Drive, is not 
mentioned in the Circulation Element of the General Plan.  Under the City’s Circulation Element, local residential 
streets such as Thackery Drive serve adjacent land uses only, allowing access to residential driveways and 
providing on-street parking for neighborhoods.   The purpose of the proposed vacation of Thackery Drive and 
the public alley is to facilitate the development of the proposed project.  Once vacated, Thackery Drive and the 
public alley will be incorporated into the proposed project’s developable land area and will only serve the 
properties that encompasses the project site. Thackery Drive and the public alley are not needed to support the 
circulation needs of the abutting properties, and the vacation would not have a detrimental impact on the 
circulation system. Thackery Drive and the public alley, along with the rest of the project site, are currently 
secured with a perimeter fence and have no public access. As such, the vacation of Thackery Drive and the 
public alley would not divide the established community or impact existing traffic or circulation. The proposed 
project would have public street access from Harbor Boulevard and Twintree Avenue. 
 
Response to Comment 6-49 
Both pages 3 and 65 of the Draft IS/MND state that R-1-7 is Single-Family Residential Zone.  The entire project 
site has a General Plan land use designation of International West Mixed Use (IW). The IW designation is 
intended to provide for a mix of uses, including resort, entertainment, retail, hotel, and some higher density 
residential that are appropriate for a major entertainment and tourism destination.  To facilitate the proposed 
hotel resort, the proposed project includes zone change of the project site from Planned Unit Development 
(PUD-141-01) and Single-Family Residential Zone (R-1-7) to a sub-area PUD, PUD-141-01(A).  
 
Response to Comment 6-50 
To facilitate the proposed hotel resort, the proposed project includes zone change of the project site from PUD-
141-01 and R-1-7 to a sub-area PUD, PUD-141-01(A). This proposed PUD amendment would place the entire 
project site parcels into a PUD sub-area with specific development standards established to facilitate the 
development of the proposed hotel resort that will regulate the number of hotel rooms, building height, 
building setbacks, landscaping, permitted uses, required parking, site circulation and access, signage, utilities, 
storage and refuse collection.  
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Response to Comment 6-51 
The proposed zone change from PUD-141-01 and R-1-7 to a sub-area PUD, PUD-141-01(A) are mentioned 
throughout the Draft IS/MND: Section 3.4, Discretionary Actions and Approvals (Draft IS/MND, p. 14); Section I. 
Aesthetics c) (Draft IS/MND, p. 20); and Section XI. Land Use and Planning a) and b) (Draft IS/MND, pp. 62-63). 
 
Response to Comment 6-52 
The current zoning of the project site is outdated, is partially inconsistent with the General Plan, and would not 
accommodate the proposed project. The City has not adopted new generally applicable zoning and 
development standards to implement the IW designation, and the General Plan contemplates and provides for 
the establishment of such standards through the PUD process. To facilitate the development of the proposed 
project, and to continue to further the goals of the City’s General Plan to expand and enhance the City’s resort 
area, establishment of a sub-area PUD, PUD-141-01(A), on the project site is necessary. This PUD sub-area will 
establish specific development standards to the project site that will regulate the number of hotel rooms, 
building height, building setbacks, landscaping, permitted uses, required parking, site circulation and access, and 
signage.  
 
The project site is located in the City’s Grove District Anaheim Resort, which is designated as a resort destination 
that encourages hotels, restaurants, and entertainment uses. The resort area is developed with existing hotels, 
restaurants, and retail uses. As such, the proposed project would be compatible with the existing hotel 
developments in the area, and would expand and enhance the hospitality services currently available in the 
resort district.  
 
The project site directly abuts the Sheraton Hotel to the north, and residential uses to the northwest and west. 
The proposed project would incorporate specific mitigation measures and PDFs to minimize impacts to the 
adjacent residential uses from noise generated from the hotel, including from the parking structure and the pool 
deck. Implementation of the mitigation measures and PDFs would ensure that the adjacent residential uses are 
adequately screened and buffered from the proposed hotel site. 
 
The Draft IS/MND analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed project as a whole. The proposed project is 
consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan Land Use Element, the Community Design Element, 
and the Economic Development Element, including: 
 
• Policy LU-1.4 to encourage a wide variety of retail and commercial uses, such as restaurant and cultural 

arts/entertainment, in appropriate locations and Policy LU-6.2 to encourage a mix of retail and commercial 
services along major corridors and in centers to meet the community needs. 

• Policy LU-1.5 to encourage active and inviting pedestrian-friendly street environments that include a variety 
of uses within commercial and mixed-use areas. 

• Goal LU-4 that seeks to develop uses that are compatible with one another and Policy LU 4.5 that requires 
that commercial developments adjoining residential uses be adequately screened and buffered from 
residential areas. 

• Goal LU-9 Creation of tourism and entertainment-related destination area that will benefit all residents, 
businesses, and visitors and Policy LU-9.6 Locate tourist or entertainment related uses with adequate access 
to freeway or major arterials to encourage both local and regional patronage. 

• Policy CD-7.1 Encourage future development and redevelopment projects to reinforce district scale, identity, 
and urban form. 

• Policy ED-1.1 Continue to encourage the development and expansion of hotel facilities in key corridors of 
the City (i.e., Harbor Boulevard). 
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Response to Comment 6-53 
Based on the response to comment 6-49 through 6-52, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts related to land use. The comment does not provide substantial evidence supporting a fair argument. 
 
Response to Comment 6-54 
The Draft IS/MND does not assume that simply because the proposed project will comply with the noise 
regulations that it is exempt from any additional construction restrictions. The Draft IS/MND includes an in-
depth technical Noise Study7 that not only analyzes the proposed project’s compliance with the City of Garden 
Grove Municipal Code requirements, but also utilizes thresholds of significance established by the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) for assessing construction noise impacts8 (refer to Appendix H of the Draft 
IS/MND). The Noise Study includes detailed noise modeling, utilizing the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise 
Model (RCNM), to demonstrate noise level impacts during construction (see Appendix D of the Noise Study). The 
Draft IS/MND finds that a less than significant impact would occur with mitigation measures incorporated. The 
commenter has not provided any facts to dispute the findings of technical study. 
 
Response to Comment 6-55 
The Draft IS/MND shows that construction noise levels may exceed 80 dBA and would require mitigation 
(including masonry block walls and temporary construction noise barriers) to reduce impacts to a level of 
insignificance. However, the commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft IS/MND does not identify the 
proximity to sensitive receptors. Section 4.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft IS/MND (pp. 28-30) and the Noise Study 
identifies the proximity of all surrounding sensitive receptors (pp. 1-1 and 1-2) (refer to Appendix H of the Draft 
IS/MND). Furthermore, the Noise Study analyzes noise impacts at the surrounding communities and discloses 
the results in Table 17 of the Noise Study (Appendix H of the Draft IS/MND). The commenter then suggests that 
moveable barriers would be more effective based on an obscure excerpt from an unrelated project. However, 
for the proposed project, the combination of the permanent block walls and the temporary noise barriers 
effectively enclose the project site from all surrounding noise sensitive receptors. The permanent block wall will 
shield sensitive receptors to the west of the project site, and the temporary barriers, which will be installed in 
fixed locations along the north, south and east property lines of the project site throughout the duration of 
construction, will shield sensitive receptors located to the north and south of the project site. Hence, additional 
moveable barriers would not be necessary, as all receptors will be shielded throughout the entirety of 
construction with the installation of the block walls and temporary noise barriers regardless of where onsite 
equipment and activity is located.  
 
Response to Comment 6-56 
The commenter suggests that the proposed noise barrier shielding would not be effective against construction 
activity occurring above ground level during the construction of the building. It is acknowledged that as the 
height of noise increases, the effectiveness of ground level noise barriers decreases. However, the noise impact 
analysis shows that the worst-case construction noise generating activities would occur at ground level. This 
would include the operation of heavy equipment such as graders, excavators, tractors, cranes, etc. It is from 
these noise sources that the noise impact has been identified, and which the barrier walls will mitigate. 
Equipment that may operate above ground level, such as welders, are shown to be below the threshold of 
significance and would not need mitigation. As shown in Table 17 of the Noise Study, a welder would generate 
up to 64.0 dBA at 100 feet (unmitigated), which is significantly below the 80 dBA threshold of significance 
established by the FTA (Appendix H of the Draft IS/MND).  
 
Response to Comment 6-57 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft IS/MND does not show the amount of noise reduction 
achieved by the barrier shielding during construction. Section 4.3 (Noise) of the Draft IS/MND (p. 70) and Table 

 
7 RK Engineering Group, Inc. Garden Grove Hotel Site B-2 Noise Impact Study. May 16, 2022. 
8 Federal Transit Administration. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September 2018. 
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17 of Noise Study (Appendix H of the Draft IS/MND) show that the required noise barrier shielding will reduce 
worst case noise levels to 75.9 dBA, which is below the significance threshold. The FHWA noise barrier reduction 
calculations are shown in Appendix D of the Noise Study (Appendix H of the Draft IS/MND). 
 
Response to Comment 6-58 
The commenter arbitrarily states that the 80 dBA 8-hour threshold of significance is very high, and questions 
whether it is applicable on days when construction were to occur longer than 8-hours but does not provide facts 
to support these claims. The Draft IS/MND utilizes significance thresholds established by the FTA, which 
recommends a criterion for noise assessment to help prevent adverse community reaction.9 The FTA threshold 
is widely cited as an industry standard and commonly used for CEQA analysis purposes. The 80 dB/8-hour 
threshold is a time-weighted average of the worst-case 8 hours of construction noise per day. Construction may 
occur longer than 8 hours a day, but it is limited to an 80 dBA equivalent noise level for 8 consecutive hours. 
Hence, the community would be protected against noise impacts throughout the entirety of the day while 
construction activities would occur. 
 
Response to Comment 6-59 
The commenter suggests that the City of Garden Grove has set high thresholds for operational noise impacts but 
does not provide any support to this claim. The noise limits set in the City’s Municipal Code have been 
established to protect public health and prohibit nuisances from any loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise that 
disturbs the peace or quiet of any neighborhood, or that causes discomfort or annoyance to any person of 
normal sensitiveness. The City’s Municipal Code noise standards are based on well-established thresholds from 
the County of Orange Noise Control Ordinance and have been widely adopted by other local agencies in the 
area. Additionally, the 3 dBA change threshold is also a widely cited threshold of significance under CEQA and is 
considered an industry standard. It is based on the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy 
and Guidance which found that a change in noise level of 3 dBA is considered barely perceptible.  
 
Response to Comment 6-60 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft IS/MND erroneously assumes that unless the project 
doubles the amount of traffic it will not cause more than a 3 dBA noise increase. The scientific explanation for 
this phenomenon is described in Sections 2.4 and 2.5 of the Noise Study (Appendix H of the Draft IS/MND) and 
referenced from the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 
2013. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale, and it takes a doubling of sound energy to produce a 3 dB 
increase. Hence, doubling of traffic volume along a roadway segment would equate to a doubling of sound 
energy and result in an approximate 3 dBA change in noise. 
 
Response to Comment 6-61 
The commenter appears to be confusing two separate issues here. The Draft IS/MND and Noise Study discuss 
both the proposed project’s impact to the surrounding community and impacts from the built environment to 
the proposed project. The City’s noise/land use compatibility guidelines and the future baseline noise 
environment are discussed within the context of evaluating whether the proposed project’s building structure 
will meet the required interior noise standards. To the extent the latter analysis involves the environment’s 
impact on the proposed project, which is not a CEQA issue, the analysis is provided for informational purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 6-62 
Please refer to response to comment 6-54 through 6-61 for detailed explanations. 
 
  

 
9 Federal Transit Administration. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September 2018. Page 179, 
“Assess Construction Noise Impact”. 
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Response to Comment 6-63 
The commenter inaccurately alleges that the analysis of transportation impacts is flawed because it does not 
address the issue of vacating a public street and alley. The analysis of transportation impacts has been prepared 
pursuant to the requirements of the City of Garden Grove Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles 
Traveled and Level of Service Assessment, May 2020 (Guidelines)10. The Guidelines do not require the analysis of 
public right of way vacation as part of the determination of transportation impacts under CEQA. However, for 
informational purposes, Thackery Drive was a local road, not listed on the City’s Master Plan of Streets and 
Highways. In the baseline condition, it is fenced off and not open to the public. Hence, its vacation would not 
impact the City’s broader street network or circulation policy. 
 
Response to Comment 6-64 
The Draft IS/MND follows the City’s Guidelines8 for the evaluation of vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The proposed 
project is shown to result in a less than significant impact to VMT due to its location along a high-quality transit 
corridor. A ‘high-quality transit corridor’ means a corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no 
longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(1) state that projects 
within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high quality transit 
corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. Harbor Boulevard qualifies 
as a high-quality transit corridor and the proposed project is located within ½ mile of a bus stop with 15-minute 
headways or less. Hence, the finding of a less than significant impact has been based on substantial evidence. 
Furthermore, the commenter provides no evidence to show how the use of Uber, Lyft and other means of 
transportation would double the number of trips to/from the project site. The Traffic Impact Study (Appendix I 
of the Draft IS/MND) estimated trip generation for the proposed project by utilizing the latest edition of the 
industry-wide standard Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. Trip generation rates 
from ITE are established based on nationwide surveys and empirical data of vehicle trips generated by various 
land uses, including Hotels. The ITE trip generation rates include trips from Uber, Lyft and other ride sharing 
services as part of the rate. Hence, the use of these services is accounted for in the Draft IS/MND and the 
commenter is incorrect to suggest that they would double the number of traffic traveling to/from the project 
site. 
 
Response to Comment 6-65 
The commenter inaccurately claims that the proposed project will result in impacts related to increased traffic 
congestion and reduced emergency access. An in-depth Traffic Impact Study11 was prepared that analyzed 
project access, circulation and area-wide traffic congestion (refer to Appendix I of the Draft IS/MND). The 
findings of the analysis show that all project related traffic congestion will be addressed through various 
intersection improvements, including the installation of a new traffic signal at the main project access on Harbor 
Boulevard (shared access with Sheraton Hotel). The Traffic Study shows that this intersection will operate at an 
acceptable level of service with the new signal and provide adequate access for both the proposed project and 
the existing Sheraton Hotel. As stated previously, congestion is no longer a CEQA issue. 
 
Additionally, as part of the conditions of approval of the proposed project, the site plan will be reviewed and 
approved by the Garden Grove Fire Department to ensure adequate emergency access is provided and all drive 
aisle and driveway standards are met, prior to obtaining building permits.   
 
Response to Comment 6-66 
All mitigation measures in the Draft IS/MND will be part of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program which 
will be enforced by the City.  It will be the City’s responsibility to monitor and verify that all mitigation measures 

 
10 City of Garden Grove. City of Garden Grove Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of 
Service Assessment, May 2020 (Guidelines). 
11 RK Engineering Group, Inc. Site “B-2” Hotel Traffic Impact Study, City of Garden Grove, CA. July 1, 2022. 
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are implemented properly and will be documented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  Please 
see prior responses regarding sufficiency of the project’s mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 6-67 
The Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Draft IS/MND review period was sent to the Superintendent of the Garden 
Grove Unified School District.  Along with the NOI, the Superintendent also received a USB containing the Draft 
IS/MND.  It should be noted that the three schools identified within the 0.25 miles of the project site are part of 
the Garden Grove Unified School District.  The City has not received any comments or concerns regarding the 
proposed project from the Garden Grove Unified School District.  
 
Response to Comment 6-68 
Refer to response to comment 6-37. 
 
Hauling trips associated with construction of the proposed project were analyzed as part of the Traffic Impact 
Study (refer to Appendix I of the Draft IS/MND).  Table 10-1 of the Traffic Impact Study shows the daily 
construction trip generation for each of the construction phases. The total daily trips for each construction 
phase consist of worker trips, vendor trips and hauling trips (whichever apply), with the appropriate passenger 
car equivalent (PCE) factors applied.  Table 10-2 shows the peak hour construction trip generation for each of 
the construction phases. The maximum construction trip generation occurs during the grading phase, when the 
proposed project is forecast to generate approximately 813 PCE-adjusted daily construction trips which include 
approximately 203 PCE-adjusted AM peak hour construction trips and approximately 203 PCE-adjusted PM peak 
hour construction trips. 
 
Though congestion is no longer a CEQA issue, as concluded in the Traffic Impact Study, the proposed project’s 
short-term construction traffic is forecast to not adversely affect the level of service of the study intersections 
(20 intersections).   
 
The proposed project anticipates requiring a total export of approximately 60,720 cubic yards of earthwork 
material for grading purposes (refer to Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND).  The analysis in the Draft IS/MND does 
take into account activities associated with site preparation (hauling, export, etc.) identified in the geotechnical 
investigation.  These activities were included in the air quality/GHG emissions and traffic modeling, refer to 
Appendices B and I of the Draft IS/MND.   
 
Response to Comment 6-69 
Refer to response to comment 6-67. 
 
Response to Comment 6-70 
Comment acknowledged. Since this comment does not raise a specific concern or issue regarding the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND, no further response to this comment is required.  
Also, refer to response to comment 6-67. 
 
Response to Comment 6-71 
The Draft IS/MND accounts for the three schools within 0.25 miles from the project site.   The Walton 
Intermediate School is located approximately 0.2 mile northwest of the project site; Warren Elementary School 
is located approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site; and Violette Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.25 mile southwest of the project site (Google Earth Pro, 2022).  While the proposed project 
would use, store, and dispose limited quantities of hazardous materials during construction and operation, such 
as paints, solvents, cleaning agents, etc., such materials would be used, stored, and disposed in compliance with 
all federal, state, and local requirements. Therefore, hazardous material impact would be less than significant. 
(Draft IS/MND, p. 53). 
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Also, as determined in Section 4.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors (including children, the elderly, the acutely and 
chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases).  Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction or operation of the proposed project.  In addition, the 
proposed project would be in compliance with applicable rules and regulations such as SCAQMD Rules 402 and 
403. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 28-31). 
 
The Draft IS/MND provides substantial evidence that the proposed project will not result in any significant 
impacts related to emitting hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of a school.        
 
Response to Comment 6-72 
Comment acknowledged. Refer to response to comment 6-68 through 6-71. 
 
Response to Comment 6-73 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-74 and 6-75.   
 
Response to Comment 6-74 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft IS/MND is silent regarding the amount of export/import fill 
and number of trucks associated with this activity.  The proposed project anticipates requiring a total export of 
approximately 60,720 cubic yards of earthwork material for grading purposes (refer to Appendix B of the Draft 
IS/MND).  Hauling trips associated with construction of the proposed project were analyzed as part of the Traffic 
Impact Study (refer to Appendix I of the Draft IS/MND).   Table 10-1 of the Traffic Impact Study shows the daily 
construction trip generation for each of the construction phases. The total daily trips for each construction 
phase consist of worker trips, vendor trips and hauling trips (whichever apply), with the appropriate PCE factors 
applied.  Table 10-2 shows the peak hour construction trip generation for each of the construction phases. The 
maximum construction trip generation occurs during the grading phase, when the proposed project is forecast 
to generate approximately 813 PCE-adjusted daily construction trips which include approximately 203 PCE-
adjusted AM peak hour construction trips and approximately 203 PCE-adjusted PM peak hour construction trips.  
As concluded in the Traffic Impact Study, the proposed project’s short-term construction traffic is forecast to not 
adversely affect the level of service of the study intersections (20 intersections).  It is anticipated the haul route 
would consist of several of these intersections, especially Harbor Boulevard.  
  
Also, as determined in Section 4.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors (including children, the elderly, the acutely and 
chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases).  Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction or operation of the proposed project.  In addition, the 
proposed project would be in compliance with applicable rules and regulations such as SCAQMD Rules 402 and 
403. (Draft IS/MND, pp. 28-31). 
 
Response to Comment 6-75 
Refer to response to comment 6-74.  The Draft IS/MND analyzed activities associated with the hauling of 
export/fill.   The analysis in the Draft IS/MND takes into account activities associated with all phases of the 
proposed project, construction (site preparation, hauling, export, etc.) and operations.  These activities were 
included in the air quality/GHG emissions and traffic modeling, refer to Appendices B and I of the Draft IS/MND.   
Therefore, the commenter is incorrect and the Draft IS/MND does not violate CEQA’s piecemealing requirement.  
The comment does not provide substantial evidence supporting a fair argument. 
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Response to Comment 6-76 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-67 and 6-75.   
 
Response to Comment 6-77 
The Draft IS/MND appropriately addresses the environmental parameters under CEQA and the analysis 
concludes that all potential impacts would be considered less than significant.  Significant impacts that were 
identified have been reduced to a less than significant level with the incorporation of mitigation measures. 
There is no omitted analysis that would trigger the need for recirculation of the Draft IS/MND or the need to 
prepare an EIR as the commenter suggests. It should be noted that an Errata to the Draft IS/MND will be 
prepared to clarify some of the Draft IS/MND content but none of the revisions would trigger recirculation. 
Therefore, the analysis and conclusions in the Draft IS/MND are adequate and would not require the 
recirculation.   
 
Response to Comment 6-78 
Comment acknowledged. The commenter states that the City is attempting to vacate two streets all in one 
action/hearing of approving the proposed project and without following the procedures of the Streets and 
Highways Code.  The commenter is mistaken.  The City intends to follow all legal and procedural requirements 
for the proposed street vacation, and the land use approvals for the proposed project are proposed to be 
contingent upon approval of said street vacation.  A General Plan amendment is not needed or proposed.  The 
Planning Commission’s action of July 7, 2022, regarding the street vacation was to report to the City Council on 
conformance of the proposed vacation with the General Plan pursuant to Government Code Section 65402, not 
to consider or act on the street vacation itself.  The City Council will separately consider and act on the street 
vacation proposal in accordance with applicable state law.  The remainder of the comment does not raise a 
specific concern or issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND, 
no further response to this comment is required. 
 
Response to Comment 6-79 
Comment acknowledged. The commenter alleges that the agenda descriptions for the July 7, 2022 Planning 
Commission meeting did not satisfy the Brown Act.  The City disagrees. Regardless, since this comment does not 
raise a specific concern or issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
IS/MND, no further response to this comment is required.  
 
Response to Comment 6-80 
Comment acknowledged. Refer to response to comment 6-48 for street vacancy discussion and response to 
comment 6-52 for GP consistency discussion. The sale of alcohol is not inconsistent with the General Plan and is 
not a topic under CEQA that would need to be addressed in the Draft IS/MND.   
 
Response to Comment 6-81 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to response to comment 6-1 through 6-80.    
 
Exhibit A 
The commenter includes a Trial Court Ruling in Aids Healthcare Foundation v. City of Los Angeles, Case Number 
19STCP05445, April 5, 2021, as an attachment to their comment letter.  This comment is noted for the record 
and no further response to this comment is required. Exhibit A is included as Attachment B of this Final IS/MND. 
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Comment Letter 7: GK Law for the UNITE HERE Local 11 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2 
This comment summarizes the balance of the comments of the letter. Please see the following responses to 
comment. 
 
Response to Comment 7-3 
The comment cites California case law that speaks for itself. 
 
Response to Comment 7-4 
The comment cites various positions of California law, regulations, and cases that speak for themselves. 
 
Response to Comment 7-5 
The comment cites California case law that speaks for itself. The Draft IS/MND along with the Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Impact Study (refer to Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND) provides an in-depth GHG technical 
analysis12 that analyzes and discloses the proposed project’s impacts related to GHG emissions.  
 
Response to Comment 7-6 
The GHG analysis utilizes the recommended thresholds of significance from the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance 
Thresholds, 2008. This is described on pages 5-2, 5-3 and Table 19 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact 
Study. The SCAQMD significance thresholds have been established for purposes of CEQA compliance. SCAQMD 
is charged with regulating air quality within the South Coast Air Basin including all of Orange County and the 
non-desert regions of Los Angeles County, San Bernardino County, and Riverside County. SCAQMD has provided 
guidance on determining significance for GHG emissions in CEQA documents. The Draft IS/MND adheres to 
SCAQMD’s expert GHG guidance. 
 
Response to Comment 7-7 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft IS/MND incorrectly applies the SCAQMD Tier-3 Threshold of 
3,000 MTCO2e/yr. First, SCAQMD recommends that both residential and commercial projects may be analyzed 
using the 3,000 MTCO2e/yr13. Secondly, since the proposed project was shown to exceed the SCAQMD’s Tier 3 
threshold, the proposed project was thus analyzed under SCAQMD’s Tier 4 threshold, not Tier 3. Therefore, the 
Tier 3 threshold is not applicable. 
 
Response to Comment 7-8 
It is important to note that neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines prescribe thresholds of 
significance or particular methodologies for performing an impact analysis. This is left to lead agency judgment 
and discretion, based upon factual data and guidance from regulatory agencies and other sources where 
available and applicable.  The Tier 4 BAU threshold is consistent with SCAQMD GHG Guidelines16.  As described 
in the Office of Planning Research Discussion Draft CEQA and Climate Change Advisory, December 2018, in the 
absence of clearly defined thresholds for GHG emissions, such emissions must be disclosed and mitigated to the 
extent feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the project contributes to a significant, cumulative 
climate change impact. The determination has been made that the proposed project has the potential to 

 
12 RK Engineering Group, Inc. Garden Grove Hotel Site B-2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study, City of Garden 
Grove. April 26, 2022. 
13 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Significance Threshold. October 2008. Page 3-13 to 3-15. 



1704485.1 Page 109 

contribute to a significant, cumulative climate change impact, and thus is required to provide substantial 
mitigation to reduce GHG emissions. The Court’s ruling in the Newhall case is acknowledged, however, it was 
determined that the BAU reduction threshold is still the most appropriate measure for assessing impacts for the 
proposed project based on the following reasons: 1) the size and nature of the proposed project (i.e., being a 
hotel/customer based land use) do not lend themselves to using a screening level threshold or service 
population efficiency threshold (more discussion regarding the use of an efficiency threshold is provided in 
Response to Comment 7-9); 2) the BAU reduction threshold requires that substantial GHG reductions are 
required and enforced as mitigation; and 3) it promotes the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, 
including promote water conservation in new development (Policy CON-1.3), reduce total waste diverted to 
treatment or disposal at the waste source and through re-use and recycling (Goal CON-3), reduce dependency 
on non-renewable energy resources through the use of local and imported alternative energy sources (Goal 
CON-5), Green Building programs achieve water and energy efficiency, minimize raw resource consumption, and 
reduce the amount of waste placed in landfills while improving human health and quality of life in the City (Goal 
CON-6), provide efficient development that promotes alternative modes of transportation, while ensuring that 
economic development goals are not sacrificed (GP Goal AQ-4), and increased energy efficiency and 
conservation (GP Goal AQ-6). 
 
The proposed project will achieve more than a 40 percent reduction in GHG emissions with the recommended 
mitigation measures and will promote the use of renewable energy sources and alternative modes of travel, 
including locating in close proximity to transit. Each of these features is aligned with the City’s goals and broader 
regional and statewide climate change goals. 

Response to Comment 7-9 
The use of an efficiency threshold based solely on residents and employees is not appropriate for a hotel use 
because it does not take into account the effect hotel guests have on GHG contribution. Hotel guest are the 
main contributor of operational emissions from the proposed project, and the GHG Study accounts for these 
emissions as part of the analysis. However, the efficiency threshold only relates emissions to residents and/or 
employees of a site. So, for a hotel use, whose primary users are guests, the service population would be 
artificially low if only employees are counted. Thus, the use of the Tier 4 efficiency threshold is not appropriate 
in this case because it was not intended for customer based land use. 
 
Response to Comment 7-10 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the proposed project fails to recognize the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) Scoping Plan reliance on local land-use decisions and GHG reduction at the project level. The 
proposed project has demonstrated substantial reduction in GHG emissions which is consistent with the local 
land use thresholds for measuring significant GHG impacts (refer to Section 7.0 of the Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Impact Study, Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND).  
 
Response to Comment 7-11 
The commenter lists several non-project specific mitigation measures referenced from CARB to reduce GHG, and 
inaccurately claims that the Draft IS/MND has failed to incorporate many of them. This statement is not 
accurate. Most of these mitigation measures will be included through construction design features (such as 
idling restrictions, higher tiered engines, waste recycling, and establishing electrical supplies) and building code 
requirements (such as EV & bicycle parking, compliance with CALGreen, cool roofs, low flow fixtures, drought 
tolerant landscaping, and energy star appliances). Additionally, many other mitigation measures and project 
design features are being included in the proposed project that are consistent with this list, such as meeting SB 
743 requirements for vehicles miles traveled (VMT) reduction, implementing a vehicle trip reduction plan, 
installing rooftop solar, and prohibiting wood and natural gas burning fireplaces. Based on all of these facts, the 
Draft IS/MND concluded that GHG impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation 
measures. 
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Response to Comment 7-12 
The analysis of transportation impacts has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of the City of Garden 
Grove Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Service Assessment, May 2020 
(Guidelines)14. The proposed project is shown to result in a less than significant impact to VMT due to its 
location along a high-quality transit corridor. A ‘high-quality transit corridor’ means a corridor with fixed route 
bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3(b)(1) state that projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop 
along an existing high quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation 
impact. Harbor Boulevard qualifies as a high-quality transit corridor and the proposed project is located within ½ 
mile of a bus stop with 15-minute headways or less. Hence, the Draft IS/MND’s finding of a less than significant 
impact is consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3(b)(1) and is based on substantial evidence. 
 
Response to Comment 7-13 
The commenter inaccurately states that the proposed project is not consistent with the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
and provides unrelated VMT data out of the RTP/SCS that does not have bearing on the proposed project. For 
instance, one of the main goals of the RTP/SCS is to focus growth near high-quality transit areas and reduce GHG 
emissions. The proposed project meets these goals by locating along a high-quality transit corridor and 
implementing substantial GHG reduction measures, including the use of renewable energy sources. The 
proposed project also helps contribute to the Harbor Boulevard tourist job center and provides neighborhood 
scale mobility that encourage “walkability,” active transportation and short, shared vehicular trips on a through 
increased density, mixed land uses, neighborhood design, enhanced destination accessibility and reduced 
distance to transit. These features are key goals of the RTP/SCS15 and demonstrate the proposed project’s 
consistency with SCAG’s plan. Furthermore, the City of Garden Grove recognizes the Orange County 
Transportation Model (OCTAM) as the most appropriate and accurate model for measuring VMT within the City. 
The VMT data provided by the commenter is not based on the OCTAM model and does not provide an accurate 
estimate of VMT within the City.  
 
Response to Comment 7-14 
The commenter is mistaken in stating that there is a fair argument that proposed project VMTs are significant. 
As previously stated in response to comment 7-12, the Draft IS/MND assesses VMT impacts pursuant to the City 
of Garden Grove Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Service Assessment, 
May 2020 (Guidelines), and the proposed project is shown to result in a less than significant impact to VMT due 
to its location along a high-quality transit corridor. The City’s guidelines and CEQA Guidelines are very clear in 
stating that if a project is located along a high-quality transit corridor, then it may be presumed to result in a less 
than significant impact to VMT. The bullet point items mentioned by the commenter do not impact whether the 
project meets the transit screening requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 7-15 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to responses to comments 7-5 through 7-14. 
 
Response to Comment 7-16 
Comment acknowledged. Contrary to the comment, CEQA contains no limitation on the size of projects that may 
be analyzed in a negative declaration. The commenter will be placed on requested public mailing/notification 
lists related to the proposed project.

 
14 City of Garden Grove. City of Garden Grove Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of 
Service Assessment, May 2020 (Guidelines). 
15 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Connect So Cal. The 2020-2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies of the Southern California Association of Governments. September 3, 2020. Page 
48-52, “Sustainable Communities Strategy”.  
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Comment Letter 8: GK Law for the UNITE HERE Local 11 
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
Comment acknowledged.  
 
Response to Comment 8-2 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 8-3 
Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 8-4 
Comment acknowledged. Refer to response to comment 7-1 through 7-16 (Comment Letter 7). 
 
Response to Comment 8-5 
Comment acknowledged.  
 
Response to Comment 8-6 
Comment acknowledged. The commenter will be placed on requested public mailing/notification lists related to 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 8-7 
Refer to Comment Letter 7.  
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3 ERRATA 
This section identifies revisions to the Site B-2 Hotel Draft IS/MND to incorporate clarifications, corrections, or 
additions prepared in response to comments on the Draft IS/MND. These changes include minor errors or 
editorial correction identified through subsequent review.  Additions are shown in underline. Deletions are 
shown in strikethrough. Commentary Notes are shown in italics type where needed. 

None of the revisions below represents a substantial increase in the severity of an identified significant impact 
or the identification of a new significant impact or mitigation considerably different from those already 
considered in the Draft IS/MND. 

Draft IS/MND Section IV. Biological Resources 

(Page 32, Discussion a), 1st paragraph, 1st sentence) 

Due to the built-out nature of the City and surrounding area, biological resources in the City are almost non-
existent (City of Garden Grove, 2021a, 2021b, & 2008). 

(Page 34, Discussion c), 1st paragraph, 1st sentence) 

As discussed above, due to the built-out nature of the City and surrounding area, biological resources in the City 
are almost non-existent (City of Garden Grove, 2021a, 2021b, & 2008). 

(Page 36, Sources) 

City of Garden Grove. 2021a. Focused General Plan Update and Zoning Amendments Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. Page 4.2-1. August 18, 2021. Adopted November 9, 2021. Available at: 
https://ggcity.org/sites/default/files/2021-08/FGPUZA%20DEIR.pdf (accessed March 2022). 

----. 2021b. Garden Grove General Plan, Chapter 2 Land Use Element, Public Review Draft – October 2021. Page 
2-2. Adopted November 9, 2021. Available at: Housing Element Update | City of Garden Grove (ggcity.org) 
(accessed March 2022). 

----. 2020. Garden Grove Municipal Code. Available at: http://qcode.us/codes/gardengrove/ (accessed June 
2021). 

----. 2008. Garden Grove General Plan, Chapter 10, Conservation Element, Public Review Draft – May 2008. Page 
10-3. Available at: https://ggcity.org/internet/pdf/planning/chapter10_conservation.pdf (accessed March 2022). 

Draft IS/MND Section V. Cultural Resources 

(Page 37, Discussion a), 4th sentence) 

13Thirteen properties within 0.25 miles of the project site are listed on California’s State Built Environment 
Resources Directory, however, none of these are located on the project site.   

  

https://ggcity.org/sites/default/files/2021-08/FGPUZA%20DEIR.pdf
https://ggcity.org/housing-element
https://ggcity.org/internet/pdf/planning/chapter10_conservation.pdf
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Draft IS/MND Section VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

(Page 49, 3rd paragraph, 5th sentence) 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-7 shown below, the total estimated GHG 
emissions generated by the proposed project would be 3,583.533,316.08 MTCO2e/year, reflecting a 5142 
percent reduction. 

(Page 50, GHG Mitigation Measure GHG-7, List Number 5) 

5. Hotel management/concierge should provide information that promotes walking, bicycling and public 
transit options to nearby attractions. This should include information on local bus routes and schedules, 
regional transportation options, such as the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) 
and Orange Metrolink Station, and wayfinding to the existing transit stops along Harbor Boulevard. 

Draft IS/MND Section XI. Land Use and Planning 

(Page 64, 1st sentence) 

Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigationg an environmental effect.   

Draft IS/MND Section XIII. Noise 

(Page 70, Construction Noise Reduction Mitigation Measure, N-1, 1st bullet) 

• All construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers and other suitable noise attenuation devices (e.g., 
engine shields). 

Draft IS/MND Appendix I Traffic Impact Study 
As response to comment 4-3, the Traffic Impact Study has been updated to include HCM level of service and 
queue reports for intersections within the Caltrans right-of-way, including intersection #7, #8, #18, and #20. 
Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4 of the Traffic Impact Study (see pp. 67-70) have been updated with the summary 
LOS results and HCM calculation worksheets and queue reports are provided in Appendices C, D, F, and G. The 
updated Traffic Impact Study is included as Attachment C of this Final IS/MND. 
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4 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) identifies Mitigation Measures required to be 
implemented for the proposed project.  These Mitigation Measures were identified in the Site B-2 Hotel Final 
IS/MND. For each Mitigation Measure, the MMRP identifies the potentially significant impact per environmental 
category, the related mitigation measure, the implementation entity, the monitoring and verification entity, and 
timing requirements.  
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
Verification 

Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Signature Date 

AESTHETICS  blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Light and Glare blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Introduce new 
source of substantial 
light or glare 

AES-1 Prior to final site plan approval, a site 
specific light and glare study shall be 
prepared and approved by the 
Community and Economic 
Development Director, or his or her 
designee, to ensure that the proposed 
project will be in compliance with the 
City’s Zoning Code related to lighting 
designs. The light and glare study shall 
include technologically advanced 
hotel/resort lighting measures in its 
detailed design plans.  These measures 
may include, without limitation, 
installation of exterior screening such 
as shielding attached to the luminaire, 
building, or site structures; using anti-
reflective glass or glass treated with an 
anti-reflective coating; and shielding 
lights with visors to reduce light 
trespass, glare impact and visual 
distraction.   Additionally, the light and 
glare study shall incorporate measures 
necessary for the proposed project’s 
compatibility with the goals and 
policies (i.e., Policy SAF-2.1 and SAF-
IMP-2A) in the General Plan for 
providing adequate lighting to maintain 
a safe public environment.  These 
measures may include, without 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department/ 
Public Works 
Department 

Prior to final site 
plan approval 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
Verification 

Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Signature Date 

limitation, placement of pedestrian-
level lighting throughout the project 
site; and provision of signage and 
markings within the project site for 
pedestrian safety. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES blank blank blank blank blank blank 
MBTA Nesting Birds blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Raptors and other 
nesting birds 
protected under the 
federal Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act  
encountered during 
tree removal activity 

BIO-1 With the potential for nesting birds 
protected under the Migratory Bird 
Act Treaty (MBTA) and California Fish 
and Game Code (CFGC) to occur in 
ornamental trees within the project 
site and surrounding area, tree 
removal during construction shall 
occur outside of the nesting bird 
season (generally, February 15 
through September 1). If avoiding the 
nesting season is not practicable, the 
following additional measures shall be 
employed: 

a. A pre-construction nesting bird 
survey shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist within 3 days 
prior to the start of construction 
activities to determine whether 
active nests are present within or 
directly adjacent to the 
construction zone. All active nests 
found shall be recorded. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

Prior to grading 
and building 
construction 

  



1704485.1 Page 121 

IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
Verification 

Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Signature Date 

b. If active nests are detected during 
the survey, the qualified biologist 
shall establish an appropriate 
buffer and monitor the active 
nests within the buffers at a 
minimum of once per week to 
determine whether the birds are 
being disturbed. If signs of 
disturbance or stress are 
observed, the qualified biologist 
shall immediately implement 
adaptive measures to reduce 
disturbance. These measures shall 
be determined by the qualified 
biologist and could include, 
without limitation, increasing 
buffer distance, temporarily 
halting construction activities until 
fledging is confirmed, or placing 
visual screens or sound 
dampening structures between 
the nest and construction activity. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Archaeological Resources blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Archaeological 
resources 
encountered during 
ground-disturbing 
activities 

CR-1 In the event archeological resources 
are found during construction, all 
attempts will be made to preserve in 
place or leave resources in an 
undisturbed state in compliance with 
all applicable laws.  In the event that 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
Verification 

Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Signature Date 

archeological resources are identified 
and cannot be preserved in place, a 
qualified archaeologist will be 
contacted to evaluate and determine 
appropriate treatment for the 
resource in accordance with Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Section 
21083.2(i). Work in the vicinity of the 
discovery (15-meter radius) will halt 
until the appropriate assessment and 
treatment of the resource is 
determined by the archaeologist (work 
can continue elsewhere on the project 
site).  

Human Remains Discovery blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Unknown and 
unanticipated human 
remains encountered 
during ground-
disturbing activities 

CR-2 If human remains are discovered, work 
in the immediate vicinity of the 
discovery shall be suspended and the 
Orange County Coroner shall be 
contacted. If the remains are deemed 
Native American in origin, the Coroner 
will contact the NAHC and identify a 
Most Likely Descendant pursuant to 
PRC Section 5097.98 and California 
Code of Regulations Section 15064.5. 
Work will only commence after 
consultation and treatment have been 
concluded. Work may continue on 
other parts of the project site while 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
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Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Signature Date 

consultation and treatment are 
conducted. 

ENERGY blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Inefficient or 
wasteful energy 
consumption or 
conflict with the 
City’s energy goals 
 
 

Refer to Mitigation Measures GHG-2 through 
GHG-6 

     

GEOLOGY AND SOILS  blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Paleontological Resources blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological 
resource or site or 
unique geologic 
feature 

G-1 In the event paleontological resources 
are found during construction, all 
attempts will be made to preserve in 
place or leave resources in an 
undisturbed state in compliance with 
applicable laws. In the event that fossil 
specimens are encountered on the site 
and cannot be preserved in place, a 
qualified paleontologist will be 
contacted and work in the vicinity of 
the discovery (15-meter radius) will 
halt until the appropriate assessment 
and treatment of the resource is 
determined by the paleontologist 
(work can continue elsewhere on the 
project site). If recommended by the 
project paleontologist, monitoring 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
Verification 

Entity 
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may be implemented, collection of 
specimens or appropriate sediment 
samples may be conducted, and 
remains may be curated at a 
repository, in accordance with Society 
of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines. 

 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Generate 
greenhouse gas 
emission, either 
directly or indirectly, 
that may have a 
significant impact on 
the environment or 
conflict with 
Assembly Bill 32 or 
California Air 
Resources Board’s 
2017 Scoping Plan 
Update 

GHG-1 The number of large diesel trucks 
coming to the site (i.e., for deliveries, 
trash collection or other services) shall 
be limited to 20 trucks per day or less. 
This restriction is specifically 
applicable to trucks classified as 
medium-heavy duty and heavy-heavy 
duty with gross vehicle weight (GVW) 
greater than 19,500 pounds. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction / 
On going 

  

GHG-2 Onsite renewable energy sources (i.e., 
solar panels) shall be installed capable 
of generating up to 25% of the 
project’s total electricity demand. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction / 
On going 

  

GHG-3 Prior to receiving a Certificate of 
Occupancy, the proposed project shall 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Garden Grove Building and Safety 
Division that water conservation 
strategies have been implemented, 
including low flow fixtures and toilets, 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

Prior to 
receiving a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy 
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water efficient irrigation systems, 
drought tolerant/native landscaping, 
and pool water recycling systems. 

 

GHG-4 Waste management, recycling and 
composting programs shall be 
implemented to divert up to 50% of 
waste away from a landfill. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction / 
On going 

  

GHG-5 Electric landscaping equipment, such 
as leaf blowers and pressure washers 
shall be used. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction / 
On going 

  

GHG-6 No onsite natural gas fireplaces or fire 
pits shall be installed. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction / 
On going 

  

GHG-7 Trip reduction measures  and project 
design features shall be implemented 
to reduce the number of auto-based 
trips generated by the project and to 
encourage the use of transit, bicycling, 
and walking through the following 
measures. 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department 
/Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction / 
On going 
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MONITORING VERIFICATION 
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1. Improve the walkability and design 
of the project by providing 
pedestrian and bicycling 
connections within the project site 
and to adjacent off-site facilities 
(i.e., sidewalks, crosswalks, 
wayfinding signage, etc.). 

2. Provide traffic calming measures 
(i.e., marked crosswalks, raised 
crosswalks, raised intersections, 
count-down signal timers, curb 
extensions, speed tables, median 
islands, tight corner radii, 
roundabouts or mini-circles, on-
street parking, planter strips with 
street trees, chicanes/chokers, etc.) 

3. Provide secure onsite bicycle racks 
and provide bicycle rentals for 
hotel guests. 

4. Provide transit/shuttle service for 
guests to local area attractions. The 
shuttle service shall operate on a 
regular daily basis and be offered 
to all guests staying at the hotel. 

5. Hotel management/concierge 
should provide information that 
promotes walking, bicycling and 
public transit options to nearby 
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attractions. This should include 
information on local bus routes and 
schedules, regional transportation 
options, such as the Anaheim 
Regional Transportation Intermodal 
Center (ARTIC) and Orange 
Metrolink Station, and wayfinding 
to the existing transit stops along 
Harbor Boulevard. 

NOISE  blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Construction Noise Reduction blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Generate temporary 
noise levels in 
exceedance of 
ambient conditions 
at the residential 
uses surrounding the 
project site 

N-1 Prepare and submit a construction 
management plan to the City of 
Garden Grove prior to starting 
construction. The construction 
management plan shall ensure all 
contractors implement construction 
best management practices to reduce 
construction noise levels. Best 
management practices shall include, 
but not be limited to, the following: 

• All construction equipment shall be 
equipped with mufflers and other 
suitable noise attenuation devices 
(e.g., engine shields). 

• Where feasible, electric hook-ups shall 
be provided to avoid the use of 
generators. If electric service is 
determined to be infeasible for the 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department / 
Public Works 
Department 

Prior to grading 
and building 
construction 

  



1704485.1 Page 128 

IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES/PDFs 

MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring and 
Verification 

Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Signature Date 

site, only whisper-quiet generators 
shall be used (i.e., inverter generators 
capable of providing variable load.) 

• Use electric air compressors and 
similar power tools rather than diesel 
equipment, where feasible. 

• Locate staging area, generator areas, 
and stationary construction equipment 
as far from the adjacent residential 
homes, as feasible. 

• Construction-related equipment, 
including heavy-duty equipment, 
motor vehicles, and portable 
equipment, shall be turned off when 
not in use for more than 5 minutes. 

• Provide notifications and signage in 
readily visible locations along the 
perimeter of construction sites that 
indicate the dates and duration of 
construction activities, as well as 
provide a telephone number where 
neighbors can inquire about the 
construction process and register 
complaints to a designated 
construction noise disturbance 
coordinator. 
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• All construction activities shall take 
place during daytime hours, between 
7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., per the 
requirements of the City of Garden 
Grove conditions of approval. 

• No impact pile driving or blasting 
activities shall be permitted on the 
project site during construction. 

N-2 Construct the eight (8) foot high 
masonry block noise barrier wall along 
the western and northwestern 
property lines during the first phase of 
construction, prior to performing any 
excavation or grading activities.  

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department / 
Public Works 
Department 

During the first 
phase of 
construction,  
prior to 
performing any 
excavation or 
grading 
activities 

  

N-3 Install a temporary noise barrier wall 
along the northern and southern 
property lines of the project site to 
shield adjacent sensitive receptors 
from construction noise. The 
temporary barrier should be installed 
at the first phase of construction, prior 
to performing any excavation or 
grading activities and shall remain till 
the construction is completed. The 
temporary noise barrier shall be a 
minimum of six (6) feet high and 
present a solid face area such as by 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department / 
Public Works 
Department 

During the first 
phase of 
construction,  
prior to 
performing any 
excavation or 
grading 
activities 
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installing sound absorptive material or 
blankets which can be installed in 
multiple layers for improved noise 
insulation. 

TRANSPORTATION  blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Left-Turn Queue blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Substantially increase 
hazards due to a 
geometric design or 
incompatible uses 

TR-1 Coordinate with the City of Anaheim 
to determine if the project is required 
to make a fair-share contribution to 
extend the left-turn capacity up to 266 
feet at the intersection of Harbor 
Boulevard and Orangewood Avenue. 

Project Applicant Public Works 
Department 

Prior to final 
building permits 

  

TR-2 Pay full cost to extend the left-turn 
capacity up to 169 feet at the 
intersection of West Street and 
Chapman Avenue. 

Project Applicant Public Works 
Department 

Prior to final 
building permits 

  

TR-3 Pay full cost to extend the left-turn 
capacity up to 105 feet at the 
intersection of Harbor Boulevard and 
Lampson Avenue. 

Project Applicant Public Works 
Department 

Prior to final 
building permits 

  

TR-4 Pay full cost to extend the left-turn 
capacity up to 133 feet at the 
intersection of Haster Street and 
Lampson Avenue. 

Project Applicant Public Works 
Department 

Prior to final 
building permits 

  

TR-5 Pay full cost to extend the left-turn 
capacity up to 381 feet at the 
intersection of Harbor Boulevard and 
Trask Avenue. 

Project Applicant Public Works 
Department 

Prior to final 
building permits 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  blank blank blank blank blank blank 
Substantial adverse 
change in the 
significance of a 
tribal cultural 
resource pursuant to 
Public Resources 
Code § 21074 

TCR-1 If any tribal cultural resources are 
encountered within the project site, 
interested Native American parties 
established in the contact program, in 
compliance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB 
52), will be notified. The City of 
Garden Grove will coordinate with 
interested Native American parties, as 
established during AB 52 consultation, 
to determine whether the resources 
constitute tribal cultural resources and 
solicit any comments the Native 
American parties may have regarding 
appropriate treatment and disposition 
of the resources.  All attempts will be 
made to preserve tribal cultural 
resources in place or leave resources 
in an undisturbed state in compliance 
with all applicable laws. Work in the 
vicinity of the discovery (15-meter 
radius) will halt until the appropriate 
assessment and treatment of the 
resource is determined in consultation 
with Native American parties (work 
can continue elsewhere on the project 
site). 

Project Applicant Community and 
Economic 
Development 
Department / 
Public Works 
Department 

During grading 
and building 
construction 
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