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NEW 8.1 TRAILS AND TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT, 
REZONE THE 8.1A LIFELONG LEARNING DISTRICT TO THE NEW 8.1 TRAILS 
AND TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT, REZONE 
PORTIONS OF THE 1.5 RECREATION, 1.8 GOLF COURSE OVERLAY, 1.9 GREAT 
PARK, 2.2 LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONES TO THE NEW 8.1 TRAILS AND 
TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT, REZONE A PORTION 
OF THE 8.1 LIFELONG LEARNING DISTRICT TO 1.9 GREAT PARK, REZONE A 
PORTION OF THE 8.1 LIFELONG LEARNING DISTRICT TO 1.1 AGRICULTURE, 
RELOCATE INTENSITY BETWEEN THE 3.2 TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONING DISTRICT TO THE NEW 8.1 TRAILS AND TRANSIT ORIENTED 
DEVELOPMENT ZONING DISTRICT, AND REVISE VARIOUS TEXT AND 
FIGURES TO RECOGNIZE A CHANGE FROM THE 8.1 LIFELONG LEARNING 
DISTRICT TO 8.1 TRAILS AND TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT FOR THE 
GREAT PARK NEIGHBORHOODS DEVELOPMENT; FILED BY HERITAGE 
FIELDS EL TORO, LLC; LOCATED IN PLANNING AREAS 30 AND 51 

8. Direct staff to complete and document an Adjacent Landowner Agreement between 
the City and Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC and return to the City Council for 
consideration of the Agreement. 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Heritage Fields El Toro, LLC (Applicant) has submitted a general plan amendment and 
zone change covering the former Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro (MCAS) in Planning 
Areas 30 and 51.  A vicinity map of the project is included as Attachment 1.   
 
Pursuant to Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, a Draft SEIR was prepared to address all potential significant environmental 
impacts of the Project, examine Project alternatives, and identify mitigation measures 
related to each significant impact.  The 45-day public review period of the Draft SEIR 
began June 2, 2011 and ended July 18, 2011.  The Draft SEIR concluded that with 
mitigation measures applied to the project, there is no substantial evidence that the 
project would have a significant effect on the environment.   
 
The City Council is the approval body for the general plan amendment and zone change 
applications, as well as certifying body for the SEIR.   
 
In conjunction with the general plan amendment and zone change applications, the 
Applicant submitted the following items that are subject to review and approval by the 
Planning Commission:  2

nd
 Amended Vesting Tentative Tract Map (AVTTM) 17008; five 

―B‖ level vesting tentative tract maps for portions of Planning Area 51 along with 
accompanying master plans and comprehensive park plans; and  an amendment to the 
Master Landscape and Trails Plan (MLTP) for Planning Areas 30 and 51 that includes 
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community design standards and a framework for the implementation of sustainable 
design features.  The aforementioned applications were considered by the Planning 
Commission on August 4, August 11, and August 18, 2011 where the Planning 
Commission recommended that the City Council certify a Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR) and approve the general plan amendment and zone change, with 
modifications, and approved all tentative maps, master plans, and park plans subject to 
conditions.  Additionally, the Subdivision Committee approved a 2

nd
 Amended Tentative 

Parcel Map (ATPM) 2006-271, which is a large lot conveyance map.  All of the maps, 
master plans, and park plans approved by the Subdivision Committee or Planning 
Commission are contingent upon City Council certification of the SEIR and review and 
approval of the general plan amendment and zone change.  
 
Therefore, staff recommends the City Council certify the SEIR and approve the 
requested general plan amendment and zone change subject to the attached 
resolutions and ordinance (Attachments 11 - 13).   
 
Comprehensive Project Components 
 
The following table represents the distribution of the development into each of the 
project’s five districts (Attachment 2 – Great Park Neighborhoods Development Districts 
map), as approved by Planning Commission on August 18, 2011 (contingent upon City 
Council approval of the proposed general plan amendment and zone change). 
 

Proposed Land Use by District 

LLaanndd  UUssee  11--NNoorrtthh 11--SSoouutthh 44 77 88 Totals 

Residential 
Units (du) 

1,797 429 1,102 840 726 4,894 du 

Community 
Commercial 

150,000 sf 0 70,000 sf 0 0 220,000 sf 

Institutional 780,000 sf 0 0 0 6,000 sf 786,000 sf 

Office 75,000 sf 0 0 0 0 75,000 sf 

Medical and 
Science 

48,700 sf 0 0 0 0 48,700 sf 

Public 
Facilities 

10,000 sf 0 0 0 15,000 sf 25,000 sf 
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In addition to the intensity listed above, the proposed zone change would allocate the 
remaining 4,157,900 square feet of non-residential development to be considered under  
future master plans and vesting tentative tract maps within Planning Area 30 and the 
remaining districts within the eastern portion of Planning Area 51.   
 
The residential product types proposed include detached single-family homes, detached 
condominium units, and multi-family attached units.  The proposed project will include 
internal collector and local streets, sidewalks and project-wide trails, private neighborhood 
park components, and other community amenities.  The residential densities for the 
project range between 7 and 13 units per net acre.  
 
COMMISSION/ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION 
 
On August 4, 2011, the Planning Commission voted and recommended unanimously that 
the City Council certify the SEIR (Resolution 11-3106) and approve the general plan 
amendment application (Resolution 11-3107).  On August 11, 2011, the Planning 
Commission voted 3-2 (Commissioners Kuo and Pierson dissenting) to recommend that 
the City Council approve the Zone Change application (Resolution 11-3108), subject to 
conditions that, among others, include a recommendation to not approve the zone 
change for that portion of the project affecting the planned Great Park Upper Canyon 
feature. The specific motion to approve the zone change and recommended conditions 
are included as Attachment 3 and are described briefly as follows with individual votes for 
each item listed: 
 
Adopt Resolution No. 11-3108 (A Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of 
Irvine Recommending to the City Council Approval of a Zone Change) to recommend 
approval of a zone change with the exception of the parcel in District 4 containing the 
land dedicated to the upper canyon in the original Orange County Great Park Master 
Plan and recommend attaching the 6 straw votes to this motion. (Recommended 3-2; 
Commissioners Kuo and Pierson dissenting) 
 
1. Interface with the Great Park:  Recommend that the City Council adopt zoning 

language stipulating that the Applicant work cooperatively with the Orange County 
Great Park (Great Park) on refining edge issues between the Great Park 
Neighborhoods and the Great Park including a requirement that the Applicant hire 
a landscape architect of the City’s choosing and at the Applicant’s sole expense to 
design an attractive edge, providing enhanced landscape screening along the 
edges of the private development as it interfaces with the park to mitigate, as much 
as possible, the appearance of unused land adjacent to the park.   
(Recommended 3-2; Commissioners Kuo and Pierson dissenting) 

2. Transit Plan:  Recommend that the City Council adopt zoning language requiring 
that the Applicant fund and work cooperatively with the City to develop a transit 



City Council Meeting 
August 30, 2011 
Page 5 of 23 
 

plan consistent with the City’s 30-year transit vision plan.  The plan shall identify a 
phasing schedule, timing of implementation, and a secured outside funding 
source.  If an outside funding source cannot be secured, then the City will provide 
the funds or negotiate with the developer to achieve funding.  (Recommended 4-1; 
Commissioner Pierson dissenting) 

3. Charging Stations for Electric Vehicles:  Recommend that the City Council adopt 
zoning language that requires the developer, to the extent feasible, to implement 
electric vehicle charging stations in the commercial retail centers.  (Recommended 
3-2; Commissioner Kuo dissenting) 

4. Orange Bike Program:  Recommend that the City Council adopt zoning language 
requiring the Applicant to implement a bike share program similar to the program 
administered by UCI in coordination with the Great Park’s existing Orange Bike 
Share Program. (Recommended 5-0) 

5. Preservation of Ash Trees:  Recommend that the City Council adopt zoning 
language that requires the Applicant to preserve the existing ash trees along 
Trabuco Road until such time as grading or development occurs in the area that 
would otherwise impact the trees.  (Recommended 5-0) 

6. Reciprocal Use of Recreational Amenities:  Recommend that the City Council 
adopt zoning language that requires the Applicant to establish a reciprocal use 
agreement for the use of recreational facilities among the various development 
districts.  (Recommended 3-2; Commissioners Kuo and Pierson dissenting) 

 
The City Council may choose to incorporate all, some, or none of the Planning 
Commission recommendations associated with the Zone Change.  Should the City 
Council choose to adopt any or all of the Planning Commission’s recommendations, the 
specific language that could be adopted, per the Planning Commission motions is 
included as Attachment 3 to this report.  To the extent that the City Council determines to 
incorporate any of the Planning Commission motions or add additional motions, such 
motions would be added to the final resolution for signature. 
 
On August 18, 2011, the Planning Commission voted 5-0 to approve all the maps, master 
plans, park plans, and the amendments to the Master Landscape and Trails Plan 
associated with the project (exception: AVTTM 17283 (District 1 North map) 4-1 vote with 
Commissioner Pierson dissenting).  As previously indicated, Planning Commission 
approval of all tentative maps, master plans and park plans, and the Subdivision 
Committee’s approval of the 2

nd
 Amended Tentative Parcel Map 2006-271, are 

contingent upon final City Council approval of the general plan amendment and zone 
change applications, and certification of the SEIR.   
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ANALYSIS 
 
Background 
 
On May 27, 2003, the City Council certified the Orange County Great Park Final 
Environmental Impact Report (Great Park FEIR) and approved a general plan 
amendment and zone change (the Overlay Plan) as well as a Development Agreement 
associated with the development of the property.  Under the approved General Plan 
and zoning designations, maximum development intensities were established through 
the Overlay Plan.  In order to develop the property using the Overlay Plan, the future 
property owner(s) was required to enter into a development agreement with the City.  
The development agreement included provisions that required the dedication of land for 
the Orange County Great Park and the development of funding for infrastructure 
improvements in excess of the City’s standard requirements. 
 
On February 16, 2005, the Applicant purchased the four bid parcels of the property 
through a United States Department of Navy/General Services Agency online auction 
process.  Upon close of escrow, the Applicant entered into the Orange County Great 
Park Development Agreement with the City on July 12, 2005.  Subsequent to the land 
purchase, the City, through the Great Park Corporation, and the Applicant initiated their 
respective master design and development processes for the Great Park. To facilitate 
additional design options, the City and the Applicant jointly requested an amendment to 
the General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance to reconfigure the boundaries between the 
two properties (the Revised Overlay Plan).  In addition, the Applicant requested the 
creation of a new mixed-use zoning district called the 8.1/8.1A Lifelong Learning 
District. The general plan amendment and zone change for the Revised Overlay Plan 
were approved by the City Council on October 24, 2006.   
 
On December 20, 2006, the Subdivision Committee approved Tentative Parcel Map 
2006-271, which divided the Applicant’s property for finance and conveyance purposes. 
On May 17, 2007, the Planning Commission approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
17008 that included both private and public components of the Orange County Great 
Park in Planning Areas 30 and 51.  This map did not authorize the construction of any 
trip-generating land uses or alter any land use or acreages from the 2003 EIR.  On 
August 27, 2008, Tentative Parcel Map 2006-271 was approved and October 16, 2008, 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 17008 was amended and Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
17283 was approved to entitle a portion of the 8.1 Lifelong Learning District (now 
District 1) for non-residential uses and included a master landscape and trails plan and 
modification to the previously approved Orange County Great Park Master Streetscape 
Design Guidelines.  
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On August 11, 2009, the City Council considered and approved a general plan 
amendment and zone change to allow for policy and zoning revisions and additional 
clarification for Planning Areas 30 and 51.  In conjunction with the general plan 
amendment and zone change, the Council approved a series of actions that included 
amendments to the existing Orange County Great Park Development Agreement 
(Amended and Restated Development Agreement), which includes an Amended Rate 
and Method of Apportionment, amendments to the Master Implementation Agreement, 
and an Agreement Regarding Hardscape Recycling.  At the same meeting, the City 
Council approved a Density Bonus Agreement (DBA) establishing an affordable 
housing plan for the project and the number of density bonus units allowed pursuant to 
Government Code 65915.  As approved by the City, the project site presently allows 

3,625 residential units (15 percent of which are affordable units) located in various 
locations within Planning Areas 30 and 51 and 1,269 approved, but not located, density 
bonus units.  Planning Commission approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 17368 
(District 1 South) and Vesting Tentative Tract Map 17202 (District 7) locate the 
previously approved density bonus units within these two districts.  In addition to the 
residential intensity, the project site also includes entitlement for 6,585,594 square feet 
of non-residential development generally located throughout Planning Areas 30 and 51.  
 
On January 10, 2011, the Applicant submitted applications seeking to amend existing 
entitlements as follows: (1) relocate and re-designate 1,100 low density residential 
units, previously located within Districts 5 and 7, to the locations depicted on the 
proposed subdivision maps and change the General Plan land use designation and the 
associated zoning of these units from Low Density (0-5 du/ac) to Multi-Use (0-40 
du/ac); (2) relocate 1,500 residential units, previously located in the Transit Oriented 
District (―TOD‖) within Planning Areas 30 and/or 51, to the locations depicted on the 
proposed subdivision maps; (3) locate the 1,269 density bonus units in the locations 
depicted on the proposed subdivision maps; (4) locate the remaining 1,025 residential 
units as depicted on the proposed subdivision maps; (5) realign Ridge Valley and ―O‖ 
Street at Irvine Boulevard; and (6) transfer development intensities between certain 
zones as detailed below along with other minor text/graphic modifications to the 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
 
These changes will be achieved and implemented through the proposed general plan 
amendment and zone change, as well as through the vesting subdivision maps, master 
plans, and park plans approved by the Planning Commission.  The purpose of this 
proposal is to develop the northerly and westerly portions of the Applicant’s property as 
cohesive, mixed-use neighborhoods with an emphasis on trails and connectivity.  The 
request includes the use of a single zoning district – 8.1 Trails and Transit Oriented 
District – to allow for a wide range of uses as opposed to distinct residential, 
institutional, or commercial zoning districts.  This request will not increase overall 
entitlement of residential units or non-residential square footage beyond that which was 
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previously approved; however, all residential entitlement including the 1,269 approved 
density bonus units (4,894 total units) of the Applicant’s property will be allocated to 
Districts 1-North, 1-South, 4, 7, and 8 in northerly and westerly portions of Planning 
Area 51.  Future non-residential development within Planning Area 51 (Districts 5 and 
7) and the entirety of Planning Area 30 will require the approval of additional master 
plans by the Planning Commission. 
 
Project Description 
 
General Plan Amendment   
 

The proposal to develop Districts 1-North, 1-South, 4, 7, and 8 into residential mixed-use 
neighborhoods requires changes to the General Plan.  The Applicant has applied for a 
general plan amendment to reflect these changes and to make the project consistent with 
the General Plan.  The general plan amendment does not create new overall intensity 
within Planning Areas 30 or 51, but rather the request is to move all residential 
entitlement into the Mixed-Use category, which allows the Applicant the flexibility needed 
to achieve the desired diverse, mixed-use neighborhoods proposed in its plan.  By 
providing varying residential densities within each district, achieved by shifting all 
residential entitlement into the ―Mixed-Use‖ category, more housing options are added 
creating diverse and interesting communities. 
 
The Applicant’s request would amend the General Plan as follows:  
 

 Move 1,100 Low Density units into the higher density Multi-Use category within 
Table A-1 of the Land Use Element 

 Revise footnote 16 of Table A-1 of the Land Use Element to allow the Multi-Use 
square footage to be divided between Planning Areas 30 and 51 through the 
approval of district-specific master plans 

 Revise footnote 17 of Table A-1 of the Land Use Element to allow 75,000 square 
feet of any public facility land use as a permitted use by the General Plan 

 Delete references limiting public facility square footage to only allow 25,000 
square feet of golf course and 50,000 square feet of mortuary uses 

 Add footnotes 26 and 27 of Table A-1 of the Land Use Element to allow for the 
ability to place 1,269 density bonus units (granted pursuant to state law) in either 
Planning Areas 30 or 51  

 Revise General Plan Land Use Element Table A-2 to revise acreages in each 
land use category corresponding to the changes in Table A-1   

 All applicable General Plan Land Use Map references to the Lifelong Learning 
District will be changed to the Trails and Transit Oriented Development district, 
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and all applicable General Plan figures will be amended to recognize a 
realignment of Ridge Valley and ―O‖ Street at Irvine Boulevard.   

 
Additionally, numerous changes to the text, land use tables, and figures are also being 
proposed to ensure the General Plan will be consistent with the Applicant’s proposed 
development plan (Attachment 4).   
 
Zone Change 
 

The zone change application would modify specific development standards within the 3.2 
Transit Oriented Development District (3.2 TOD) and 8.1 Lifelong Learning District (8.1 
LLD) within Planning Areas 30 and 51.  The goal of the zone change is to create a zoning 
category that reflects the unique nature of the Great Park Neighborhoods development, 
emphasizing a balanced mix of residential and commercial uses while encouraging the 
use of pedestrian and bike trails.  The major components of the zone change are 
provided below (Attachment 5). 
 
Section 3-37-39 (8.1 Lifelong Learning District) 

 
The current 8.1 LLD will be amended to create a new zoning classification called the 8.1 
Trails and Transit Oriented Development (8.1 TTOD) zoning district.  The new zoning 
classification would combine the uses that are currently permitted in the 1.8 Golf Course 
Overlay, 2.2 Low Density Residential, 8.1 LLD and 8.1A LLD zoning districts.  Additional 
changes to the 8.1 TTOD include clarification to the maximum site coverage and 
setbacks within the proposed development.   
 
Section 3-37-18 (3.2 Transit Oriented Development District) 

 
The proposed zone change would modify the 3.2 Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
zoning district to allow research and development uses as permitted uses in the 3.2 TOD 
zone.  An additional change to the 3.2 TOD includes clarification of the maximum site 
coverage for residential and non-residential land uses.  The proposed maximum site 
coverage is similar to other mixed-use districts in the City. 
 
Chapters 9-30 & 9-51 (Planning Areas 30 & 51 Special Development Requirements) 
 
The Applicant is requesting to make specific changes to the Special Development 
Requirements within Chapters 9-30 and 9-51 of the Zoning Ordinance.  References to the 
Orange County Great Park Streetscape Plan will be deleted because the plan is obsolete 
and does not reflect the current or proposed Orange County Great Park development 
(both the Great Park and Great Park Neighborhoods developments).  In place of the 
obsolete Orange County Great Park Streetscape Plan, design and landscaping standards 
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for the major roadways within the Orange County Great Park are set forth in the Master 
Landscape and Trails Plan and will be incorporated into the City’s existing Master 
Streetscape Plan through a separate application process.  References to the ―Base Zone‖ 
will be deleted since the applicant entered into a Development Agreement with the City, 
which allowed the use of intensities as allocated in the Overlay Plan.  A requirement that 
800 units of the permitted residential intensity be restricted to senior housing will also be 
deleted as the existing designation limits the type of residential units that can be placed 
on the Project Site.  This proposed change allows greater flexibility for the Applicant to 
provide housing to meet market demands and the needs of the community.  The 
designation of these units as multi-use, rather than senior, does not preclude the 
Applicant from developing senior units.  As a result of the City Council’s 2009 approval of 
a density bonus agreement resulting in 1,269 density bonus units, the maximum trip 
allocations and number of residential units will be updated with the zone change to reflect 
the previously approved density bonus units.   
 
Additionally, land use intensity will be transferred between the 3.2 TOD zone in Planning 
Areas 30 and/or 51 and the new 8.1 TTOD zone in Planning Area 51.  Updates to the 
Planning Area statistical analysis tables include: 
 

 Transfer 666,600 square feet of Institutional uses from the 8.1 TTOD zone to the 
3.2 TOD zone;  

 Transfer 951,300 square feet of Medical and Science uses from the 8.1 TTOD 
zone to the 3.2 TOD zone;  

 Transfer 75,000 square feet of Community Commercial uses from the 3.2 TOD 
zone to the 8.1 TTOD zone;   

 Transfer 75,000 square feet of Office uses from the 3.2 TOD zone to the 8.1 
TTOD zone; and  

 Transfer 1,500 units from the 3.2 TOD zone to the 8.1 TTOD zone.   
 
The uses proposed to be transferred from the 8.1 TTOD zone to the 3.2 TOD zone and 
vice versa are consistent with the uses already permitted in these zones.  Furthermore, 
the proposed exchange of intensities will not increase the overall intensity entitled in 
Planning Areas 30 and 51.   
 
Accompanying the land use transfers are changes to the zoning designation for specific 
parcels within Planning Areas 30 and 51.  Changes to the zoning map include: 
 

 8.1/8.1A Lifelong Learning District to the new 8.1 TTOD 

 2.2 Low Density Residential to the new 8.1 TTOD 

 2.2 Low Density Residential with 1.8 Golf Overlay to the new 8.1 TTOD 
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 8.1 Lifelong Learning District to 1.1 Exclusive Agriculture (Marshburn Basin) 

 1.9 Orange County Great Park to the new 8.1 TTOD (and vice versa) to reflect the 
actual ownership between the City and the Applicant. (Note:  In 2006, the City 
Council approved a Revised Overlay Plan that changed the internal zoning 
boundaries between these properties. The adjustments to the planning boundaries 
included an even exchange of land. However, the actual exchange of land has not 
occurred between the two property owners. Instead, the Applicant is requesting to 
update the zoning map to reflect the current ownership).  
 

Statement of the Issues 
 
Issue 1: Project Overview 
Issue 2: Land Swaps 
Issue 3: Transit Plan 
Issue 4: Traffic Study and Vehicular Access 
Issue 5: Adjacent Landowner Agreement Between the City and Applicant 
 
Issue 1:  Project Overview 

 
This issue is provided as an overview of the project’s community design framework and 
project vision and is intended to provide a context to the projects before the City Council.  
The items discussed in this issue are included in the subdivision maps and accompanying 
master plans and park plans and are within the purview of, and have previously been 
approved by, the Planning Commission. 
 
The Applicant is proposing to continue and build upon Irvine’s reputation as a well-
planned community by creating a series of neighborhoods that contain all the elements of 
a successful community.  As a whole, Great Park Neighborhoods will contain places to 
work, shop, learn, live, and recreate.  Approximately three-quarters of the housing units 
are located within a one-half mile radius of existing shopping centers (Woodbury Towne 
Center) or planned shopping centers (Portola Springs, District 1-North’s ―Main Street‖ 
commercial district, District 4’s neighborhood-level commercial district); all housing units 
are within a one-mile radius of these shopping centers.  Similarly, approximately three-
quarters of the housing units are within one-quarter mile radius of a proposed 
neighborhood park, and all housing units are within a one-half mile radius. Additionally, 
with a proposed elementary school in District 1-N, one proposed in Portola Springs 
(Neighborhood 3) and the existing Stonegate Elementary School, all housing units will be 
located within an approximate one-mile radius of an elementary school.  
 
Connectivity - To get to these and additional amenities, pedestrian mobility is encouraged 
and enhanced throughout the proposed development through a series of bicycle trails, 
riding and hiking trails, and sidewalks. A hierarchy of streets, sidewalks, and trails provide 
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interconnectedness within and between the five development districts.  Irvine Boulevard, 
Trabuco, ―LQ‖, and ―LN‖ streets serve as major east-west connectors, with ―O‖/Ridge 
Valley, ―C‖, ―LY‖, ―A‖, and ―Z‖ streets serving as north-south connectors for both vehicles 
and bicycles.  Additional pedestrian and riding and hiking trails provide greater 
connectivity, such as along the Agua Chinon in District 7, the connection to the Venta 
Spur Trail in District 1-North, and along the westerly edge of District 4, adjacent to the 
Great Park.  In addition to providing linkages to the City’s existing trail network, the 
proposed project also provides multiple connections to the Great Park’s planned trail 
system. 
 
In addition to pedestrian connections, this development will provide access to public 
transit options. In connection with the OCTA, the applicant and the City have agreed to 
implement strategic bus stop locations within the development.  The locations include, 
but are not limited to: Irvine Boulevard near ―A‖ Street, ―O‖ Street/Ridge Valley, ―O‖ 
Street and Trabuco Road, and Irvine Boulevard near ―Z‖ Street.  Additionally, the 
applicant has identified additional potential transit stops within District 1-North for 
potential access to future local transit options.  Irvine Station, which provides both 
commuter and non-commuter access to San Diego, Los Angeles, and beyond, is 
located within 1½ to 3 miles from the proposed development. 
 
Neighborhood Parks - The Planning Commission considered and approved park plans 
for the five development districts.  As a whole, the proposed project is required to 
provide approximately 35.97 acres of neighborhood parkland within the five proposed 
development districts.  The applicant is proposing a total of 39.87 acres of private 
neighborhood parkland. In addition to the neighborhood park acreage listed above the 
project includes two additional private amenity sites in District 1-South totaling 4.29 
acres which provide additional park-like amenities for project residents.   
 
The proposed neighborhood parks are large in size, with almost all parks exceeding 4 
acres.  Each district contains one Jr. Olympic pool with accompanying facilities.  The 
remainder of amenities in all parks includes features typically found in Irvine 
neighborhood parks including: covered tot lots, covered picnic areas, and basketball 
courts.  Due to the large size of the parks nearly all parks include large open grass 
areas sufficient in size to accommodate soccer practices or other sporting activities.  
Additionally, other amenities exist within individual parks such as a sand volleyball 
court, tennis courts and Hangar 10 within one of the park-like amenity sites.   
 
Finally, at the northerly end of the proposed ―Main Street‖ shopping district in District 1-
North, the Applicant is proposing a very large (approximately 7 acres) neighborhood 
park.  The Applicant’s vision for this park is that it would function similar to a village 
square, with the retail district terminating at the park.  The applicant has proposed this 
park be developed in a more passive nature, with extensive pedestrian paths and 
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benches leading to the center of the park where a bermed, earthen amphitheater is 
proposed to feature local events such as concerts in the park.  This park also features 
several large open grass areas, a basketball court, a covered tot lot, a picnic area, a 
community gardens, and a community building.  In its consideration of this park, the 
Planning Commission expressed concern with the amphitheater and community 
gardens and their appropriateness within the context of the residential neighborhood 
adjacent to two sides of the park.  The Planning Commission conditioned approval of 
this park on the Applicant working with Community Services staff to consider, in 
conjunction with the required park design application, alternate uses in the park that are 
appropriate in light of the adjacent land uses. 
 
Interface with Great Park - Districts 1-North, 1-South, and 4 share a border with the 
Great Park. While exact design detail has not yet been developed for portions of these 
Great Park lands, these districts have been reviewed by Great Park staff and 
determined to be consistent and will not interfere with future Great Park plans. 
 
Neighborhood Design and Sustainability - The Applicant has included substantial 
sustainability features into the land plan for Great Park Neighborhoods. Through 
previous approvals, the Applicant is required to develop a checklist for the proposed 
project using LEED for Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND) or a similarly 
comprehensive neighborhood assessment tool.  In this case, the Applicant has prepared 
a ―Great Park Neighborhood Checklist of Sustainable Design Features – 8.1 Trails and 
Transit Oriented District‖ (the ―Checklist‖) for each district that details the project’s 
sustainable design features organized in the areas of: (1) Location and Linkage; (2) 
Neighborhood Pattern and Design; (3) Green Infrastructure and Buildings; and (4) 
Innovation and Design.  The checklists provide forty features and criteria in these areas 
that address a wide range of sustainability features including neighborhood design, 
resource conservation, and water and energy efficiency measures.  Some of the 
features are incorporated into the background infrastructure of the project, such as the 
method of storm water collection and treatment and narrow streets/wider parkways, 
while other elements will be addressed and completed during building and landscape 
construction.    
 
During its consideration of the project, the Planning Commission reviewed the Checklist 
for each development district and found the proposed Checklist of sustainability 
features to generally follow LEED-ND, while being tailored to Irvine’s locale in a manner 
providing a level of sustainable neighborhood design consistent with the LEED-ND 
standard.  Nearly all homes are able to accommodate a solar photovoltaic option.  In 
conjunction with the Planning Commission review, the applicant committed to comply 
with the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGREEN) and to exceed 2008 
Energy Efficiency Standards by 15 percent.  Additionally, the applicant committed to 
provide a minimum one-inch conduit from the electrical service equipment to the attic 
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for potential future solar photovoltaic installation. Ultimately, the Checklist is subject to 
review and approval by the Director of Community Development.  The Planning 
Commission directed staff to ensure these commitments are reflected in the checklist 
prior to staff approval.  
 
Accessibility/Visitability - This development is designed to meet California Building 
Code (Building Code) standards for accessibility.  Accessible dwelling units are 
designed to standards intended to make homes livable for persons of all ages and 
abilities.  Visitabilty promotes social interaction between persons of all ages and abilities 
by providing a means to enter a home, living space to entertain a guest, and ability to 
use a bathroom.  
 
In addition to Building Code standards, to further advance access for persons of all 
ages and abilities, the Applicant has designed this project to meet visitability criteria that 
have been used for homes in Irvine.   Universal Design options will also be available 
which allow homebuyers the option to select features to make their homes more 
useable for children, aging populations, and persons with disabilities. In addition, all 
model homes with ground floor living space will be visitable and all model complexes 
will include a plan showcasing Universal Design features. 
 
Specifically, approximately 70 percent of the units will be designed as visitable or 
optional visitable. Optional visitablilty means that a unit meets the interior criteria for 
visitability (Numbers 2 and 3 above) and an accessible entry to the home would be 
offered as builder options.  Approximately 43 percent (1,874 units) of the proposed 
dwelling units meet visitable criteria by providing ground floor bedrooms, a full 
bathroom, and 32-inch wide doorways within the first floor of the unit. 
 
Issue 2: Land Swaps 
 
Through the Amended and Restated Development Agreement, the City and the Applicant 
have agreed upon, but can mutually agree not to complete, a number of acre-for-acre 
land swaps to effectuate development of the Great Park and to enhance land-planning 
opportunities for the two properties.   The Applicant is now proposing to move forward 
with a limited number of the land swaps; setting aside the remainder.  The Applicant 
would not move forward with the land swap that facilitates the development of the width of 
the Great Park’s planned Upper Canyon feature as shown on the Great Park Master Plan 
(Attachment 6).  The practical consequences of that decision on the development of the 
Great Park are proposed to be offset through an agreement to be entered into between 
the City, as adjacent landowner of the Great Park, and the Applicant (see Issue 5, below).  
 
From a regulatory standpoint, the subdivision maps submitted propose to subdivide and 
develop private uses on areas agreed to be transferred to the City and, conversely, leave 
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a commensurate amount of land in City ownership for Great Park usage.  This proposal 
to not proceed with the land swap necessitates a portion of the proposed zone change, 
which is required to allow the Applicant to proceed with its proposal to develop on this 
property and would also require the current Great Park Master Plan to be amended at a 
later date. 
 
As previously indicated, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council 
approve the zone change application subject to a recommendation that the City Council 
exclude the request to rezone the parcel in District 4 containing the land to be swapped 
to facilitate development of the Upper Canyon feature.  Per the Amended and Restated 
Development Agreement, the parties can mutually agree not to consummate this land 
swap. The decision whether to pursue this land swap is a policy decision that must be 
agreed to by both parties; in the case of the City, by the City Council.   
 
Regarding the planned Upper Canyon feature, the Planning Commission recommended 
that the City Council actively pursue an alternate location for this feature (for example in 
the area adjacent to the Agua Chinon)  in the event that the City Council approves the  
Applicant’s zone change request as proposed by the Applicant. 
 
New Road Crossings of Great Park Property - As currently approved and included in 
the Amended and Restated Development Agreement, a single crossing of the planned 
Upper Canyon area is permitted.  This street, ―LQ‖ Street on the current proposals, is 
proposed as a grade-separated crossing across the planned Upper Canyon.  The 
proposed subdivision maps reflect a modified configuration of lots and improvements 
within the planned Upper Canyon area, and include three roadway crossings, ―LN‖, 
―LM‖, and ―LQ‖ streets across Great Park property.  The proposed crossings will impact 
this portion of the Great Park property in terms of connectivity and continuity of this park 
feature.  The practical consequences of those additional crossings are addressed 
through the previously-mentioned agreement between the City, as adjacent landowner, 
and the Applicant (see Issue 5, below).  To ensure this issue is addressed, the Planning 
Commission included a condition of approval on the applicable subdivision maps to 
require a pedestrian undercrossing at each of these streets.  Great Park staff was 
integral to the development of these conditions. 
 
Issue 3:  Transit Plan 

 
The proposed development includes project design features and mechanisms to 
encourage transit solutions that reduce dependency on single passenger automobile 
use.  At the neighborhood level the development area features a thoroughly integrated 
network of trails and sidewalks providing connectivity within and to each district, the 
Great Park and existing villages throughout the City through the future extension of the 
Irvine Boulevard, Venta Spur, Trabuco, and future ―O‖ Street and Marine Way trails.  
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As the development area is built out, the City expects the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) bus system (on a funding available basis) to expand 
into the development area along Irvine Boulevard and provide additional bus stops 
connecting to existing bus lines serving North Irvine and South Orange County.  The 
Citywide Transit Vision Plan also calls for the development of a rubber-wheeled shuttle 
service into the project area, similar to the existing iShuttle that serves the Irvine 
Business Complex.  The shuttle service as proposed in the Transit Vision Plan would 
seek to integrate the Irvine Station, the Great Park, Great Park Neighborhoods, and 
portions of North Irvine villages such as Woodbury, Cypress Village, and Orchard Hills. 
 The City has not identified a funding source for this system expansion. 
 
As a component of its recommendation regarding the proposed zone change, the 
Planning Commission recommended that the City Council consider requiring the 
Applicant to fund and work cooperatively with the City to develop a transit plan consistent 
with the Citywide Transit Vision Plan.  The plan should identify a phasing schedule, timing 
of implementation, and a secured outside funding source.  If an outside funding source 
cannot be secured, then the City would provide the funds or negotiate with the developer 
to achieve funding.   
 
Issue 4: Traffic Study and Vehicular Access 

 
In conjunction preparation of the Draft SEIR for the proposed project, the Applicant was 
required to submit a traffic impact analysis to determine short-range (2015) and long-
range (2030 and Post-2030) traffic impacts resulting from development of the proposed 
project (see Attachment 7).  The analysis was developed in accordance with City 
standards and policies including the North Irvine Transit Mitigation (NITM) Program 
requirements and approved scopes of work for the analyses. 
 
The traffic impact analysis for the general plan amendment and zone change included a 
special issues section to address the project backbone internal circulation system and 
access, including an assessment of proposed roundabout design features; a sensitivity 
analysis for interim year 2015 roadway alternatives relating to the implementation of ―O‖ 
and ―C‖ Streets; an alternative land use plan analysis to allow flexibility in location for a 
church/child care/affordable housing site in either District 1 or District 8; a pending 
projects analysis; a circulation phasing report intersections analysis; pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation; transit features; congestion management program consistency 
requirements; analysis for project compliance with applicable City Transportation 
Guidelines for distance between signalized intersections; turn pocket lengths; dedicated 
and free right turn lanes and traffic signal warrants; and traffic signal progression 
analysis. 
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The results of the traffic impact analysis identified three new significant project impacts 
that were not previously identified and mitigated by improvements identified in the NITM 
Program.  Those impact locations and potential improvements are:  
 

 Jeffrey Road/Roosevelt (2030): Restripe the existing eastbound approach to 
provide a shared through/right turn lane within the existing right-of-way. 

 Bake Parkway/Portola Parkway (City of Lake Forest) (Post-2030): Restripe the 
existing northbound approach to provide a shared through/left lane (which 
currently exists as a through lane) within the existing right-of-way and modify the 
existing traffic signal operation for a north/south split phase signal operation. 
Alternatively, restripe the existing northbound approach to provide dual left turn 
lanes in combination with a single through lane and single right turn lane within the 
existing right-of-way, and modify signal operation to include northbound right turn 
overlap phase. 

 Lake Forest/Portola Parkway (City of Lake Forest) (2030 Pending Projects): 
Convert the existing northbound approach from de-facto right-turn to a dedicated 
right-turn, and modify the existing traffic signal operation to include right turn 
overlap phase.  

 
The remaining significant project impacts were mitigated by improvements identified in 
the NITM Program and the project’s participation in NITM satisfies the project obligation.  
The three new impacts are identified as mitigation measures in the associated SEIR. 
 
In addition to the above traffic impact improvements, the traffic impact analyses do the 
following:  (1) identify the entire internal project roadway and intersection geometry 
improvements as well as contiguous intersection improvements necessary to 
accommodate General Plan and project build out traffic and (2) identify the need for 
future traffic signals within the project site and along Irvine Boulevard.   
 
Issue 5:  Adjacent Landowner Agreement Between the City and Applicant 
 

In addition to the regulatory matters before the City Council, the Applicant’s proposal 
raises issues of consequence to the development of the City’s adjacent land, the Great 
Park.  Those issues include foregoing planned land-swaps that would facilitate the 
development of the Upper Canyon at a width depicted on the Great Park Master Plan, 
and allowing two additional roadway crossings over the Upper Canyon area. The 
Applicant’s proposal also potentially affects the phasing and sequencing of required 
backbone infrastructure components.   
 
The City, through an appointed subcommittee, and the Applicant have engaged in a 
discussion designed to offset those, and other, consequences to the City’s adjoining land. 
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Through those discussions the parties have developed a Term Sheet (Attachment 8) that 
outlines a series of benefits to the City.  Those benefits include (1) operations and 
maintenance funding for the Great Park distributed over future years, (2) accelerated 
construction of required backbone infrastructure components, (3) a series of property 
transfers that will expand operational and development options at the Great Park, (4) 
modifications that will broaden the palette of allowable land uses at the Great Park, and 
(5) a series of additional coordination items between adjacent landowners that have 
operational benefits for the Great Park. 
 
City staff seeks authorization to complete and document the items on the Term Sheet into 
an Adjacent Landowner Agreement, which will be brought back to the City Council for 
consideration of the Agreement. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
Pursuant to Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) may be prepared if 
substantial changes to the project occur which require revisions of the previous 
Environmental Impact Report.  Therefore, staff has prepared an SEIR to the previously 
certified Great Park Final EIR (State Clearing House Number 20021010200), and this 
SEIR adequately addresses the general environmental setting of the proposed project, 
its significant environmental impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures related to 
each significant impact. 
  
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the State Clearinghouse for a 30-day 
review on January 28, 2011.  The City’s initial study accompanied the NOP and was 
distributed to responsible agencies and other interested parties.  Comments on the 
NOP were received and were incorporated into the Draft SEIR.  A Notice of Completion 
(NOC) was posted and the Draft SEIR was distributed for a 45-day public review period 
beginning on June 2, 2011 and ending on July 18, 2011.  During the 45-day public 
review period, staff received a total of 11 comment letters regarding the Draft SEIR.  
Staff has prepared responses to each of the received comments as required by the 
CEQA and has included them in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report – 
Final SEIR (Attachment 9).  The Draft SEIR was previously distributed to the Council 

under a separate cover dated August 4, 2011.  
 
Impacts Unchanged or Considered Less Than Significant 
 
The potential impacts within five environmental factors listed in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines have been identified as not being significantly affected by the 
Modified Project as compared to the Approved Project and therefore are not discussed 
in detail in the SEIR. Those environmental factors are: 
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·         Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
·         Biological Resources 
·         Cultural Resources 

·         Geology/Soils 
·         Mineral Resources 
 

 
Potentially Significant Adverse Impacts 
  

Certain impacts within the following environmental factors could be potentially 
significant if the Modified Project is implemented and are analyzed in the SEIR: 
 
·         Aesthetics 
·         Air Quality 
·         Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
·         Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
·         Hydrology and Water Quality 
·         Land Use and Planning 
 

·         Noise 
·         Population and Housing 
·         Public Services 
·         Recreation 
·         Transportation and Traffic 
·         Utilities and Service Systems 
 

Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts 
 
The 2003 Great Park Final EIR identified a total of three significant and unavoidable 
adverse impacts, as defined by CEQA, relating to Air Quality, Population and Housing, 
and Transportation/Traffic. This SEIR identifies the same three significant and 
unavoidable adverse impacts for the Modified Project, which remain unchanged from 
the Approved Project. The impacts found in this SEIR to be significant and unavoidable 
are: 
 
·         Air Quality 
·         Population and Housing 
·         Transportation/Traffic (only if the mitigation measures in other jurisdictions 

are not implemented) 
 
The City has existing policies, programs, and procedures (PPP) that appropriately 
address many of the concerns evaluated by the environmental analysis.  Project Design 
Features (PDF) have been incorporated to further reduce the project’s impacts to the 
environment.  Where impacts could not be addressed solely through a PPP or PDF, 
specific Mitigation Measures (MM) were created to address those impacts.  With 
implementation of applicable mitigation measures, which will be adopted as conditions 
of approval, the draft EIR found that the impacts listed above would result in a less than 
significant environmental impact.  A list of all Mitigation Measures and Project Design 
Features that have been applied to the project can be found in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program included within the Final SEIR (Attachment 9).  
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Below is a brief summary of how each CEQA-required area of concern has been 
addressed; please refer to the Final SEIR and Technical Appendices (Attachment 9) for 
complete analysis of each issue.   
 
Air Quality 
 

PPPs and MMs will reduce construction emissions to the extent feasible.  These 
changes or alterations and PPPs, however, will not reduce this impact to below a level 
of significance. The City finds that there are no other mitigation measures that are 
feasible, taking into consideration specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations, that would mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level, and, 
further, that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the SEIR.  The City has 
determined that this impact is acceptable because specific overriding economic, legal, 
social, technological or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of the Modified Project outweigh its significant effects on the environment. 
 
Population and Housing 
 
This project will generate an estimated 16,510 new jobs and 4,894 new residential 
units; therefore, this project will have an on-site jobs-housing ratio of 3.37. Because the 
City of Irvine currently has a jobs-housing ratio of 2.45, this project will create a 
significant impact to the City’s jobs-housing balance.  Due to the approval of 1,269 
density bonus units in 2009, the overall project’s jobs-housing balance has improved 
over time as compared to the initial project approval in 2003. 
 
Traffic Transportation 
 
This issue is described in detail in Issue 4 above. 
 
 
Public Outreach 
 
The City provided ample opportunity for the public to receive information and provide 
input throughout the review process. As part of the CEQA process, a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was posted on January 26, 2011 for a period of thirty days wherein 
early comments could be provided to staff before the preparation of the Draft SEIR. 
Shortly thereafter, a public scoping meeting regarding the general plan amendment for 
the project was held before a joint meeting of the City Council and the Great Park 
Corporation on February 17, 2011 to allow for additional time for the public to comment 
on the project. Furthermore, on March 23, 2011, staff held a scoping meeting regarding 



City Council Meeting 
August 30, 2011 
Page 21 of 23 
 

the Draft EIR to hear any additional comments in order to prepare the Draft SEIR for 
the project.  
 
Outside of the CEQA process, on March 3, 2011, letters were sent to all tribal contacts 
provided by the Native American Heritage Commission, per Government Section 
65352.2, for consultation on the proposed General Plan Amendment. No 
communication was received.  
 
On May 31, 2011, public notices were mailed to residents and landowners within 500 
feet of Planning Areas 30 and 51, as well as posted at the site and published within the 
Irvine World News, informing readers of the Community Services Commission meeting 
of June 15, 2011, and the Subdivision Committee meeting of June 22, 2011. No 
communication was received. On July 15, 2011, public notices were mailed, posted, 
and published in the Orange County Register for the August 4, 2011 Planning 
Commission hearing.  No communication was received.  Finally, on August 12, 2011, 
public notices were mailed, posted, and published in the Orange County Register for 
the August 30, 2011 City Council Hearing.  To date, no communication has been 
received. 
 
Correspondence regarding the project has been limited primarily to those submitted in 
response to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. The focus of these 
comments was generally intended to clarify that various standards utilized by reviewing 
agencies were fully evaluated.  In addition, Laguna Greenbelt conveyed its support for 
maintaining wildlife corridors consistent with the City’s adopted plan (Irvine Wildlife 
Corridor Plan – 2004). 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT  
 
A Final Fiscal Impact Analysis dated August 23, 2011 was prepared by David Taussig & 
Associates (Attachment 10). The purpose of the Fiscal Impact Analysis is to analyze 
the annual recurring fiscal impact of the [Great Park Neighborhoods] Project on the City 
General Fund. Fiscal impacts are summarized below. 
 
Total annual recurring revenues to the City General Fund are expected to equal 
$6,699,690 at project build-out. Furthermore, total annual recurring expenditures 
incurred by the City are expected to equal $6,117,935 at project build-out.  
 
As a result, the overall impact to the City's General Fund as a result of revenues 
generated by the project, and the demand for public services associated with the 
project, is an annual recurring fiscal surplus of $581,755.  The positive fiscal result of 
the analysis is reliant on the non-residential component of the development and 
particularly on the timely build-out of the high sales tax generating land uses zoned 
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within the project area.  Any surplus realized from the project area would help offset 
increasing baseline operating costs resulting from other residential development in the 
city.   
 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
The City Council could determine that the proposed general plan amendment and zone 
change are inappropriate, as proposed, and decline to approve them.  Should the 
requested application be denied, the general plan and zoning designations for the 
property will remain as they currently exist: Orange County Great Park land use in the 
General Plan and 8.1 Lifelong Learning District in the Zoning Ordinance.  The existing 
designations allow for a variety of uses including, but not limited to, habitat 
preservation, wildlife corridor, education, open space, recreation, institutional and other 
public-oriented land uses, as well as opportunities for the private development of 
agriculture, research and development, commercial, cemetery, golf course, residential 
and mixed-use development.  
 
REPORT PREPARED BY  Hernan DeSantos, Senior Planner 
     Diane Vu, Senior Planner 
     Sarah Chmielak, Associate Planner 
     Omar Masry, Associate Planner 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1. Vicinity Map  
Attachment 2. Great Park Neighborhoods District Map 
Attachment 3. Planning Commission Recommendations regarding Zone Change 
Attachment 4. General Plan Amendment Proposed Changes (Strikeout/Underline 

Version) 
Attachment 5. Zone Change Proposed Changes (Strikeout/Underline Version) 
Attachment 6. Upper Canyon Land Swap Exhibit 
Attachment 7. General Plan Traffic Impact Analysis 
Attachment 8. Term Sheet 
Attachment 9. Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) with 

Response to Comments 
Attachment 10. Fiscal Impact Analysis (2011 Update) 
Attachment 11. City Council Resolution No. to certify Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Report (SCH NO. 2022101020, 00527796-PCLE) 
Attachment 12. City Council Resolution No. to approve General Plan Amendment 

00517351-PGA 
Attachment 13. City Council Ordinance No. to approve Zone Change 00516294-PZC 
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cc: Cliff Wallace, Deputy CEO, OC Great Park 
Tim Gehrich, Deputy Director of Community Development 
Barry Curtis, Manager of Planning Services 
Mark Asturias, Housing Manager 
Mark Carroll, City Engineer 
Kerwin Lau, Project Development Administrator 
Kamlesh Chitala, Principal Plan Check Engineer 
David Law, Senior Planner 
Darrell Chin, Associate Planner 
Steve Haubert, Principal Planner 
Eric Elmer, Orange County Fire Authority 
Bruce Ramm, Security Design Concepts 
Jennifer Bohen, Five Point Communities 
Bruce Lewis, Five Point Communities 
Alex S. Marks, UC Irvine 
Bill Halligan, The Planning Center 
Jeff Davis, Irvine Company 
Pam Sapetto, Sapetto Group Inc.  
Elisa Paster, Gilchrist & Rutter Professional 
  

File No’s:  

General Plan Amendment: 00517351-PGA 
Zone Change: 00516294-PZC 
High Level Master Plan: 00516248-PMP 
Amended Testing Tentative Tract Map 17008: 00522051-PTT 
District 1-N (VTTM 17283): 00516277-PTT, 00516282-PMP, 00519958-PPP 
District 1-S (VTTM 17368): 00516246-PTT, 00516242-PMP, 00519873-PPP 
District 4 (VTTM 17366): 00516252-PTT, 00516256-PMP, 00519955-PPP 
District 7 (VTTM 17202): 00516269-PTT, 00516257-PMP, 00519883-PPP 
District 8 (VTTM 17364): 00516254-PTT, 00516253-PMP, 00519451-PP 




