PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT '
300 N. FLOWER STREET
P. 0. BOX 4048
SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 92702-4048

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

DATE: February 24, 2003
SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report # 589

Project Title: General Plan Amendment / Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka: The Ranch Pian)
Applicant: Rancho Mission Viejo
Contact: Chuck Shoemaker Phone: (714} B34-2166

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) is a brief notice sent by a lead agency to notify Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies
and involved federal agencies that the lead agency plans to prepare an Environmental impact Repont (EiR) for a project.
The County is considered the lead agency and is responsible for the preparation of an EIR under the terms and
requirements of the California Environmenta!l Quality Act (CEQA) and the implementing Guideiines for the California
Environmental Quality Act {"Guidelines™.

With respect to the subject project, the Orange County Planning & Development Services BDepartment {County) has
determined that an Environmental Impact Report {EIR) will be prepared for a land development project proposed by
Rancho Mission Viejo as described in Section 3 of the attached Project Summary. The applicant's objectives are
identified in Section 5 of the attached Project Summary.

Please note that this NOP and the proposed EIR are for the General Pian Amendment, Zone Change and related land
use approvais requested by Rancho Mission Viejo as described in Section 3 of the attached Project Summary. A
separate EIR/EIS is currently being prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service / California Depariment of Fish and
(Game / County of Orange for the Southem Orange County Natural Community Conservation Pianning program and
Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCPMHCP). Ancther EIR/EIS is also being prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers /
California Department of Fish and Game for the Special Area Management Plan / Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement (SAMP/MSAA) for the San Juan Creek and San Matec Creek watersheds. The County EiR for the Rancho
Mission Viejo proposat will be coordinated with these other documents.

The project altematives that have been identified by the County to date are listed in Section 6 of the attached Project
Summary. These alternatives reflect the altematives that have been identified to date during the preparation of the
separate EIR/EISs for the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA.  If additional relevant and feasible alternatives are identified by
these separate project processes prior to the preparation of the County EIR for the Ranchc Mission Viejo application, the
alternatives will be considered as potential alternatives for analysis in the County EIR.

The attached summary of the project, objectives and alternatives is not an analysis of the projects or its impacts. The
Project Summary information is intended to provide Responsible Agencies with sufficient information describing the
project and the potential environmental effects to enable the Responsible Agencies to make a meaningful response. In
order for the concerns of your agency to be incorporated into the Draft EIR, we need to know the views of YOUr agency as
o the scope and content of the environmental information relevant to your agency's statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project. Responsible and Trustee agencies must consider the EIR prepared by the County
of Orange when considering & permit or approval of the project. The purpose of this notice is: (1) to serve as the Notice
of Preparation to potential Responsible Agency jurisdictions required by Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines; and (2)
to advise and solicit comments and suggestions regarding the preparation of the EIR, environmental issues tc be
addressed in the EIR, and any related issues, from interested parties othe ' than potential Responsible Agencies,
including interested or affected members of the public. The County requests t at any potential Responsible or Trustee
Agency responding to this notice respond in a manner consistent with the Guidelines Section 16082(b). Specifically, the
County requests that the Responsible and Trustee Agency’'s response identify significant environmental issues,
reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures which the agency will need to have explored in the draft EIR.

Ali parties that have submitted their names and mailing addresses will be notified of the availability of the Draft EIR. i
you wish to be placed on the mailing list or have any questions or need additional information, please contact the person
identified above. '




Pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.4, Responsible Agencies must submit any comments in response to this notice not
later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. The County will accept comments from these Agencies and others
regarding this notice through the close of business, March 26, 2003.

All comments or other responses to this notice must be submitted in writing to:

Planning And Development Services Departrment
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ang, California 92702-4048

ATTENTION: Chuck Shoemaker
Submitted by:

Db
CJ




PROJECT SUMMARY

The County of Orange (County) will be the Lead Agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) for the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Project. Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a Program EIR “..may be prepared
on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: (1)
Geographically, (2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In connection with
issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a
continuing program, or (4) as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing
statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be
mitigated in similar ways.”

1.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address

Rancho Mission Viejo
28811 Ortega Highway
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

Project Location

The approximately 22,850-acre project site is located in south Orange County and
constitutes the remaining undeveloped portions of the Rancho Mission Viejo located
within unincorporated Orange County. The planned community of Ladera Ranch and
the cities of Mission Viejo, San Juan Capistrano and San Clemente surround the Project
area on the west. The City of Rancho Santa Margarita bounds the northern edge of the
Project area; the southern edge is bounded by Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp
Pendleton in San Diego County. Caspers Wildemess Park and the Cleveland National
Forest bound the property on its eastern edge. The regional location and local vicinity
maps are depicted in Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively. Exhibit 3 provides an aerial
photograph of the project site and surrounding area with major landmarks identified.

Regional access to the project site is via Interstate 5 (1-5), which is located west of the
project site and State Route 241 (SR-241) (also known as the Foothill Transportation
Corridor), which currently terminates at Oso Parkway, just north of the project site.
Ortega Highway runs east-west through the project site. Antonio Parkway provides the
project area with north-south arterial highway access.

Description Of Project

As proposed by Rancho Mission Vigjo in its application to the County, the project would
result in the development, over approximately 30 years, of up to 14,000 dwelling units,
130 acres of urban activity center uses, 258 acres of business park uses, 39 acres of
neighborhood retail uses, up to four golf courses, a proposed 1,079-acre regional park,
and an approximately 13,161 acres open space area (a 420 acre portion of which would
include up to 100 home sites, a private golf course with a limited number of associated
attached dwelling units, and equestrian facilities). Ranching activities would also be
retained within a portion of the proposed open space area. Infrastructure would be
constructed to support all of these uses, including road improvements, utility
improvements and schools. The number and locations of schools will be further refined
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during the entitlement and environmental review processes. Existing agriculture uses
may also be expanded as a result of implementation of the Project. The project proposal
entails a zone change from A-1 General Agricultural and Sand and Gravel {for portions
of San Juan Creek) to PC-Planned Community zoning district, which would encompass
the entire project site. In addition, several elements of the County of Orange General
Ptan would need to be amended in order to allow development of the Project, including
the Land Use, Transportation, Resources, and Recreation elements. These
amendments are further described below. A Development Agreement between Rancho
Mission Viejo and the County is also intended to be processed concurrent with this
Project. Also, all remaining Williamson Act coniracts covering lands within the project
site are proposed to be cancelled as part of the project.

To ensure comprehensive planning, the Project will be processed concurrently with the
two regiona!l planning efforts that are ongoing for the project site. The United States Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) and the County of Orange, have initiated a joint federal, state and local
planning effort to provide for the long-term protection of natural communities and their
related species while allowing compatible development and economic use. The
program, known as the Southern Subregion Natural Community Conservation
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP), will provide for a permanent habitat
reserve system and an adaptive management program capable of protecting, enhancing
and restoring natural communities over the long term. The second effort is being lead by
the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) for the protection of aquatic resources. Known as the Special Area
Management Plan/Master Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAMP/MSAA), this
program will develop a comprehensive management plan that establishes an approach
and set of actions to preserve, enhance, and restore aquatic resources, while aliowing
reasonable and responsibie economic activities and development within the project site.
In addition to the EIR to be prepared for the Project as discussed in this Notice of
Preparation, separate environmental documents are being prepared for the NCCP/HCP
{(a joint EIS/EIR) and the SAMP/MSAA (a joint EIS/EIR).

Land Use Component

The General Plan land use designations on the project site would be 1B-Suburban
Residential and 5-Open Space. To complement the 1B-Suburban Residential
designation, overlay land use categories are proposed in conjunction with the PC-
Planned Community Zoning District {o allow supporting uses within certain portions of
the project site carrying the 1B-Suburban Residential designation. The type and amount
of supporting uses in each overlay zone would be clearly identified as part of the project
approval. The overlay zone allows flexibility in the placement of these uses to best
complement the project design and would be established at the Area Plan level of
approval. Overlay zones are proposed for urban activity center, business park,
neighborhood center, and golf resort uses. Additionally, there is an O'Neill Ranch
overlay zone, which would allow a limited number of aftached dwelling units, estate
units, and goli course. The discussion for each planning area identifies the type and the
amount of uses proposed in each overlay.



Residential Uses

The project proposes the designation of approximately 9,296 acres of the 22,850 acres
for 1B-Suburban Residential on the General Plan Land Use Element. This would allow
residential and associated urban development. The proposed residentia! uses would
allow for a broad range of housing types and densities for a diversity of income levels
and lifestyles. A mix of housing types would be provided, including single-family, multi-
family, senior (age-restricted) housing, and apartments. This development would be
located in nine planning areas. The location of these planning areas is shown on Exhibit
4. The uses in each of these planning areas are described below.

Planning Area 1 — This planning area is located east of the City of San Juan Capistrano
boundary in the vicinity of Antonio Parkway and Ortega Hwy. This planning area would
encompass approximately 810 acres and provide a mix of residential, urban activity
center, business park, and open space uses. Approximately 540 acres of residential
development is proposed, with construction of 1,020 dwelling units. Approximately 108
gross acres of urban activity center and 38 gross acres of business park uses are also
proposed as overlay land use categories within this same area. The overlay land uses
would support approximately 630,000 square feet of urban activity center and
“approximately 575,000 square feet of business park uses. Within this planning area
there would also be 148 acres of open space. This open space, together with the 540
acres to be developed with urban uses, would be designated |-B-Suburban Residential
on the Orange County General Plan. A 122-acre portion of the proposed Rancho
Mission Viejo Regional Park, which is discussed below, also is included in this planning
area and would be designated 5-Open Space on the General Plan. Existing authorized
land uses would continue until the commencement of any new proposed land use for the
affected areas.

Planning Area 2 -- Located north of Ortega Highway, east of Antonio Parkway, south of
Oso Parkway and Tesoro High School, and west of Canada Gobernadora, this planning
area encompasses approximately 1,680 acres. The area would be designated 1B-
Suburban Residential on the General Plan. A total of 1,180 units are proposed within
the Planning Area. This planning area also proposed approximately 40 gross acres of
business park overlay zone, with an expected 610,000 square feet of business park
uses. Forty-nine acres of open space is proposed in this planning area. The proposed
Rancho Mission Viejo Regional Park would extend along the southern boundary of this
planning area.

Planning Area 3 - This planning area encompasses approximately 2,308 gross acres
and would be designated 1B-Suburban Residential on the General Plan. This planning
area is located north of San Juan Creek, west of Caspers Regional Park, south of Coto
de Caza, and east of Cariada Gobernadora. Approximately 6,000 dwelling units would
be constructed on 2,193 acres. The remainder of the Planning Area (115 acres) would
remain as open space. The residential areas would include apartments, estates, and
senior hous™mg. This planning area would also support overiay zones that propose 100
gross acres Of business park with an expected 1,525,000 square feet of business uses
and 22 gross acres of commercial use with an estimated 220,000 square feet of retail
space. An additional 22 gross acres of urban activity overlay zone is proposed with
approximately 140,000 square feet of use. Existing authorized land uses would continue
- until the commencement of any new proposed land use for the affected areas.



Planning Area 4 -- This planning area is located south of Ortega Highway. This area is
proposed for 216 acres of residential development. The General Plan Land Use
designation would be 1B-Suburban Residential, Development proposed would total 150
dweiling units and an overlay zone for a five-acre commercial site with approximately
50,000 square feet of neighborhood center in this planning area. Existing authorized
tand uses would continue until the commencement of any new proposed land use for the
affected areas.

Planning Area 5 -- This planning area is located south of Ortega Highway and east of the
City of San Juan Capistrano. The project proposes the designation of a total of 1350
acres of 1B-Suburban Residential. Approximately 2,440 dwelling units are proposed on
1,191 acres for this planning area. Open space (159 acres) is also proposed within this
planning area. This planning area would also have an overiay zone of approximately five
acres for commercial development with a total of 50,000 square feet of neighborhood
center. Existing authorized land uses would continue until the commencement of any
new proposed land use for the affected areas.

Planning Area 6 - This planning area is located north of the Donna O'Neill Land
Conservancy at Rancho Mission Viejo (previously known as the Rancho Mission Viejo
Land Conservancy). This planning area would be 308 acres of 1B-Suburban
Residential. A total of 110 dwelling units are proposed on 275 acres. Thirty-three acres
of open space are also proposed in this planning area.

Planning Area 7 -- Located north of the existing TRW site, this planning area would
designate 1,482 acres of 1B-Suburban Residential. Approxirately 1,480 dwelling units
are proposed on 1,350 acres of this planning area. 132 acres of open space are also
proposed within this planning area. This planning area would also support an overlay
zone with a two-acre commercial site providing approximately 20,000 square feet of
neighborhood center. * Existing authorized land uses would continue until the
commencement of any new proposed land use for the affected areas.

Planning Area 8 -- This planning area is located south of Planning Area 7, and north of
the southern RMV property boundary. The plan proposes 1,264 gross acres of 1B-
Suburban Residential, supporting 1,400 dwelling units on 1,214 acres. Open space (50
acres) is also proposed within this planning area. Within an overlay zone, an additional
five acres of commercial development would provide a total of 50,000 square feet of
neighborhood center. This area would also support overlay zones of approximately 80
acres of proposed business park with 1,220,000 square feet of business park uses, and
20 acres for a golf oriented resort. Existing authorized land uses would continue until
the commencement of any new proposed land use for the affected areas.

Ptanning Area 8 -- This open space area would cover approximately 8,218 acres in the
southeastern portion of the project site, and would retain its existing 5-Open Space land
use designation under the General Plan. Preservation of acreage within this Planning
Area, as part of the Southern Subregion NCCP/HCP program, will constitute a key
component of that program’s habit.st reserve. The Project applicant also proposes to
continue ranching operations. In recognition of the biological sensitivity of the area, a
grazing management plan would be developed to ensure the continued coexistence of
ranching operations and sensitive species. The grazing management plan will be
developed in conjunction with the Southern Subregional NCCP/HCP program.




Also, within a 420 acre overlay zone, known as the O'Neill Ranch, the Project would
provide for a total of 100 estate homes on approximately 200 acres, along with 120
casitas on 20 acres, and a 200-acre golf course. The very low-density housing to be
developed in this overlay zone would be incorporated within the surrounding open
space.

Existing authorized land uses would continue until the commencement of any new
proposed fand use for the affected areas.

Pianning Area 10 — This open space area (retaining the 5-Open Space designation on
the General Plan) would be preserved as part of the Southern Subregion NCCP/HCP
program. A total of approximately 778 acres would remain undeveloped and be located
within the habitat reserve of the NCCP/HCP program. The Project applicant also
proposes to continue ranching operations in the Planning Area. As noted above, a
grazing management plan would be developed in conjunction with the NCCP/HCP
pragram.

Planning Area 11 — This open space area (retaining the 5-Open Space designation on
the General Plan) would be preserved as part of the Southern Subregion NCCP/HCP
program. A total of approximately 1,050 acres would remain undeveloped and be
located within the habitat reserve of the NCCP/HCP program. The Project applicant also
proposes to continue ranching operations in the Planning Area. As noted above, a
grazing management plan would be developed in conjunction with the NCCP/HCP
program. Existing authorized land uses would continue until the commencement of any
new proposed land use for the affected areas.

Planning Area 12 — This open space area (retaining the 5-Open Space designation on
the General Plan) would.be preserved as part of the Southern Subregion NCCP/HCP
program. A total of approximately 1,429 acres would remain undeveloped and be
located within the habitat reserve of the NCCP/HCP program. The Project applicant also
proposes to continue ranching operations in the Planning Area. As noted above, a
grazing management plan would be developed in conjunction with the NCCP/HCP
prograrm.

Planning Area 13 — A central feature of the Project is the proposed Rancho Mission
Vigjo Regional Park. The park (retaining the 5-Open Space designation on the General
Plan) would encompass approximately 1,079 acres! and extend along San Juan Creek
from the City of San Juan Capistrano boundary to the existing Caspers Regional
Wiilderness Park. The park would include area both north and south of creek. 1t would
provide passive and active recreational opportunities. A Class | (off-road) bike path is
proposed to extend along the north side of the creek and a riding and hiking trail along
the south side of the creek. At the southern edge of Planning Area 3, and on the north
side of the creek, a sports complex is proposed. In addition, areas for picnicking would
be provided throughout the park. Existing authorized land uses would continue until the
commencement of any new proposed land use for the affected areas.

T The total acreage of the Rancho Mission Vieje Regional Plan is 1,079 acres with 122 acres in Planning

Area 1 and 957 acres in Planning Area 13.



Schoois _

To support the project, additional schools would be needed. Based on preliminary
analysis of the students that would be generated by the project, development of three
elementary schools and a middle school would be required. The additional students
generated by the project, combined with existing demand, may necessitate the
construction of a high school within the project limits. The precise locations of the
schools are not known at this level of processing; however, the schools would be located
in the develocpment portions of the planning areas. The locations would be determined
in consultation with the school district when tentative tract maps are proposed. Each
elementary school would be built on approximately 10 acres and would provide for
approximately 800 to 800 children. They wouid serve the proposed development and
would be phased with construction. The middle school would be built on approximately
20 acres and would serve approximately 1,500 students. It would serve students from
the proposed project. The high school, if required, wouid be built on approximately 50
acres and serve approximately 2,200 students,

Infrastructure Improvements

To support the proposed development, infrastructure improvements would be required.
These would include roadway improvements and utility improvements. The
implementation of these improvements would be phased with development to meet the
increased demand. The Project reflects the extension of the SR-241 tollroad because it
is depicted on the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH), but it is not part of the
project. The impacts associated with South Orange County Transportation Infrastructure
Improvement Project (SOCTHP), including the construction of SR-241, are being
evaluated in a separate EIS/EIR being prepared by the Federal Highway Administration
and the Transportation Corridor Agency (TCA). The Project EIR will consider the
impacts of the SOCTIIP-alternatives on the Project. The EIR prepared for the Project
will evaluate the ability of the proposed circulation network to accommodate the projects
estimated traffic demand with and without the extension of SR-241. It has also been
reported that an alternative alignment of the SCRRA/Metrolink railroad may be
considered in association with existing and/or proposed toliroads. To the extent that
sufficient details emerge regarding this possible alternative alignment prior to the release
of the Project EiR, and if it would potentially affect the project site, the alignment would
be addressed in the Project EIR.

The infrastructure imprdvements proposed as part of the Project are outlined below.
Circulation Improvements

A circulation network to support the proposed development is an integral part of the
project. The circulation improvements would include both arterial highways and a local
circulation network. Arterial highways would be added to, as well as deleted from, the
County of Orange Circulation Element of the General Plan and the Master Plan of
Arterial Highways (MPAH), administered by the Orange County Transportation » uthority
(OCTA). The MPAH modifications are shown on Exhibits 5A and 5B and would include
the following:
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New Ortega Highway-- an east-west arterial highway on the north side of San
Juan Creek, would be added to the MPAH, The road would provide an east-west
link through Rancho Mission Viejo from Antonio Parkway to connect with the
existing Orlega Hwy, State Route 74 at the common boundary of Rancho
Mission Viejo and Caspers Park. The road would be constructed as a four-lane
primary arterial highway, with a right-of-way reserve for a six-lane major between
Antonio Parkway and the future SR-241.

Cristianitos Road-- An addition to the MPAH of a north-south arterial highway
proposed to extend from Avenida Pico northerly through Cristianitos and
Trampas canyons, crossing San Juan Creek and New Ortega Road, and
connecting with a newly proposed interchange with the SR-241. The new
interchange with SR-241 would be a substitute for the Crown Valley Parkway
interchange. .The road would be grade separated to preclude a direct connection
with the existing Ortega Highway. The road would be constructed as a four-lane
primary from the future extension of SR-241, southerly to the connection with
Avenida Talega. From Avenida Talega southerly to Avenida Pico, the road
would be constructed as a two-lane collector with a right-of-way reserve for a
four-lane secondary.

Chiguita Canyon Road --This roadway would be added to the MPAH serving
north-south traffic demand. The road would extend from New Ortega Highway
northerly to the terminus of the existing road adjacent to Tesoro High School
south of Oso Parkway. The road would be constructed as a two-lane collector
with provisions that the roadway may be gated and accessible for local traffic
oniy. -

Ortega Highway --The project would provide for the future deletion of the
segment of the existing Ortega Highway (SR-74) that parallels the New Ortega
Highway from the MPAH because it would only provide access to the Rancho
Mission Viejo Regional Park. The deletion of this segment, from Antonio
Parkway to the New Ortega Highway, would be conditioned upon a) Caltrans
concurrence, b) the completion of New Ortega Highway, and c) the termination of
leases/uses that have rights to access/use the roadway for non-focaily serving
purposes.

Avenida Talega —The project proposes the reclassification of the segment of
roadway within unincorporated Orange County from a secondary arterial highway
to a collector road.

Crown Valley Parkway—Deletion of the proposed segment of the arterial
highway east of Antonio Parkway. This would also involve the deletion of the
proposed Crown Valley Parkway interchange with the proposed extension of SR-
241, This action would reguire concurrence of the TCA.

Trabuco Creek Road — Deletion from the MPAH of the proposed extension of
Trabuco Creek Road to the proposed extension of Avery Parkway.

11



In addition to arterial highway improvements, the project proposes construction of a
local circulation network. Much of the local circulation network would be defined at
the time fentative tract maps are processed. However, local coflector streets that
would connect the trips from within the development to the arterial highway system
have been preliminary identified as shown on Exhibits 8A and 6B. While additional
collector streets would be identified when specific development projects are
proposed, the following collector network has been identified:

» Goberndora Road, a primary loop road would provide internal circulation to
Planning Area 3 (PA 3). The proposed road would connect to a newly proposed
interchange with SR_241, extend southeriy crossing SR-241 to connect to New
Ortega Highway in the center of PA 3. The road would be constructed as a four-
tane community collector.

e East Gobernadora Road would be an internal loop road to provide circulation for
the eastern portion of PA 3. The road will connect to New Ortega Highway. The
road will be constructed as a two-lane collector.

s Trampas Road, a primary loop road, would provide internal circulation to
Planning Area 5. The proposed road would connect to Cristianitos Road and
would be constructed as a two-lane collector, with a right-of-way reserve for a
four-tane community collector.

» Verdugo Road would provide access to Planning Area 9. The proposed road
would connect to New Ortega Highway near Caspers Park. The road would be
constructed as a two-lane rurai roadway.

Ltilities

Water and sewer improvements would be required to meet the demand of the proposed
14,000 residential units and the proposed urban uses. The improvements would inciude
a network of domestic and non-domestic water lines and sewer lines that would be
implemented in conjunction with tentative tract maps, as well as facility improvements
such as pump stations, lift stations, and reservoir sites that would be needed to support
the proposed development: Reservoirs would be sited in proximity to the development,
but also at elevations to ensure adequate pressure zones. As a resuit, a water reservoir
may be located in one planning area, but serve an adjacent area because of elevation
requirements for the reservoir,

The precise location and size of these facilities will be determined at the time tentative
tract maps are processed. Coordination with the Santa Margarita Water District would
be required. SMWD currently has adequate sewer treatment capacity to serve the
project.

- The Sants Margarita Water District will prepare a. water supply assessment in
accordance with state law to address whether projected water supplies will meet the
demand projected for the Project for the next 20 years. The water supply assessment
will be included in the Project EIR.

14
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Electric, natural gas, telephone, and cable improvements would also be required to
serve the proposed new development. It is anticipated that an electrical substation
would be required, as well as other distribution facilities.

General Plan Amendments

As previously indicated, amendments to the Orange County General Plan would be
required. The following elements of the General Plan would be amended:

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element establishes criteria and standards for land use development in
unincorporated Orange County, including population and building intensities. Land use
categories in the Land Use Element depict the general distribution, location, and extent
of public and private use of land. The project site currently is designated Open Space
on the Orange County General Plan. The Open Space designation is considered an
interim land use designation, or “holding zone” until such time as specific land uses are
identified.

The project would amend the Land Use Element of the General Plan to provide for 9,296
acres of 1B-Suburban Residential, which would provide for up to 4,000 dweliing units,
258 acres of business park, 130 acres of Urban Activity Center, 39 acres of
neighborhood center and 20 acres of golif orientated resort. The remaining 13,554 acres
of the project site would be retained as Open Space {Category 5 designation). This
does not include the 686 acres of open space that would be located within the area
designated 1B-Suburban Residential. ‘

Transportation Element

The Transportation Element of the General Plan sets forth a comprehensive strategy for
planning, developing, and maintaining a surface transportation system to serve existing
and planned land uses in unincorporated Orange County. The Transportation Element
contains three components: The Circulation Plan, the Bikeways Plan, and the Scenic
Highways Plan. The project proposes to amend all three components of the
Transportation Element.

Circulation Plan -- As identified above, the project would provide for the addition of three
additional arterial highways, the deletion of a portion of two arterial highways, and the
reclassification of a portion of another arterial highway on the County's Circulation Plan.
These modifications to the Circulation Plan were fully discussed above under the
proposed infrastructure improvements. it should be noted, that within the discussion of
infrastructure and modifications to the MPAH, the deletion of the Avery Parkway/Trabuco
Creek Road connection is identified. This would be an OCTA MPAH amendment, but
since it is within the City of Mission Viejo, it would not be an amendment to the County
Circulation Plan.

Bikeways Plan -- Figure V-7 (Bikeway Plan} would be modified to designate specific
locations/alignments for proposed bikeways within the Project area, including the
proposed Class | Off-Rcad Bikeway through the proposed Rancho Mission Viejo
Regional Park. The specific iocations/alignments would be determined in conjunction
with the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes.
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Scenic Highways Plan - Figure 1V-11 {Scenic Highway Plan) would be modified to
reflect the New Ortega Highway as a Landscape Corridor. The existing Ortega Highway
would retain its designation as a Viewscape Corridor.

Resources Element

The purpose of the Resources Element is fo set forth a comprehensive strategy for the
development, management, preservation, and conservation of resources that are
necessary tc meet Orange County's existing and future demand. The Resources
Element addresses a wide range of issues. The Project would resuit in amendments to
several of the figures within the Element.

Prime Farmland — The NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes are expected to result
in the protection of certain resources within the project site. This would influence the
Project and potentially the location of future agricultural operations. Should existing and
potential agricultural operations be influenced, there would be a need to reflect possible
modification of Prime Farmland in Orange County as shown on Figure Vi-1 of the
Resources Element. This figure would be modified to reflect changes in uses proposed
in the Project. The California Department of Conservation (CDC) Prime Farmland map
is the basis for this figure in the General Plan; therefore, coordination with CDC would be
required to amend the State’s Prime Farmiand designation.

Agricultural Preserve — Figure VI-2 reflects the Agricultural Preserves in Orange County.
A component of the Project is a request to remove a total of 12,354.59 acres from the
Agriculturai Preserves.  Notices of non-renewal have been filed for all the areas that
would be removed from the Agricultural Preserves. The acreage is currently scheduled
to be removed from the preserves between December 31, 2003 and December 31,
2008. The current praposal would cancel all Williamson Act contracts upon approval of
the Project. :

Mineral Resources -- Figure VI-3 of the Resources Element depicts mineral resources
within Orange County. One such resource area is located within San Juan Creek. The
Project proposes the Rancho Mission Viejo Regional Park within this area. Once
implemented, the recreational land use would not be consistent with the extraction of
sand and gravel resources. The figure in the General Plan would need to be modified to
reflect this change in land use. Since the mapping in the General Plan is based on CDC
mapping of mineral resources, this would require coordination with CDC to amend the
state's mapping.

Wildlife Habitat Areas -~ Figure VI-4 (Wildlife Habitat Areas) would need to be modified
to reflect the permanent habitat reserve established through the Project, in conjunction
with the NCCP/HCP and the SAMP/MSAA.

Recreation Element
The Recreation Element contains the official policies pertaining to the acquisition,
development, operation, maintenance, and financing of the County's recreational

facilities. The project would require an amendment to two components of the Recreation
Element. ,
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Master Plan of Riding and Hiking Traifs -- Figure VII.1 would be amended to designate
specific locations/alignments for proposed trails and staging areas within the Project
area. These specific locations/alignments would be determined in conjunction with the
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes.

Master Plan of Regional Recreational Facilities - Figure VII.2 of the Recreation Element
wouid be modified to add the proposed 1,079-acre Rancho Mission Viejo Regional Park
to the Master Plan.

Zone Change

The Zoning Code is an ordinance that provides for the implementation of the General
Plan. Zoning regulates permitied and prohibited land uses and establishes development
standards for land uses. The site is currently zoned A-1 General Agricultural, and S&G
Sand and Gravel Extraction districts. To implement the Project, a zone change would be
required. A PC Planned Community designation is proposed for the entire project site.
The PC zoning designation is intended to “provide the authority, regulations, and
procedures whereby large land areas can be planned, zoned, developed, and
administered as individual integrated communities” (County of Orange 2002). A
comprehensive Planned Community Program text has been proposed in conjunction
with the processing of the Project.

Existing Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The project site encompasses approximately 22,850 acres of unincorporated land in
southeastern Orange County. Substantial portions of the study area have been used for
ranching and agricultural uses for the past 120 years. Through lease agreements,
commercial nursery operations, research and development uses, and natural resources
extraction are ongoing ‘activities on the Ranch. Previous extractions of mineral
respurces within the study area include rock aggregate, petroleum, silica sand, clay and
expanded aggregate. Given the expanse of the project site and variety of historic uses,
many different conditions are represented in the project site.

Circulation facilities within the project boundaries include Ortega Highway that runs in an
east-west direction through the project site and connects with i-5 to the west. QOrtega
Highway continues east of the project site to Riverside County. Antonio Parkway/La
Pata Avenue is a north-south arterial highway that extends through the western portion
of the project site. Antonio Parkway begins north of the project site in the City of Rancho
Santa Margarita, extends through the Las Flores and Ladera Ranch communities, and
enters the project site. At Ortega Highway, Antonio Parkway turns into La Pata Avenue
where it currently extends to the Prima Deshecha Landfill. Other private and ranch roads
also exist within the project site.

lLarge land developments in the vicinity of the project site include Rancho Santa
Margarita, | 4s Flores, Coto de Caza, and the planned communities of Ladera Ranch
and Talega Valley, both currently under development. Existing land uses within the
study area include the Rancho Mission Viejo headquarters located on Ortega Highway,
west of Antonio Parkway. Also in that vicinity, north and south of Ortega Highway is The
Oaks / Blenheim Equestrian Center. Further east along Ortega Highway and San Juan
- Creek are a variety of commercial nursery operations, the Solag Disposal materials
recovery facility (MRF), concrete batch plant, and a company that manufactures paving

19



stones. In proximity to the Prima Deshecha Landfill is the BFi Greenwaste commercial
composting site. The TRW Capistrano Test Site is located on an approximately 3,000-
acre lease in the southern portion of the study area adjacent to the City of San Clemente
and MCE Camp Pendleton.

Within the study area are several major public facilities and utilities, including the
Chiquita Water Reclamation Plant, located in Chiquita Canyon. Other major utilities
inciude a 66-inch domestic water line and smaller non-domestic water and sewer lines in
‘the vicinity of Cristianitos Road. In addition, there are several large overhead electric
distribution lines owned by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) and Southemn
California Edison that extend from the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station located
south of the study area. Facilities located adjacent to the study area include the Prima
Deshecha landfill, located on the western boundary of the project site, and two SDG&E
substations located just west of the southern edge of the project.

Several creeks are located with the project site. Just north of Ortega Highway, San Juan
Creek flows in an east-west direction through the study area. San Juan Creek is a major
drainage basin that discharges into the Pacific Ocean, in the vicinity of Dana Point.
Major tributaries of San Juan Creek are Arroyo Trabuco, Oso Creek, Cafiada Chiguita,
Cafiada Gobernadora, Bell Canyon Creek, and Verdugo Canyon Creek. Cristianitos
Creek is located south of Ortega Highway and traverses the project site in a north-south
direction. Major tributaries to Cristianitos Creek within the project site are Gabino
Canyon Creek, Blind Canyon Creek, and Talega Canyon Creek. Cristianitos Creek is
within the western portion of the San Mateo Creek watershed.

Given the size of the project site, the geology of the area contains a wide variety of soils
and rock materials. Two faults traverse the project site: the Mission Viejo fault and the
Cristianitos fault. The Cristianitos fault is classified as inactive, whereas the Mission
Viejo fault is classified as potentially active. The nearest known active fault is the
Newport-Inglewood fault, located five miles away. Landslides are located throughout the
project site, with the greatest number being west of the Cristianitos faull.

The project site contains a diverse population of flora and fauna species onsite. The
project site has a number of sensitive vegetation communities that provide habitat to
sensitive species. This includes, but is not limited to scrub habitats, chaparral, vernal
pools and seeps, riparian habitat and woodiand habitat. Grasslands within the project
site are currently used for grazing activities and also provides habitat and foraging areas
for wildiife. The project site supports sensitive plant species, as well. Over the past few
years, portions of the project site have been designated critical habitat for certain listed
species, including the coastal California gnatcatcher. Each of the designations was
subsequently challenged in the federal courts. Those courts have now remanded each
of the critical habitat designations to the USFWS for reconsideration. In the case of the
gnatcatcher, a proposed new designation is expected to be published in April 2003.

Project Objectives

Rancho Mission Viejo, the project applicant, has outlined the objectives it se@ks to obtain
through implementation of the Project. These objectives are summarized below.
Through a concurrent comprehensive land use, conservation planning,
stateffederal/local regulatory and entitlement process, instead of the historically applied
sequential review and approval process, the project seeks to provide, within Rancho
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Mission Viejo portions of the San Juan Creek and San Mateo Creek watersheds, an
economically viable mix of residential, commercial, urban and natural open-space land
uses which addresses: 1) the needs and goals of Southern Orange County as reflected
in the plans and policies of the Orange County General Plan, 2) the growth management
goals of the Southern California Association of Governments, 3) the air quality objectives
of the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan, 4) habitat, aquatic resource and
watershed protection goals of the Southern Subregion Natural Community Conservation
Planning Program (NCCP) and the San Juan Creek and San Mateo Creek Watershed
Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), 5) the water quality protection goals of the
State Non-point Source Pollution Control Program and Basin Plan, and 6) the financial
return necessary for the landowner to offset the level of risk, loss of investment
opportunities, and commitment of land and financial resources required to provide for the
large-scale protection of many valuable natural resources. The opportunity for
comprehensive planning is enhanced by virtue of the project applicant's control of the
entire 22,850 acre project site.

Specifically, it is the intent of the project applicant to balance the following objectives in
the context of a comprehensive, concurrent land use, conservation planning,
state/federal/local regulatory and entitlement process.

Growth Management

According to the Orange County Projections 2000 (OCP-2000), by the year 2025,
Orange County is projected to experience marked increases in population, employment
and housing. Because the rate of increase in new housing is projected to lag behind the
rate of increase in employment, the County would also experience an increased housing
deficit.

The project's Growth Management Goal is to build self sustaining master planned
communities that will accommodate up to 14,000 dwelling units of the projected county
population growth and approximately 5 million square feet of non-residential uses
indicated for RMV lands in accordance with the goals established for Southern Orange
County by the Orange County General Plan Growth Management Element and the
Jobs/Housing Balance goals established for Southern Orange County by SCAG. While
the project itself cannot fully satisfy the total housing needs of the County, the intent is to
weight the project toward housing in order to provide for more housing than job
opportunities over the life of the project in an effort to contribute to a long-term balance
between jobs and housing within the County.

Land Use

1) implement land uses that respond to the goals, objectives and policies of the
County of Orange Growth Management Element regarding development. Among other
things, Growth Management Element objectives and policies advocate the phasing of
development in accordance with any applicable phasing »lan adopted by the County.
The intent of such phasing plans is to establish both a phas: ng allocation of development
commensurate with roadway and public facility capacities and an overall build-out
development plan which can be suppor’ted by implementation of the planned
infrastructure system.
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2) Retain flexibility in Jand use designations to allow opportunities for meeting
changing economic and social circumstances over time.

3) Comply with the County of Orange Growth Management Element policy on
Balanced Community Development, which states in part “Balanced community
development shall be established which encourages employment of local residents and
provides for both employment and employee housing opportunities within the County or
Growth Management Area.”

4) Implement land uses that are compatible with adjacent land uses.

5) Locate commercial, industrial centers and other potential large business users
along existing and/or ptanned transportation facilities.

6) Create a viable habitat reserve system via a phased open space dedication
program that assures the orderly phased dedication of open space as portions of the
Project area are developed, comparable to other major phased dedication programs in
the County.

Housing

1) Provide a broad range of residential densities and housing product types that
permits a mix of housing opportunities that (a) provide for a diversity of income levels
and lifestyles, (b) respond to the market demand, (c) are supported by a transportation
network, (d) allow for the logical extension of the transportation network, and {e) are
feasible in light of geotechnical constraints. ‘

2) Achieve an absorption rate that is commensurate with the capacities of the
existing and planned transportation circulation network and provides sufficient funding
for the costs and phasing of constructing supporting infrastructure, including open space
and habitat dedications.

3) Minimize Jocal home-to-work commute distances and reduce overall regional
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to employment centers in Southern and Central Orange
County by providing housing opportunities in proximity to local and Orange County
employment centers.

Transportation

1) Assist in implementing the County of Orange Growth Management Element goal
of ensuring that adequate transportation facilities are provided for future residents. In
this regard, consult with adjacent cities, the County and OCTA, in conformance with the
objectives of the Growth Management Element and the Congestion Management
Program, to analyze the project's traffic impacts, to determine feasible mitigation
measures and to establish an appropriate implementation program.

2) Identify opportunities for expanding, enhancing and/or managing the capacity of
the arterial highway system to accommodate Project development.

- 3) Address planned regional transportation facilities alternatives provided by the
relevant lead transportation agencies.
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4} Implement Transportation System Management/Transporiation Demand
Management measures where appropriate.

Fublic Services/Public Safety/Govemnance

1) Provide a development master plan that contains a mix of land uses that
provides the foundation for a viable and self-sustaining community that can be
appropriately governed over the long-term.

2) Provide a development pattern and layout that results in a community with a
distinct identity and sense of place, thereby encouraging a sense of belonging and
community cohesion.

3) integrate into the mix of development such essential elements as sites for public
and private schools, parks and other public/civic facilities.

4} Plan and design public facilities to maximize community identity and sense of
place.

. B) Utilize the preserved natural terrain, including riparian drainage corridors,
sensitive habitat areas, and wildiife habitat linkages to define the boundaries of
distinctive neighborhoods/communities.

Recreation

1) Address the need for regional park sites and commercial recreationai facilities to
meet the recreation needs of existing and future residents, including natural parks, active
recreational facilities, such as soccer fields, goif courses and equestrian facilities,
educational facilities such as interpretative centers, museums and cultural centers and
other recreation based uses such as picnicking,

2) Locate any regional park site(s) and commercial recreational facilities to minimize
potential conflicts between recreational and development uses, and between active
recreation and habitat and aquatic resource preservation/management areas.

3) integrate any wilderness or natural park areas into NCCP and SAMP resource
protection programs.

4) Address the need for local park sites and facilities to meet the local recreation
needs of existing and future residents.

5) Maximize opportunities for joint-use of community facilities and recreational
areas (such as joint use of recreational facilities for public schools and city parks).

6) Encourage multi-use recreational facilities for all age groups.
Trails
1) Provide for trail linkages between open space and recreation faciliies and

. between community and municipal trail systems.

a) Provide for a link in the Orange County "Mountains to the Coast” trail.
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b} Provide for links to the City of Mission Viejo, San Juan Capistranc and San
Clemente trails.

2) Facilitate implementation of the Master Plan of Regional Riding and Hiking Trails.

3) Locate and manage frail linkages in a manner that is consistent with the goals,
policies and other provisions of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP programs.

4) Facilitate implementation of the Master Plan of County Bikeways.

Natural/Biological Resources

Establish and implement a subregional/watershed-level protection, management,
enhancement and restoration program for upland and aquatic habitats and species in
those portions of San Juan Creek and San Mateo Creek watersheds within the study
area in accordance with the requirements of federal and state laws, including the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), California Endangered Species Act (CESA), Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA), Clean Water Act {CWA) and Porter-
Cologne Act, through the preparation of a SAMP/MSAA and NCCP/HCP. These
concurrent and integrated planning efforts are further described above under Section 3 -
Project Description. As noted above, these efforts will provide for a comprehensive
program that will ensure the preservation and long-term protection, enhancement,
management and restoration of identified habitats and species. Included as part of the
program is the creation of a permanent reserve system that is designed to protect the
significant biological functions and values within the study areas. The reserve system
will be designed to provide for biological connectivity, including protection of vital wildlife
movement corridors. Also included are adaptive management programs keyed to
identified habitat and species needs. In order to ensure provision of adequate funding
and other resource commitments, and to ensure timely completion of obligations, an
implernentation agreement will be entered into by al! of the parties to the SAMP/MSAA
and NCCP/HCP.

Hydrology/Water Quality/Flood Control

1) Where flood control protection is indicated in conjunction with Project
development, provide for such protection in a manner that is consistent with protection of
important hydrologic and biologic resources.

2) Protect and, where feasible, enhance hydrologic functions and water quality.

3) As part of the SAMP/MSAA, develop comprehensive preservation, enhancement
and restoration plans in consideration of habitat enhancement, water quality
improvement and flood hazard reduction.

4) Preparc a watershed-level water quality program as it relates to new
development ¢ ‘oposed as part of the project.

Agricutture & Mineral Resources

1) Provide for ongoing and fulure compatible agricultural operations, including cattle
grazing.
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2} Avoid reliance on mineral resources outside of the SAMP study area and
encourage the use of local mineral resources during construction of authorized uses.

Cultural/Historic Resources

1) Preserve the following historic ranch uses: the Rancho Mission Viejo Cow Camp,
Amantes Camp, O'Neill/Moiso family cemetery and Rancho Mission Viejo corporate
headquarters.

2) Identify significant cuiltural, archaeological and paleontological resources in
accordance with requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
and other applicabie laws.

3) Protect and/or recover significant cultural, archaeological and paleontological
resources in accordance with requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and other applicable laws.

Alternatives to Be Analyzed in the Program EIR

The CEQA Guidelines {Sec. 15126.6(a)) require that, “an EIR describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits
of the alternatives.”

The range of alternatives to be addressed for the GPA/ZC will include alternatives that
are specifically required (i.e., no action/no development/existing conditions, avoidance of
impacts, existing zoning .alternatives). These required alternatives may or may not
contribute t6 achieving the goals and purposes of the Project or the NCCP/HCP and
SAMP/MSAA programs.

in addition to the required GPA/ZC alternatives, other preliminary conceptual alternatives
have been identified through the coordinated planning process as of the date of the
NOP. Those alternatives are identified below as Alternatives B-1 thorough B-8. A
surnmary description of each altemative is also provided. For further details on each
alternative, the reader is directed to the County of Orange website
http://pdsd.oc.ca.gov/socepp/:

Required Alternatives

The required alternatives for the GPA/ZC are briefly described below as preliminary
Alternatives A-1 through A-5.

Alternative A-1. A “No Action” alternative would assume existing conditions on the RMV
and continued use of the RMV prcnerty for existing agricuitural, livestock, resource
extraction, and other lease activitie: No residential or other urban uses would be
proposed.

Alternative A-2. An "Existing Zoning” alternative would allow large-lot residential
_development, agricultural uses and sand/gravel mining, resource extraction activities in

25



conformance with the existing zoning code (e.g., one dwelling unit per four acres)
without preparing a NCCP/HCP or SAMP/MSAA.

Alternative A-3. This "Regicnal/Subregional Growth Projections” alternative wouid
authorize development of the project site based on the County's OCP 2000 housing
projections by providing for 20,000 new dwellings within the RMV portion of the
subregion.

Alternafive A-4: This “Incremental Development” alternative, a variant of the no project
alternative, would allow the applicant to proceed with project-by-project review of new
development proposals within the RMV Ranch property

Afternative A-5: The “Impact Avoidance” alternative would avoid environmental impacts
to: 1) state and federal threatened/endangered species; 2) federally regulated wetlands
and waters of the U.S., including wetlands.; and 3) state-regulated wetlands and
streams.

Coordinated NCCP/SAMP/Project Alternatives

“Identification of project alternatives for the GPA/ZC, NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA is
being coordinated among the various lead agencies. No component of the coordinated
process limits either the range of alternatives that is being considered for any of the
other process components; nor will the range of alternatives limit the selection of a
“proposed alternative” under each of the three planning/regulatory processes. However,
the intent of the integrated planning process is to identify alternatives that are compatible
with each other and that will facilitate achieving programmatic goals and objectives for
each of the three coordinated project components: the NCCP/HCP, SAMP/MSAA and
GPA/ZC. .

It is important to note that the federal and state agencies participating in the coordinated
planning process will coordinate with the County in determining which of the preliminary
alternatives (including any new or modified alternatives), in addition to the proposed
Project (Alternative B-4), will be carried forward for analysis in the joint EIS/EIRs being
prepared for the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes and the County's EIR. Public
comments received during the public workshops/scoping sessions and in response to
this NOP will be considered in this determination.

Alternative B-1. Maximize dpen space protection within the RMV property and restore
areas degraded by past use

Alternative B-2: Allow new development in disturbed and other areas in the San Juan
Creek watershed and avoiding new development within Chiquita Canyon and the San
Mateo Creek watershed

Alternative B-3. Provide significant economic development (i.e. new housing,

commercial and employment uses) while limiting new develc yment within the San Mateo

Watershed to Cristianitos Canyon sub-basin and avoiding new development north of the

proposed extension of Crown Valley Parkway right-of-way (as shown on the MPAH) in
the Chiquita Canyon sub-basin,

Alternative B-4: This alternative is the applicant’s proposed Project.
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Alternative B-5: Avoid new development within the San Mateo Creek watershed and
locate al! new development within the San Juan Creek watershed.

Alternative B-6. Avoid future development within the Chiquita sub-basin east of Chiquita
ridge and Verdugo Canyon sub-basin, concentrate new development in areas in the San
Juan Creek watershed, and limit new development in the San Mateo Creek watershed to
areas already disturbed by past uses.

Alternative B-7. Provide for a iimited new development footprint in Chiguita Canyon
and, within the San Mateo Creek watershed, limit new development to the disturbed
areas of the TRW Talega sub-basin /Lower Gabino area and Cristianitos/Lower Gabino
sub-basins while avoiding Upper Gabino and Verdugo and La Paz sub-basins.

Alternative B-8.  Allow new development in the western portion of RMV adjacent to
Ortega Highway, in and around the existing silica mining area in Trampas Canyon, in
and adjacent to the existing nursery, ranching and sand/gravel mining operations in the
Gobernadora area, and avoid new development within Chiquita Canyon and the San
Mateo Creek watershed

Orange County Approvals Covered by the Program EIR

As a Program EIR, the document to be prepared will address the overall program for the
Project. Implementation of the Project would require approvals from multiple agencies. It
is intended that the County of Orange discretionary actions that could be approved
based on this Program EIR would include the following:

» Certification of the Program EIR, including adoption of Findings and a Statement
of Overriding Considerations

» Adoption of an amendment to the Orange County General Plan, including, as
discussed above, revisions to the Land Use Element, Transportation Element,
Recreation Element, and Resources Element

+ Adoption of a Zone Change to zone the 22,850 acre site as Planned Community
»  Williamson Act Cancellation
s Approval of a Develolpment Agreement

In addition to the approvals identified above, the project would be subject to other review
and approvals by the County of Orange prior to implementation. These would include,
but not be limited to, Area Plans, site development permits, tentative tract maps, grading
permits, and use permits. Subsequent activities in the Project program would be
examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine whether additional CEQA
documentation is needed. CEQA documentation would be provided pursuant t+ the
requirements of CEQA Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 5168
for subsequent approvais.
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8. Other Agencies Whose Approval{s) are Required for Project Implementation
CEQA defines a responsible agency as “a public agency, other than the lead agency
which has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.” Responsible agencies
are consulted during the preparation of the Program EIR to ensure there is an
understanding of the issues and concerns each of these agencies may have regarding
the project. By understanding these concerns and addressing them in the Program EIR,
the responsible agencies would use the Program EIR as the necessary CEQA
documentation for the project. This consultation formally begins with the NOP,
continuing through the review and comment of the draft environmental document, and is
culminated with the issuance of permits. Responsible agencies for the Project are
expected to include:

+ United States Fish and Wildlife Service?
+ United States Army Corps of Engineers?
e California Department of Fish and Game
o California Department of Transportation
» California Department of Conservation
» San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
« QOrange County Ts:ansportation Authority
+ Santa Margarita Water District
« Transportation Corridor Agency
9, Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
Based on the attached Initial Study, the project has the potential to have significant
impacts on a number of environmental factors. Using the County of Orange

Environmental Checklist, at least one impact area was identified as having a “Potential
Significant Impact” in the following areas:

Land Use and Planning Agriculture Population and Housing
Geophysical Hydrology and Drainage Water Quality
Transportation/Circulation  Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Aesthetics Cultural Resources
Recreation Mineral Resources Hazards

Public Services Utility and Service Systems

2 {ne USFWS and CDFG would consider this EIR in conjunction with the EIS/EIR prepared for the
NCCP/HCP when processing required permits,

3 The ACOE would consider this EIR in conjunction with the EIS/EIR preparad for the SAMP/MSAA when
processing required pernmits,
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST

Potential Less than Less than
T : . Significant Stgnificant w/ Significant No Impact
ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: Tmpact Mitigation Tmpact

LAND USE & PLANNING. Would the project:

g} Cenfhict with genersd plan designztion or zoning?
by Canflict with applicable environmentai plans or policies of agencies with jurisdiction
aver the project?

¢} Disrupt or divide the physical ar 1 of an established community (e.g fow
incoms, mEnonty)?

di Conflict with adjacent, existing or planned land uses?
AGRICULTURE. Would project:

a} Convers Farmiands listed as "Prime”, "Unique” or of “Starewide
lportance,” as shown on the State Farmiand Mapping acd Monioring Program o
non-agricultural use?

by imvolve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could resull m conversion of Furmisnd 1o non-agriculturs! use?

POPULATION & HOUSING. Would project:

a) Cumslatively exceed adopied regional or toesl population projocizons?

bl induce substantial growth in gh areg directly or indirectly through project m an
undeveloped ares or extension of major infrastructure?

¢} Displace existing hoosing affecting & substantial number of people?

GEOPHYSICAL. Would project result in or
expose people to impacts involving:
a} L] fault rupture?

by Sewaucity. ground shaking or tiquefaction?

=] Have soils meapable of adeguately supporting the use of sepuic tanks or
alternative wasiowater disposal sysicms where sewers are not avatlabie for the
disposal of wastewater?

4} Landslides or amdslides?

&} Erosion. changes in topography or unstable soif condstions from excavation.
grading or fills?
) Subsidence of the land?

3] Expansive soils”

ki Unique geologic or physical features?

HYDROLOGY & DRAINAGE. Would the
project:

a} Substamtially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or anea, inchuding the
aheration of the cour - of a stream or rver, in manner which would result in

i} substontial ev:ion or siltation on- or offsite?

i} a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff in manner,
which would resuit m flooding on- or offesite?

b} Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planncd storm water drunage systems or provide substantiat additional sourees of
pollured runoff?

¢} Place within a 100-year food hazard area strustures, which would impede or redirect
fload flows?

KO ® K MUOX

I KK

XX

DAIRKE

b KKK

Ennsininlinln

NI

0o O O

L O 00

oo oo b O 0O Oxxg

HEEENIN

OoOut o od XOK O O OO0o.

0000




Potential L.ess than Less than

ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: Significant Significant w/ Significant  No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact

4} Expasc peaple or struetures to 5 significant sisk of loss, injury of demh involving
fooding, mcluding Beoding as a result of the Gilure of a levee or dam, of imundation
by sriche, tunamy, or mudflow? D D ! 1

6. WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

2) Violste any water guality standards or waste discharge requirements?

B Substantially depisie growndwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
recharge such tat there would be a net deficit in aguifer volume or a lowering of
3 hocal groundwaer table level?

X XK
HENEN
MENEN
RENEN

v} Otherwise substantally degrade wazer guality?

7. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would

the project result in:

3} Increased vehicie 1nips or treffic congestion beyvond adopted policies andior

Torecasis™

b} Huxcced, either mdividually or cumulatively, » lovel of service standard established
by the county congestion management sgency for designated mads or highways?
Safety hazards from design features {e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersectians) or
incongpatible uses {e.g farm equipment)?

T,

@) Inndequate ernergency access or ancess (o nearhy uses?

&

insufficient parking capzeity on-site or off.site?

£} Hawmrds or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?

Conflicts with adopted policies supporting altemative {ronsporiation {e.g. bus
tumouts, bicycle racks)?

4

)

Rail, waterbome or oir 2raffic impaets?

RNROOOO000

i} Change in ar reffic patterns, including either an increase in trafbc lavels or 3
change in focation Mat results in substantial safety fsks?

O OODO00OXK
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8. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a} Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable sir guaiity plan?

bj Exceed any SCAQME? standard or contribute to air quality deteripration beyond
projections of SCAQMD?

€} Expose sensitive popuiation groups 10 pollutants in cxcess of acceptable ovels?

d} Resultin 2 cumulatively considemable oot increase of any crizeria poliutant for which
the praject region is son-attainment under an apphicabie fedarsl or stote arnivor: i

guaiizy standard?

e} Creme chiectionable odors afftcting a substantial meher of people?

9. NOISE. Would the project result in:

3} A substantial wmporary or periodic incrense in ambient notse Jevely in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

I O IHKRK

D4

b} A substantial perrmmnent increase in ambient noise fevels in the project vicinity
abave levels existing without the project?

L1 LT

£

L

Expose peapic to naise levels excreding adopied Cousty standards?

d} 1 Itoted within an sirport fand use plan or, where such plan has not been adopted,

within 1wo miles of 2 private or public airport or public use airport, <xpose people

residing or working in te project area I cxcessive noise fevels?

€) Expase persons to of generation of exesssive ground bome vitation o Zround
borne noise lovels?

10. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the

project impaet:

a) Endangered, threatened of rare spevies or their habhats {including but nen Himited 10
' plants, fish, mssets, animals and birds)? .

X XUOOO 00000 OOXNREREOD
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b} Locally designated species {e.g. heritage trees)?

R
min
N
Li0]



Potential Less than Less than
ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOI}RCES' Sigeificant Signiﬁcaat w/ Signiﬁcxnt Nao Impact
: ) Empact Mitigation Empact
¢} Locally designated nateral cormmunitics {2 g. oak forest, coastal habia, ¢ )?

& Wetland habuat {¢ g earsh, cinarian and verngd pocd)?

e} Witdlife dispersal or migration carndors?

£ Adoped or proposed consorvation plans and policics {o. g Nasura! Corramity
Congervation Plan or Resource Managomen: Plan)?

11. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

KKK

2} Affect o scenic vista or view open to the public”

by Affect a desigated seonjc hiphway?

Substantiafly deprade the existing visual characier or quality of the sie and s
surroundings?

[

oot oo
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4} CTreate hight or glere beyond the physical [imis of the project sue?

12, CULTURAL/SCIENTIFIC RESOURCES,
Weuld the project:

a} Disturb archaeo or paico resources?

b} Affect historical resources?

£} Have the potential 1o cause a physical change, which would affect unigue ethnic
cultural velues?

13. RECREATION. Would the project:

3) Increasc the use of exsting seighborhood and repionat parks or other cecreational
faciizzies such that substantial physical deterioration of the factlity would oceur or be
aceckermed?

by Iachede recreational focilitics or reguire the construction or expansion of recreationat
Tacilties wiich sught have an adverse physical effect on the enviretment”

t} Conflict with adopted recreationat plans or poboies?

14. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a3 Result iz the joss of svaiiability of 3 known muneral resourse that would be of value
30 the region and the residents of the siae?

b} Result in the joss of availability of a lecally important mineral resource recavery site
detinealed on @ focal general plan, specific pian or other land use plan?

MK K NKXE
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15. HAZARDS. Would the project:

a} Crente a hazard 1o the public or the environment through the routine transport, wie,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b} Create 2 hazard 1o the public or the enviranment through feasonably forescable
upset and accident conditions involving the reicase of hazardous materials into the
envirgninent?

¢} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hamredous or acetely hazardous materialy,
substances, of waste within one-guarter mile of an cxisting or proposed schoat?

i Be located en a site which is included on a list of hazwdous materials sites compiled
pursiant 1o Goversment Code Seotion 63942.5 and, as a resull, would # creste 5
significant hazard to the public or the environrmem?

¢} Fora projeet located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan has not been
adopted, within two felss of a public airport or public use airpert, would the project
sesuit in @ safety hazard for people residing or working in the project areg?

f Fora project within the vicinity of privaie airstrip, would the project resul ina

safety hazard for people residing or working in the projoct wres?

Irrpair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopied arsrgency

responss plan o anérgency cvacuation plan?

g

)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk or Ioss, injury or death involving
wiidland fires, including where wildtands are adjseent 16 uhanized arcas or where
residences are mermixed with wildiands?

HMKEK XK MK [IX
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16. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in
need(s) for new/altered government



Potential F.ess than Less than

ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: Significant Significant w/ Significant No impact

Empact Mitigation Impact

facilities/services in;

a} Fyc protecrion”?
o} Police prosecugn?
¢j Schools?

4 Mamtenance of pablic facilhies, meluding roads?

HXHKEK
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e} Other governsnent services?

17. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the
preject result in needs for new or substantial

alterations in:

a} Power or natural gas?
b} Communications systems?
b Loeal or regional water trestment or distribution facilities?

d) Stwer or septic tanks”

£} Sobd waste disposal?

MANDATORY FINDINGS

a) Docs the project have the potentiol to degrade the quality of the snvirosmens, substantiatly
reduce the habitat of 3 fish or wildlife population 1o drop below self sustaining Jevels,
threaten to eliminaie a plamt or znimal community, reduce the nzmber or restrict The range of
2 rare or endangered plant or animal, or climinate imponant examples of the majos periods
of Cahifornia History or prehistory?

K MNRXEX

<

b)  Does the project have the patential te achicve the short-term enviranmental goaks to the
disadvamnge of the lang-torm environmertal goals?

c} Does the project have possible environmental effects, which are individually liemited but
cummulatively considerable? {"eumutatively considerable’, means that the incremental cffects
of an individual projeet are corsiderable when viewed i connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable futare projects.)

X

d) Does project have environmensal £fcets which will couse substantist adverse effeats on

human beings, siber directly or indircotty

DETERMINATION:

Based upon the evidence in Tight of the whole record documented in the attached environmental checklist explanation, cited
incorporations and attachments, | find that the proposed project:

000 0O gooooo
o0 0o ooogd
0 00 O ooood
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COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a negative declaration (ND) will be prepared pursuant 1o CEQA
Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through 15075.

COULD have a significant effect on the envimnmeﬁi, there wilt not be & significant effect in this case because the mitigation
measures have been added to the project. A negative declaration (MND) will be prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6,
15070 through 15075.

10O

MAY have a significant effect on the environment, which has not been analyzed previously. Therefore, an environmental impact E
report (EIR} is required.




ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST RESPONSES

1.

LAND USE & PLANNING. Would the proposal:
a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?
d) Conflict with adjacent, existing or planned land uses?

Potential Significant Impact. The project site is located in unincorporated Orange
County. The project would be inconsistent with the existing General Plan designations
and zoning; however, the project is requesting to amend these documents to ensure that
development would be consistent with applicable plans and policies. The project site is
currently designated 5-Open Space and is zoned A-1 Agricultural and S&G Sand and
Gravel Extraction. The Open Space designation on the General Plan is considered a
placeholder until such time as specific land use plans are ideniified. The Project is the
vehicle for identifying those uses. The project would result in 9,418 acres being
redesignated as 1B-Suburban Residential with the remaining 13,432 acres being
retained as 5-Open Space. The entire project site would be zoned PC Planned
Community. The document will evaluate the applicable goals and policies from the
County of Orange General Plan, as well as analyses of applicable planning policies
identified in regional planning documents.

The project would result in a change in land use character as the area, which is currently
undeveloped, transitions to suburban development. Areas currently used for other uses,
such as commercial nurseries, sand and gravel, and recycling would be converted {o
urban uses. There would be the potential for conflicts between existing and proposed
land uses dependent on the phasing of development. Additionally, the development of
residential uses in close proximity to the Prima Deshecha Landfill could result in impacts
if sufficient buffers are not provided. Land use compatibility, community character, as
well as secondary impacts, will be addressed in the EIR.

b} Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies of agencies with
jurisdiction over the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. The NCCP/HCP and the SAMP are key environmental
planning documents being developed that will address the resources in the project site.
The project would be processed concurrently with these documents and no conflicts
would be anticipated. These documents are not adopted plans at this time, so it is not
possible to fully determine the project’s consistency with these plans. These plans, as
well as applicable planning policies identified in regional planning documents, will be
addressed in the EIR.

c) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community
{(e.g. low income, minority}?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not currently developed, therefore,
the project will not result in the disruption or impact to the physical arrangement of an
established community; however, the project will displace other uses.. The loss of those
uses and the ability for those businesses to relocate in Orange County or elsewhere in
the region will be evaluated.




AGRICULTURE. Would project:

a) Convert Farmlands listed as "Prime", “Unique" or of "Statewide
Importance” as shown on the State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, to non-agricultural use?

) involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

Potential Significant Impact. The project would result in the long-term conversion of
agricultural and ranching lands to non-agricultural uses. The Natural Resource
Conservation Service has designated areas within the project site as being Prime,
Unique, and Farmland of Statewide Importance. The project would result in the long-
term loss of these resources for agricultural purposes. Additionally, the project proposes
the cancellation of contracts for agricultural preserves covering over 12,000 acres.
Notices of non-renewal have been filed for all the parcels. Without the project, the
contracts would end between December 31, 2003 and December 31, 2008; however,
the project would immediately remove these lands from agricultural preserves. The EIR
will evaluate impacts on agricultural lands and the removal of land subject to the
Williamson Act.

POPULATION & HOUSING. Would project: -
a) Cumuiatively exceed adopted regional or local population projections?
c) Displace existing housing affecting a substantial number of people?

No Impact. The project would not exceed the adopted growth projections for the project
site. The OCP-2000 projections would be the basis for the high-density alternative. No
alternatives are proposed that would exceed the adopted projections. The project would
not result in the displacement of any existing housing. The project would provide
housing in the project site.

b} Induce substantial growth in an area directly or indirectly through project in an
undeveloped areas or extension of major infrastructure?

Potential Significant Impact. The proposed project represents the last large parcel of
land in south Orange County. The project would not be expected to induce substantial
growth beyond current projections in Orange County because of the limited amount of
tand that would be available to accommodate additional growth. However, given that the
project would develop at a level substantially lower than the adopted growth projections,
it may result in increased pressure on surrounding areas, such as Riverside and San
Diego counties to absorb the demand for housing. This will be addressed in the EIR.

GEOPHYSICAL.. Would project result in or expose people to impacts involving:

a) Local fault rupture?

b) Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction?

c) Have roils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
altern. tive wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

d} Landslides or mudslides?

e) Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soi! conditions from

‘ excavation, grading or fill?

f) Subsidence of the land?



g) Expansive soils?
h} Unique geologic or physical features?

Potential Significant Impact. The project site is subject to seismic hazards. Two faults
(the Cristianitos and the Mission Viejo faults) traverse the site, though neither of the
faults are considered active. The site is approximately five miles from the Newport-
inglewood fault. A number of known landslides are located on the project site. The
project would be required to construct in accordance with the applicable Building Codes
and the Orange County grading code. Compliance with the regulatory environment
would reduce the impact on the proposed development; however, due to these
geotechnical constraints, there may be the need for remedial grading and other
corrective measures. The EIR will address the full range of geotechnical issues and the
potential impacts associated with the development of the proposed land uses. The
issues to be discussed will include landslides, soil types, seismic faults, and geologic
hazards that may influence development. In addition to identifying all geotechnical
constraints, the document will identify the measures anticipated to be required to ensure
that safety is not compromised.

HYDROLOGY & DRAINAGE. Would the proposal:

a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in manner which
would result in:

i} substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
ii) a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff in
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? ,

b)’ 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?

c) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede
or redirect flood flows?
d) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam, or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potential Significant Impact. Several creeks are located within the project site. Just
north of Ortega Highway, San Juan Creek flows in an east-west direction through the
study area. San Juan Creek is a major drainage basin that discharges into the Pacific
Ocean, in the vicinity of Dana Point. Major tributaries of San Juan Creek are Arroyo
Trabuco, Oso Creek, Cafiada Chiquita, Cafiada Gobernadora, Bell Canyon Creek, and
Verdugo Canyon Creek. Cristianitos Creek is Jocated south of Ortega Highway and
traverses the project site in a north-south direction. Major tributaries to Cristianitos
Creek within the project site are La Paz Creek, Gabino Canyon Creek, Blind Canyon
Creek, and Talega Canyon Creek. Cristianitos Creek is within the western portion of the
San Mateo Creek watershed. The grading associated with the project will result in
modifications to the existing drainace patterns. The project will increase the amount of
development in the area. This wauld result in increased impervious surfaces and
increased urban runoff. Without proper design this could result in significant impacts
both onsite and downstream. The EIR will address changes to the existing drainage
patterns, need for retention facilities to avoid downstream impacts, and how the project
would interface with the existing flood control facilities in the area.



WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b} Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of a local groundwater table level?

c) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Potential Significant Impact. As noted under Hydrology and Drainage, a number of
natural watercourses traverse the project site, including designated blue line streams.
San Juan Creek flows through the project site. The Regional Water Quality Control
Board has identified a portion of San Juan Creek downstream of the project site as an
impaired water body. The project would have the potential to add to the cumulative
impacts on this watercourse. As a result of the project there would be the potential for
increased erosion, introduction of urban pollutants into the watercourses, and fill being
placed in the natural watercourses. All of these actions could result in significant
impacts to water quality. The EIR will address these issues both quantitatively and
qualitatively. The document will evaluate the use of Best Management Practices as
defined by the Countywide Drainage Area Management Plan. This would include both
structural and non-structural measures. Measures such as water quality basins and
natural treatment systems will be considered.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the proposal result in:

a) Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion beyond adopted policies
and/or forecasts?
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standards

established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

Potential Significant Impact The project site has a limited amount of existing arterial
highways. Currently, Ortega Highway provides the only east-west facility. Antonio
Parkway forms the western boundary of the project site. The segment of Interstate 5
that is parallel to the project site operates at a deficient level of service. The project
proposes up to 14,000 dwelling units, 130 acres of urban activity center uses, 258 acres
of business park uses, 39 acres of neighborhood retail uses, and up to four golf courses.
These uses would generate a substantial number of trips. Due to the limited number of
arterial highways existing or proposed for the study area, the project proposes the
addition of additional roadways to accommodate the additional demand. The EIR will
evaluate the potential impact of these trips on the existing and proposed circulation
network. The document will consider both the project-related traffic, as well as the tong-
term cumulative traffic. The project assumes the extension of SR-241 because it is a
facility shown on the MPAH; however, given that the timing of construction for that facility
is uncertain, the EIR will evaiuate the traffic impacts both with and without SR-241. The
Congestion Management Plan network and arterial highway network will be evaluated in
the EIR.

c)  Safety hazards from design features (e.g. shrp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

d) Inadequate emergency access of access to nearby uses?

e) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?

f)- Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?




) Conflicts with adopted policies supporting aiternative transportation {e.g.
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

No Impact The project would not result in design features or uses that would pose
safety hazards. The ranching operations would not result in safety conflict with the other
uses. All roadways, bikeways, and trail systems would be constructed in compliance
with County standards. The project would not result in barriers for pedestrians and
bicyclists or result in inadequate emergency access. Facilities would be constructed to
support the new development. Site-specific access would be evaluated during the Area
Plan and tentative tract map stages of approval. No further evaluation of these issues is
warranted in the Program EIR.

h) Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts?
i Change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location that resuits in substantial safety risks?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would result in an incremental increase in
the demand for rail and air trave! associated with the increased population in the project
area. This would not be considered a significant impact because it would not be
‘disproportionate compared to other similar uses. The amount of development proposed
is within the long-range growth projections for Orange County. Long-range planning
done at the regional level addresses the provision of this infrastructure. It would not
pose any safety risks or change circulation patterns. No further evaluation of rail,
waterborne, or air traffic will be discussed in the Program EIR.

AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

b) Exceed any SCAQMD standard or contribute to air quality deterioration
beyond projections of SCAQMD?

c) Expose sensitive population groups to pollutants in excess of acceptable
levels?
d) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant

for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard?

Potential Significant Impact. The project will result in an increase in both long-term
and short-term air emissions. Long-term emission would be associated with the use of
the project. Short-term impacts would resuit from construction activities. Both the long-
term and short-term impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. The South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) standards will be used when determining the potential
for a significant impact.

e) Create objectionabie odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. No climatic changes are anticipated with the project
because the project would not change the flow of air streams. Grading of the hilt-ides
would occur, but the amount of grading would not be of the magnitude that overall
climate changes would occur. The project would not create objectionable odors. The
proposed uses (residential, urban activity, ranching, and recreation) would be compatible
~with the surrounding land uses and would not differ from what is existing in the
surrounding areas. There is the potential that existing uses (i.e., the Chiguita
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Reclamation Plant and the Prima Deshecha Landfill) would generate odors that could
affect the proposed residential uses. The EIR will address the compatibility of the
proposed uses in ciose proximity to these potentially odor producing existing uses.

9. NOISE. Would the proposal result in:

a) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity without the project?

b} A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing with the project?

¢} Expose people to noise levels exceeding adopted County standards?

Potential Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in increased noise
levels due to the increased amount of traffic on the roadways. This may result in noise
impacts to existing residential uses along roadways, such as Ortega Highway. The
existing uses are often in close proximity to the road. The adequacy of existing barriers,
as well as impacts in locations with no barriers will be addressed in the EIR. The
potential for noise levels in excess of adopted standards will be evaluated in the
Program EIR.

dj If located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

e) Expose persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?

No Impact. The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles
of a public airport. This issue will not be addressed in the Program EIR.

BIOLOGICAL RESQURCES. Would the project impact:

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats (including but not
limited to plants, fish, insects, animals and birds)?

b} Locally designated species {(e.g. heritage trees)?

c) Locally designated natural communities (e.g. oak forest, coastal habitat,
etc.)?

d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian and vernal pool)?

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?

f) Adopted conservation plans and policies (e.g. Natural Coemmunity

Conservation Plan or Resource Management Plan)?

Potential Significant Impact. The project site contains a diverse population of flora and
fauna species onsite. The project site has a number of sensitive vegetation communities
that provide habitat to sensitive species. This includes, but is not limited to scrub
habitats, chaparral, vemal pools and seeps, riparian habitat and woodiand habitat.
Grasslands within the project site currently is used for grazing activities, also provides
habitat and foraging areas for wildlife. The project site supports sensitive plant species,
as well. Portions of the project site have been identified as high quality habitat for
certain listed species, including the coastal California gnatcatcher.

The project would result in the removal of natural habitat with potential impacts on
endangered, threatened, or rare species. The Program EIR will evaluate the effects on
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biotic resources, including sensitive habitat and wetlands. Consistency with the
proposed NCCP/HCP and SAMP programs will be included in the evaluation.

AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Affect a scenic vista or view open to the public?
b} Affect a designated scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and

its surroundings?
d) Create light or glare beyond the physical limits of the project site?

Potential Significant Impact. The proposed project will result in the alteration of the
existing viewsheds as a result of grading and construction activities. The visual impact
associated with these activities will be evaluated. Ortega Highway is designated on the
County Scenic Highway Plan as a viewscape corridor. The project proposes an
amendment to the Scenic Highway Plan to designate New Ortega Highway as a scenic
highway. The EIR will evaluate the consistency of the project with the applicable policies
associated with scenic highways.

CULTURAL/SCIENTIFIC RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Disturb archaeo or paleo resources?
b) Affect historical resources?
c) Have the potential to cause a physical change, which would affect unique

ethnic cultural values?

Potential Significant Impact. The project site is known to contain cultural resources,
including archaeological, paleontological, and historical resources. The EIR will contain
an evaluation of the resources in the project site and the potential impact on those
resources.

RECREATION. Would proposal:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration or the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

c) Contflict with adopted recreational plans or policies?

Potential Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in a substantial
increase in population in the project area. Associated with this increase in population
would be an increased demand for recreational resources. This increased demand
would be served through the development of a new regional park, as well as the
neighborhood and community parks that would be developed to serve the proposed
development. These parks would alleviate much of the demand for both passive and
active recreati-nal facilities. The amount of parkland proposed would exceed the amount
required unde, the Quimby Act; therefore, spill over demand on other park facilities is not
expected. However, development of the parks may result in impacis on the
environment. The EIR will evaluate the physical impacts of the proposed parks and
consistency with recreational plans and policies.
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MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan? '

Potential Significant Impact. The Resources Element of the Orange County General
Plan identifies San Juan Creek has having usable aggregate. Sand and gravel
extraction has historically occurred along the banks of San Juan Creek within the project
site. The project would preclude the extraction of resources from San Juan Creek,
reducing the overall amount of sand and gravel resources that are available within
Orange County. The Program EIR will address the resources within the project site and
the potential impact on those resources.

HAZARDS. Would the project:
a) Create a hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, wouid the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant impact. The project would not result in undue hazards. The
only use of hazardous materials would be of those materials generally associated with
residential and urban uses (i.e., paints, household cleaners, etc.). The project site has
been subject to agricultural operations and past petroleum exploration. There may be
residual pesticides and fertilizers on site. Though this would not be expected to result in
a significant health hazard for future residents, this issue will be evaluated in the
Program EIR.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

h) Expose people or structure- to a significant risk or loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, f.cluding where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Potential Significant Impact. The project site includes the TRW Capistrano Test Site.

" This is a research and development testing site facility for government, military, and

aerospace projects. Hazardous materials have been used on the site. The EIR will




evaluate the potential impacts associated with the past use on proposed residential land
uses. Additionally, portions of the site Orange County Safety Element identifies portions
of the project site as being in high and very high fire hazard zones. The EIR will address
these issues.

16. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would project result in need(s) for new/altered government
facilities/services in:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
e) Other government services?

Potential Significant Impact. The project would increase demand for government
facilities and service because of the increased population in the project site. The project
proposes to provide for new schools and additional roadways; however, there would be
long-term public cost associated with the maintenance of these facilities, The increased
popuiation would also result in the need for an additional fire station and police service.
This issue will be addressed in the EIR,

17. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would project result in needs for new or
substantial alterations:

a) Power or natural gas?

b} Communications systems?

c) Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities?
d) Sewer or septic tanks?

e} Solid waste disposal?

Potential Significant Impact. The proposed project will result in increased demand for
utilities and service systems. The increased population, though within the projected
growth for Orange County, would place increase demand on utilities. This will be
addressed in the EIR.

MANDATORY FINDINGS

The project may result in significant impacts on the natural and cultural environment. As
discussed in the Initial Study, the project would have the potential to have significant impacts in
a wide array of topical areas including, but not limited to, biological resources, cultural
resources, traffic, noise, air quality, land use, agricultural lands, public services and utilities. All
topical areas within the CEQA Checklist identified a potential significant impact.

In addition to project related impacts, the Project would contribute to cumulative impacts. In
conjunction with other projects, significant cumulative impacts on biological resources, air
quality, noise, traffic, land use, agricultural lands, and water resources would be anticipated.

These project-related and cumulative impacts have the potential of :aving an adverse impact on
human beings. The removal of vegetation and degradation of the natural environment would
reduce the quality of habitat for fish and wildlife, including threatened and endangered species.
The project has the potential of having a wide range of environmental impacts. The EIR will
assess the severity of these effects generated by the proposed project.
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NOP Respondents “The Ranch Plan”

Federal Agencies

e U.8. Fish & Wildlife
CA. Department of Fish & Game
U.S. Depart. of the Interior

» Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton

State Agencies

Department of Conservation
California Highway Patrol

Dept. of Toxic Substances Control
Ca. Dept. of Parks & Recreation
Caltrans, District 12

® & ¢ & &

Karen A. Goegel, Assist. Field Supr.
William E. Tippets, Env. Pro. Mgr.

Larry Rannals, Community Plans

Erik Vink, Assistant Director

Lecia Elzig, Capt. San Juan Cap.
Haissam Y. Sailoum, P.E.

Michael Tope, Dist. Superintendent
Gail Farber

Local Agencies (County, City, Special Agencies)

City of Mission Viejo

City of San Juan Capistrano

City of Rancho Santa Margarita
Orange County Fire Authority
Orange County Fire Authority

OCTA

Transpartation Corridor Authority
Grange County, Grading, Plan Check

Orange County, IWMD
Orange County, Historic Resources

Orange County PFRD

Capistrano Unified School District
South Coast AQMD

County of Riverside Transportation &
Land Management Agency
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Public

Terri Trammell
Calvin Hecht
David Bendall
Terrell Watt, AiCP
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Orange County Sheriff-Coroner Depart.
Orange County Sheriff-Coroner Depart.

Orange County, Acoustics, Bldg. Permits
Orange County, Subdivision & Grading

Orange County, CEOQ, Strategic Affairs

Tom Davis, S. Operations Division
Michael S. Carona, Sheriff-Coroner
Charles E. Wilson, AICP

George Scarborough, City Manager
Kathleen Haton, Planning Director
Gene Begnell, Battalion Chief (3/18/03)
Gene Begnell, Battalion Chief (3/18/03)
Christopher Wright

Macie Cleary-Milan, Env. Planning
Johnnie Earnest, Chief

Doug Friedman

Grant Anderson

John Arnau, Planner Il

Rob Seiway

Bill Mahoney

Ken R. Smith

David A. Doomey

Steve Smith, CEQA Section

Kathleen Browne

Residence or Representing

Irvine

San Clemente

Aliso Viejo

Endangered Habit League
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» Coleman and Diana Rodgers Mission Viejo

¢ Dave Huber San Clemente

* Barbara Rosenbaum Trabuco Canyon and Sierra Club member

+ Brenda Stouffer Dana Point, Heart & Soul Coalition

¢ Dan Songster, President 0.C. Chapter, CA Native Plants Soc.

s lise M. Byrnes San Juan Capo. Trails & Greenways

+ Paul Carlton Sierra Club, SCORE member

¢ Gregory W. Sanders Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Eliiott Law
Office, Irvine

¢ Thomas & Judith Gielow Costa Mesa

»  Sierra Club, Bill Corcoran Los Angeles

+ Marni Magda Laguna Beach

s Valerie Dencker Lake Forest

s Steve Netherby Netherby Associates, San Clemente

s Pauline Hollinger Faye San Clemente

e Jeff & Shelley Mott Trabuco Canyon

* Lynda A. Hernandez Huntington Beach

¢ Michael J. Bosse San Clemente

s Jeff Petersen Monarch Beach

* Rich Kemenesi West Covina

* Lyn Harris Hicks CREED, San Ciemente

» Jim Parkhurst San Clemente

» Dawn Kukla Aliso Viejo
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Ranch Plan GPA/ZC (PA 01-114)

Comments Received on Notice of Preparation
For
Environmental Impact Report 589




US Fish and Wiidlife Service arscusers ACENCY CA Dept. of Fish & Game
Carisbad Fish and Wildlife Office CALIFORNIA: 4949 Viewridge Avenue

OFPARTMENT

San Diego, Californiz 92123-1662
(8583 467-4201
FAX (858) 467-4233

6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92009
(760) 431-9440

FAX (760)918-0638

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/CDFG-OR-812.3

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker MAR 25 2003
County of Orange

300 N. Flower Street

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Re:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka: The Ranch Plan) in the County of
Orange, State Clearinghouse Number 2003021141

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) (collectively, “Wildlife Agencies™) staffs have reviewed the above Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114)(Ranch Plan) in the County of Orange (County). This
project is within the planning area for Orange County’s Southern Subregional Natural
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) that is currently being developed in consultation with the
project proponent, the Rancho Mission Viejo Company (RMV), the County and the Wildlife
Agencies. ‘

As proposed, the project would result in the development of approximately 14,000 dwelling
units, 130 acres of urban activity center uses, 258 acres of business park uses, 39 acres of
neighborhood retail uses, up to four golf courses, a proposed 1,07%-acre regional park and limited
golf course and residential development within an approximately 13,161-acre open space area.
The Wildlife Agencies are continuing discussions with representatives of the County, RMV and
other interested parties to develop the NCCP to ensure the protection, conservation and
management of resources in southern Orange County.

The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. As a Trustee
Agency, the Department must be consulted by the Lead Agency during the preparation and public
review for project-specific CEQA documents. As a Trustee Agency, the Department reviews
CEQA documents on proposed projects, comments on the project impacts, and determines
whether the mitigation measures or alternatives proposed are adequate and appropriate. Pursuant
to Section 1802 of the Fish and Game Code, the Department has jurisdiction over the
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants and habitat necessary
for biologically sustainable populations of those species. Under the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA), it is the policy of the State to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance any
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endangered species or any threatened species and its habitat (Section 2052 of the Fish and Game
Code). A CESA Permit (Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code) or, if applicable, a
Consistency Determination (Section 2080.1 of the Fish and Game Code), must be obtained if the
project has the potential to result in “take” of species of plants or animals listed under CESA,
cither during construction or over the life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve,
protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered species and their habitats.
Early consultation is encouraged, as si gnificant modification to a project and mitigation measures
may be required to obtain a CESA Permit.! The Department also administers the NCCP program
under Section 2800 et seq of the Fish and Game Code.

The primary concemn and mandate of the Service is the protection of fish, wildlife, and plant
resources and their habitats, The Service comments on any public notices for Federal permits or
licenses affecting the Nation’s waters {e.g., Clean Water Act, Section 404 and River and Harbor
Act of 1899, Section 10) pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Service is also
responsible for administering the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended (Act).
Section 9 of the Act prohibits the “take” of any listed species by any person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States. Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be
permitted only pursuant to the pertinent language and provisions in Section 7 and Section 10 {a)
or through a special rule under Section 4 (d) of the Act.

Coordinated Planning Efforts

The County’s Southern Subregion NCCP is being developed concurrently with a Special Area
Management Plan/Master Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAMP/MSAA) by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) and Department, respectively. The SAMP/MSAA will analyze
wetland/riparian resources within the San Mateo and San Juan Creek watersheds and will
ultimately lead to the creation of an aquatic resource management plan for these areas.

General Comments
To enable Wildlife Agencies staffs to adequately review and comment on the proposed project
from the standpoint of the protection of plants, fish and wildlife, we recommend the following

information be included in the DEIR:

L. A complete discussion of the purpose and need for, and description of, the proposed project,
including all staging areas and access routes to the construction and staging areas.

[

A complete list and assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project
area, with particular emphasis upon identifying State or federally listed rare, threatened,
endangered, or proposed candidate species, California Species-of-Special Concern and/or

Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective January 1998, may require that the Department issue a
separate CEQA document for the issuance of a 2081 permit unless the project CEQA document addresses
all project impacts to listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will
meet the requirements of a 2081 permit. For these reasons, the:
a. biological mitigation monitorirg and reporting proposals should be of sufficient detall and
resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit, and
b. & Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for plants listed as
rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.
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State Protected or Fully Protected species, and any locally unique species and sensitive
habitats. Specifically, the DEIR should include:

a. A thorough assessment of Rare Natural Communities on site and within the area of
impact, following the Department’s Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rare Plants
and Rare Natural Communities (Attachment I; revised May 8, 2000).

b. A current inventory of the biological resources associated with each habitat type on site
and within the area of impact. The Department’s California Natural Diversity Data
Base in Sacramento should be contacted at (916) 327-5960 to obtain current information
on any previously reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural
Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code.

¢. An inventory of rare, threatened, and endangered species on site and within the area of
impact. Species to be addressed should include all those which meet the CEQA
definition (see CEQA Guidelines, § 15380).

d. Discussions regarding seasonal variations in use by sensitive species of the project site
as well as the area of impact on those species, using acceptable species-specific survey
procedures as determined through consultation with the Wildlife Agencies. Focused
species-specific surveys, conducted in conformance with established protocols at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or
otherwise identifiable, are required.

3. Athorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources. All facets of the project should be included in this assessment.
Specifically, the DEIR should provide:

a. Specific acreage and descriptions of the types of wetlands, coastal sage scrub, and other
sensitive habitats that will or may be affected by the proposed project or project
alternatives. Maps and tables should be used to summarize such information.

b. Discussions regarding the regional setting, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, Section
15125(a), with special emphasis on resources that are rare or unique to the region that
would be affected by the project. A complete discussion of how this project affects the
Southern Orange County NCCP planning effort must be provided. This discussion is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts.

¢. Detailed discussions, including both qualitative and quantitative analyses, of the
potentially affected listed and sensitive species (fish, wildlife, plants), and their habitats
on the proposed project site, area of impact, and alternative sites, including information
pertaining to their local status and distribution. The anticipated or real impacts of the
project on these species and habitats should be fully addressed.

d. Discussions regarding indirect project impacts on biological resources, including
resources in nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, riparian
ccosystems, and any designated and/or proposed NCCP reserve lands. Impacts on, and
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maintenance of, wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed
habitats in adjacent areas, should he fully evaluated and provided. A discussion of
potential adverse impacts from lighting, noise, human activity, exotic species, and
drainage. The latter subject should address: project-related changes on drainage patterns
on and downstream of the project site; the volume, velocity. and frequency of existing
and post-project surface flows; polluted runoff: soil erosion and/or sedimentatiorn in
streams and water bodies; and post-project fate of runoff from the project site.

The Wildlife Agencies are concerned about the effects of artificial night lighting (ANL)
on the fish and wildlife species that use natural habitats adjacent to development areas.
Species’ behaviors are tied to light and darkness in daily and seasonal life cvcles. The
ceological effects of ANL are profound and increasing. The direct illumination and the
sky glow (i.e., light pollution) created by ANL disrupt important behaviors and
physiological processes with significant ecological consequences (ANL Conference
2002, Moore 2000). Species using the natural areas adjacent to development will be
subjected to increased levels of light and may be adversely impacted. For example,
ANL can affect bird behavior, migration, and physiology (Tefler et al. 1987, Marsden et
al. 1980, Bakken and Lee 1992), ANL can affect neotropical migratory birds on their
northern spring migrations (Ogden 1996), billions of moths and other nocturnal insects
are killed each year at lights (ANL Conference 2002), and lights upset the behavior of
snakes and other nocturnal animals (Lieberman 2002). Both temporary and permanent
changes to the illumination of an area may affect amphibian reproduction, foraging,
predator avoidance, and social interactions (Buchanan 2002). Millions of birds die or
suffer injuries from collisions with buildings lit at night as they journey north and south
{FLAP 2002).

Based on these potential effects on biological resources from ANL, and given that much
of the project area is currently undeveloped and/or without artificial lighting, the DEIR
should provide environmental baseline information for the project area and address the
potential project-related direct, indirect and cumulative effects of lighting on flora and
fauna in the project vicinity. Lighting of golf courses, commercial areas and other non-
residential facilities adjacent to native habitats should be avoided. Use of back- and
side-shielded lighting fixtures should be required as a standard project feature
throughout public use areas to minimize indirect effects and to reduce cumulative
effects of lighting for the project. Areas that require lighting for safety considerations
should be clustered to reduce the need for added lights and to further minimize amount
of edge effects. Development areas should be focused in or near currently lighted areas
to avoid the introduction or expansion of light pollution and to minimize adverse effects
on wildlife and the function of preserved habitats.

Discussions regarding possible conflicts resulting from wildlife-human interactions at
the mterface between the development project and natural habitats. The zoning of areas
for development projects or other uses that are nearby or adjacent to natural areas may
inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human interactions.
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. An analysis of cumulative effects, as described under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130
General and specific plans, and past, present, and anticipated future projects, should be
analyzed concerning their impacts on similar plant communities and wildlife habitats.

g. [fapplicable, an analysis of the effect that the project may have on completion and
implementation of regional and/or subregional conservation programs. Under Section
2800 through Section 2840 of the Fish and Game Code, the Department, through the
NCCP program, is coordinating with local jurisdictions, landowners, and the Federal
Government to preserve local and regional biological diversity. Coastal sage scrub is
the first natural community to be planned for under the NCCP program. The
Department recommends that the Lead Agency ensure that the development of this and
other proposed projects do not preclude long-term preserve planning options and that
projects conform with other requirements of the NCCP program. Jurisdictions
participating in the NCCP program should assess specific projects for consistency with
the NCCP Conservation Guidelines. Additionally, the jurisdictions should quantify and
qualify: 1) the amount of coastal sage scrub within their boundaries; 2) the acreage of
coastal sage scrub habitat removed by individual projects; and 3) any acreage set aside
for mitigation. This information should be kept in an updated ledger system.

4. Mitigation measures for adverse project-related impacts on sensitive plants, animals, and
habitats. Measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect Rare Natural Communities
(Attachment 2) from project-related impacts. The Department considers these communities
as threatened habitats having both regional and local significance.

Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance, and where avoidance is infeasible,
reduction of project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, on-site preservation in perpetuity of
the affected habitats should be achieved. The Wildlife Agencies generally do not support
the use of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts on rare,
threatened, or endangered species. Studies have shown that these efforts are experimental
in nature and largely unsuccessful.

This discussion should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted habitat values
where preservation and/or restoration is proposed. The objective should be to offset the
project-induced qualitative and quantitative Josses of wildlife habitat values. Issues that
should be addressed include restrictions on access, proposed land dedications, monitoring
and management programs, control of illegal dumping, water pollution, increased human
intrusion, ete. Plans for restoration and revegetation shouid be prepared by persons with
expertise in southern California ecosystems and native plant revegetation techniques. Each
plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the location of the mitigation site; (b} the plant
species to be used; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; (d) time of year that
planting will occur; (¢} a description of the irrigation methodology; (f) measures to control
exotic vegetation on site; (g) success criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program: (i)
contingency measures should the success criteria not be met; and (j) identification of the
entity(ies) that will guarantee achieving the success criteria and provide for conservation of
the mitigation site in perpetuity.
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Mitigation measures to alleviate indirect project impacts on biological resources must be
identified in the DEIR, including measures to minimize changes in the hyvdrologic regimes
on site, and means to convey runoff without damaging biological resources, including the
morphology of on-site and downstream habitats.

Descriptions and analyses of a range of alternatives to ensure that alternatives to the
proposed project are fully considered and evaluated. The analyses must include alternatives
that avoid or otherwise reduce impacts to sensitive biological resources. Specific
alternative locations should be evaluated in areas of lower resource sensitivity where
appropriate.

LA

The Wildlife Agencies have responsibility for the conservation of wetland and riparian habitats,
It is the policy of the Wildlife Agencies to discourage development in or conversion of wetlands.
We oppose any development or conversion which would result in a reduction of wetland acreage
or wetland habitat values, unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures there will be “no net
loss™ of either wetland habitat values or acreage. Development and conversion include but are
not limited to conversion to subsurface drains, placement of fill or building of structures within
the wetland, and channelization or removal of materials from the streambed. All wetlands and
watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial
setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site and
off-site wildlife populations.

[f appropriate, a jurisdictional delineation of lakes, streams, and associated riparian habitats
should be included in the EIR, including a wetland delineation pursuant to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service definition (Cowardin et al. 1979) adopted by the Department. Please note that
wetland and riparian habitats subject to the Department’s authority may extend beyond the
jurisdictional limits of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The proposed project may require a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA). The
Department has direct authority under Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. regarding any
proposed activity that would divert, obstruct, or affect the natural fow or change the bed,
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake.. The Department’s issuance of a SAA for a project
that is subject to CEQA requires CEQA compliance actions by the Department as a Responsible
Agency. As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, the Department may consider the County’s
(Lead Agency’s) CEQA documentation. To minimize additional requirements by the
Department pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA, the documentation should fuily
identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian resources and provide adequate
avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of the agreement. A
SAA notification form may be obtained by writing to the Department of Fish and Game, 4949
Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, California 92123-1662, or by calling (858) 636-3160, or by
accessing the Department’s web site at www.dfg.ca.gov/1600. The Department’s SAA Program
holds regularly scheduled pre-projact planning/early consultation meetings. To make an
appointment, please call our office at (858) 636-3160.
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The Wildlife Agencies appreciate the opportunity to comment on the NOP. We are available to
work with the County and their consultants to obtain any necessary permits for the proposed
project. Please contact Ms. Jill Terp of the Service at (760) 431-9440 or Mr. Warren Wong of
the Department at (858) 467-4249, if you have any questions or comments conceming this letter.

Sincerely
%k ﬂ A;B/ é// // _— ﬂ’i’»f
‘%’3\ Karen A. Goebe] Wilham E. Tippets J
Assistant Field Supervisor Environmental Program Manager
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Game

Attachments (2)

cc: Department of Fish and Game
R. Rempel
M. Valentine
State Clearinghouse
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Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and

Endangered Plants and Natural Communities -
State of California
THE RESOURCES AGENCY
Department of Fish and Game
December 9, 1983
Revised May 8, 2000

The following recommendations are intended to help those who prepare and review environmental
documents determine when a botanical survey is needed, who should be considered qualified to conduct
such surveys, how field surveys should be conducted, and what information should be contained in the
survey report. The Department may recommend that lead agencies not accept the results of surveys that are
not conducted according to these guidelines.

I. Botanical surveys are conducted in order to determine the environmental effects of proposed projects on all
rare, threatened, and endangered plants and plant communities. Rare, threatened, and endangered plants are not
necessarily limited to those species which have been "listed” by state and federal agencies but should include
any species that, based on all available data, can be shown to be rare, threatened, and/or endangered under the
folowing definitions:

A species, subspecies, or variety of plant is "endangered” when the prospects of its survival and reproduction are
in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over-gxploitation,
predation, competition, or disease. A plant is “threatened" when it is likely to become endangered in the
foresceable future in the absence of protection measures. A plant is "rare™ when, although not presently
threatened with extinction, the species, subspecies, or variety is found in such small numbers throughout its
range that it may be endangered if its environment worsens.

Rare natural communities are those conumunities that are of highly limited distribution. These communities may
or may not contain rare, threatened, or endangered species. The most current version of the California Natural
Diversity Database's List of California Terrestrial Natural Communitics may be used as a guide to the names and
status of communities.

2. Itis appropriate to conduct a botanical field survey to determine if, or to the extent that, rare, threatened, or
endangered plants wifl be affected by a proposed project when:

a. Natural vegetation occurs on the site, it is unknown if rare, threatened, or endangered plants or habitats occur
on the site, and the project has the potential for direct or indirect effects on vegetation; or

b. Rare plants have historically been identified on ihc project site, but adequate information for impact
assessment is lacking.

3. Botanical consultants should possess the following qualifications:

a. Experience conducting floristic field surveys;

Knowledge of plant taxonomy and plant community ecology;

Familiarity with the plants of the ares, including rare, threatened, and endangered species;
Familiarity with the appropriate state and federal statutes related to plants and piant collecting; and,
Experience with analyzing impacts of development on native plant species and communities.

o a0 e

4. Field surveys should be conducted in a manner that will focate any rare, threatened, ot endangered species that
may be present. Specifically, rare, threatened, or endangered plant surveys should be:

a. Conducted in the field at the proper time of year when rare, threatened, or endangered species are both
evident and identifiable. Usually, this is when the plaats are flowering.




When race, threatened, or endangered plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat present in the project area,
nearby accessible occurrences of the plants (reference sites) should be observed to determine that the species are
identifiable at the time of the survey.

b.

Flooistic innature. A floristic survey requires that every plant abserved be identified to the extent necessary
to determine its ranity and listing status. In addition, a sufficient number of visits spaced throughout the
growing seasor are necessary to accurately determine what plants exist on the site. In order to properly
charactenze the site and document the completeness of the survey, a complete list of plants observed on the
site should be included in every botanical survey report.

Conducted in a manner that is consistent with conservation ethics. Collections {voucher specimens) of rare,
threatened, or endangered species, or suspected rare, threatened, or endangered species should be made only
when such actions would not jeopardize the continued existence of the population and in accordance with
applicable state and federal permit requirements. A collecting permit from the Habitat Conservation Planning
Branch of DFG 1s required for coliection of state-listed plant species. Voucher specimens should be
deposited at recognized public herbaria for future reference. Photography should be used to document plant
identification and habitat whenever possible, but especially when the population cannot withstand collection
of voucher specimens.

. Conducted using systematic field techniques in ali habitats of the site to ensure a thorough coverage of

potential impact areas.

Well documented. When a rare, threatened, or endangered plant (or rare plant community) is located, 2
California Native Species (or Community) Field Survey Form or equivalent written form, accompanied by a
copy of the appropriate portion of a 7.5 minute topographic map with the occurrence mapped, should be
completed and submitted to the Natural Diversity Database. Locations may be best documented using global

positioning systems (GPS) and presented in map and digital forms as these tools become more accessible.

5. Reports of botanical field surveys should be included in or with environmental assessments, negative
declarations and mitigated negative declarations, Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs), EIR's, and EIS's, and should
contain the following information:

a.

b.

[a %

Project description, including a detailed map of the project location and study area.

A written description of biological setting referencing the community nomenclature used and a vegetation
ap.

Detailed description of survey methodology.

- Dates of field surveys and total person-hours spent on field surveys.

Results of field survey including detailed maps and specific location data for each plant population found.
Investigators are encouraged to provide GPS data and maps documenting population boundaries.

An assessment of potential impacts. This should include a map showing the distribution of plants in relation
to proposed activities.

- Discussion of the significance of rare, threatened, or endangered plant populations in the project area

considering nearby populations and total species distribution.

. Recommended measures {0 avoid impacts.

A list of all plants observed on the project area. Plants should be identified to the taxonomic level necessary
to determine whether or not they are rare, threatened or endangered.

Description of reference site(s) visited and phenological development of rare, threatened, or endangered
plant(s).

Copies of all California Native Species Field Sutvey Forms or Natural Community Fiecld Survey Forms.,
Name of field investigator{s).

References cited, persons contacted, herbaria visited, and the location of voucher specimens.




ATTACHMENT 2
Seusitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural
Communities in Southern California

Sensitivity rankings are determined by the Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity
Data Base and based on either number of known occurrences (locations) and/or amount of habitat
remaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these top priority rare natural communities are as
follows:

S1.# Less than 6 known locations and/or on less than 2,000 acres of habitat remaining.

§2.#  Occurs in 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining.

S3#  Occurs in 21-100-known locations and/or I0,0GO—S0,0QQ acres of habitat remaining.

The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refers to the degree of threat posed to that
natural community regardless of the ranking. For example:

S1.1 = very threatened
$2.2 = threatened
S3.3 = no current threats known

Sensitivity Rankings (February 1992)

Rank Community Name

St.l Mojave Riparian Forest
Sonoran Cottonwood Willow Riparian
Mesquite Bosque
Elephant Tree Woodland
Crucifixion Thorm Woodland
Allthorn Woodland
Arizonan Woodland
Southern California Walnut Forest
Mainland Cherry Forest
Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest
Desert Mountain White Fir Forest
Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Biuff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chaparral
Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassiand
Moiave Desert Grassland
Pebble Plains
Southern Sedge Bog
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
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Si.2 Southern Foredunes
Mono Pumice Flat _
Southern Interior Basalt Flow Vernal Pool

S2.1 ' Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub
Sagebrush Steppe
Desert Sink Scrub
Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral
San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal Pool '
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal Pool
Alkali Meadow
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh .
Coastal Brackish Marsh
Transmontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Willow Scrub
Modoc-Great Basin Cottonwood Willow Riparian
- Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub
Engelmann Oak Woodland
Open Engelmann Oak Woodland
Closed Engelmann Qak Woodland
Island Qak Woodland -
California Walnut Woodland
Island Ironwood Forest
Island Cherry Forest
Southem Interior Cypress Forest
Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

§2.2 Active Coastal Dunes
Active Desert Dunes
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Dunes
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Sandfield
Mojave Mixed Steppe
Transmontane Freshwater Marsh
Coulter Pine Forest :
Southem California Fellfield
White Mountains Fellfield

S2.3 Bristiecone Pine Forest
Limber Pine Forest

CDFG Attachment 2 for NOP Comment Letters Page 2 of 2
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS BASE

BOX 555010
CAMP PENDLETON, CALIFORNIA §2055-5010 IN REPLY REFER To:
5700
CPLO
24 MAR 03

Planning & Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
(Aitn: Mr. Chuck Shoemaker)

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and commeant on the County’s Notice of Intent to
Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in response to the Rancho Mission Viejo
(RMV) Company’s application seeking a General Plan Amendment and Zoning Change in
support of their proposed Ranch Development Plan. The staff at Marine Corps Base, Camp
Pendleton has reviewed the Project Surnmary for the Ranch Plan and the County’s
Environmental Analysis Checklist for this project, as contained in your February 24, 2003
Notice of Preparation.

As you may know, this Base was a participating member in Supervisor Wilson’s SCORE Phase
review process for the RMV Company development plan; thus we are somewhat familiar with
the various project alternatives to be analyzed in the County’s EIR process. With respect to the
Environmental Analysis Checklist, however, as well as the County Responses to the Checklist,
we believe these documents fail to adequately address a few key issues of importance. It’s our
view that some minor modifications are warranted for both the Checklist and the County’s
planned EIR process for this project. The specific areas of our concern are outlined below.

Comments regarding the PROJIECT SUMMARY section of the NOP:

a. Section 3, Description of Project. Under Circutation Improvements on page 10, the
Arterial Roads identified in Exhibits 5A and 5B, which are proposed to be added to the County’s
Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH), do not appear to be sufficient for supporting the
Ranch’s proposed level of development for all alternatives.

b. Section 4, Existing Setting and Surrounding Land Uses. This section of the Project
Summary contains only a passing mention of Camp Pendieton. As one of the Ranch’s adjacent
land owners, Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton represents a unique and non-typical
surrounding land use. This military training Base is located literally right next door to the
Ranch; and our land use activities are of such a nature, that they may dircctly impact quality of
life for future residents of the Ranch, especially those located in the Planning Area 8 section of
the Ranch’s plan. We believe it’s imperative that the EIR disclose, and address in some detail,
both Camp Pendleton’s presence and the type of land use activities that typically occur on this
neighboring property. This Base is clearly non-typical of the Ranch’s many other neighboring
communities like San Clemente, San Juan Capistrano, Mission Viejo, etc.
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c. Section 5, Project Objectives. With respect to item 4) on page 22 of the Land Use
subsection, we suggest that item 4) be expounded upon by adding stronger emphasis on the
County’s goal to authorize land uses which are compatible with current surrounding land uses,
In the case of Camp Pendleton, this would mean zoning for approved uses which are compatible
with militery training operations on the Base to include both ground and aviation training
activities. Aviation activities consist of both rotary wing (helicopter) and fixed wing (jet)
aireraft operations; ground activities include many forms of live-fire training. Many of these
military training activities are noise generators. This subsection should additionally be expanded
by more clearly emphasizing a2 County goal to implement land uses which are compatible with
the management of open space areas on surrounding land uses. In the case of Camp Pendleton,
we would expect a County commitment that only allows for land uses which support the long-
term sustainment of patural habitats and species on adjacent open space lands, including the
prevention of edge effects on those lands. ‘

Comments recarding the ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST (and Responses to the
Checklist):

a. Section 1d. (LAND USE & PLANNING) - As stated above for the Project Summary
portion of this document, there’s nothing contained in this section of the Responses to Checklist
part of the document which addresses the potential impacts that adjacent Camp Pendleton land.
uses may have on this planned RMV project. These potential impacts (associated with military
training operations) are likely to create major conflicts for some areas of the proposed Ranch
Development Plan. We believe the Environmental Analysis Checklist and the EIR should
address, not only the impacts that this project may have on the Ranch's surrounding land uses,
but just as importantly, what impacts could those surrounding land uses impase upon the
proposed project. This sort of analysis has not been clearly identified in the Checklist as being
an objective of the County’s EIR process. Recommend it be added.

b. Section 7a/b. (FTRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION) - Any circulation
requirements beyond the Ranch’s proposed circulation network should be evaluated, and if the
current proposed circulation network is not deemed sufficient to support the Ranch’s proposed
development plan, additional alternatives and/or Arterial Roads should be added as necessary.

¢. Section 9¢/d/e. (NOISE) - The Environmental Checklist completely ignores the
potential noise impact that could be imposed on this project (particularly with respect to
Planning Area 8) by the adjacent land use and military training activiies occurring at Camp
Pendieton. The Project Summary section and the Environmental Analysis Checklist section
should both be expanded to address this significant issue. While the County’s Responses to
Checklist comments do address increased noise levels resulting from increased amounts of
traffic on local roadways with implementation of this project, it fails to adequately address
potential noise impacts emanating from Camp Pendleton which could be imposed on the project.
And while the County’s Response comments correctly state that the project is not located within
an airport Land Use Plan or within two miles of a public airport, they fail to mention that
significant military aviation flight activities do routinely occur in close proximity (less than a
quarter mile} to certain areas of the RMV Development Plan. We believe noise impacts will, in
fact, be imposed on the project from aviation training flights routinely occurring within Camp
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Pendleton’s nearby restricted airspace. Noise impacts will also be imposed from live-fire ground
training activities which routinely take place within the Base’s northern training areas, These
noise impacts will likely be severe for any future residents located in the Planning Area 8 section
of the Ranch. It’s important that this issue be disclosed and fully vetted in the Draft EIR.

d. Section 10 (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) - This topic in the EIR should address
potential impacts to existing open space areas near or adjacent to the project area, including open
space located on Camp Pendleton. The analysis should look at possible edge effects of the
project’s various proposed land uses, incleding the effects of landscaping and house pets
associated with both commercial or residential uses.

e. Section 13 (RECREATION) - The EIR should address the potential impacts which
might be imposed upon any non-park, open space lands adjacent to proposed Ranch
development areas when unauthorized activities like hiking, walking, jogging, dirt bike riding,
etc., take place within such open space areas. The EIR should also discnss the type of
preventative measures or Management procedures which are expected to be put into place for
preventing such unauthorized recreation activities,

Lastly, but maybe most importantly, there’s ro mention anywhere within the Environmental
Analysis Checklist or among the topics to be discussed/addressed in the Draft EIR of California
Senate Bill (SB) 1468 and its requirements regarding General Plan updates. As you may know,
this Bill, signed into law Iast year by the Governor, requires that both Counties and incorporated
Cities address the effect that any General Plar Update (or updates to specific Elements within
the General Plan) may have on nearby federal military installations. It appears that this SB-1468
requirernent has not been incorporated into the County’s proposed EIR. process for this project.
We recommend that some discussion of this matter be incorporated into the EIR in greater detail.

On behalf of the Comuinanding General of Camu Pendleton, I'd like to again thank the County
for the opportunity to review and corament on this NOP. Shouid vou have any questions
regarding our submitted comments, the Base point of contact for this matter is the undersigred at
(760} 725-6513,

Sincerely,

A ol

L. D.RANNALS
Community Plans & Liaison Officer
By direction of the Commanding General

Copy to:

Chief of Staff

AC/SES

Supervisor Torm Wilson
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CALIFORNIA
CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF
LARND RESOURCE
PROTECYTION

801 K STREETY
SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA
95814

PHONE
316/324-085¢86

FAX
916/327-3430
THD
916/324-2555

INTERNET
CCASsrv.ca.qov

GRAY DAVIS
GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
STATE OF CALIFORNTIA

March 26, 2003

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Orange County

Planning and Development Services Department
300 N. Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Subject: General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (The Ranch
Plan) Notice of Preparation (NOP) - SCH# 2003021141, Orange

County
Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource
Protection (Division) has reviewed the NOP for the referenced project. The
Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers
the California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land
conservation programs. We offer the foliowing recommendations with
respect to the project’s impacts on agricultural land and resources.

Project Description

The proposed project is the development, over 30 years, of 22,850 acres
for up to 14,000 residential units, activity center uses, business park,
retail, golf courses, regional park and open space, which would retain
some ranching activities. The project includes associated infrastructure and
schools. It involves a zone change from A-1 (General Agriculture) to PC
(Planned Community) and several amendments to elements of the County
General Plan. The project will be processed concurrently with
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) for the Southem Subregion Natural
Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the Special area Management
Plan/Master Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAMP/MSAA) by CDFG and
the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The project site is located in South
Orange County and constitutes the rermaining undeveloped portions of the
Rancho Mission Viejo.
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The project potentially impacts agricultural land, including Prime Farmland, Unigue
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. It also involves Williamson Act
contract cancellation for 12,355 acres. A Program EIR is planned for the project. The
Department recommends the Draft EIR (DEIR) for the Program EIR include the
following.

Agricultural Setting of the Project

The DEIR should describe the project setting in terms of the actual and potential
agricultural productivity of the land. The Division’s important Farmland Map, which is
available for Crange County, should be utilized to identify project land and surrounding
land that may be impacted. In addition, we recommend including the following items of
information to characterize the agricultural land resource setting of the project.

» Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the types of
crops grown, crop yields and farm gate sales values.

« To help describe the full agricuitural resource value of the soils of the site, we
recommend the use of economic multipliers to assess the total contribution of the
site's potential or actual agricultural production to the local, regional and state
economies. State and Federal agencies such as the UC Cooperative Extension
Service and USDA are sources of economic multipliers.

Project Impacts on Agricultural Land

The County should be aware that a recent appeals court ruling in Communities for
Better Environment, et al. v. California Resources Agency, et al. (2002) has invalidated
CEQA Guideline §15152(f)(3)(c). In the case of “tiered” environmental analyses, a prior
statement of overriding considerations can no longer be relied upon. The Department
recommends that the following be included in the DEIR.

 Type, amount, and location of farmland lost to project implementation. The
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmiand of Statewide
Importance is considered a significant adverse impact.

 Impacts resulting indirectly from project implementation, including growth-
inducement. The DEIR should also clarify whether leapfrog development is involved
and any related impacts, including premature agricultural land conversion over the
30-year period of development.

 Impacts on current and future agricultural operations: e.g., land-use conflicts,
increases in land values and taxes, vandalism, etc.

e incremental project impacts leading to cumulatively considerable impacts on
agricultural land. These impacts would include impacts from the proposed project as
well as impacts from past, current and probable future projects. The Division's
farmland conversion tables may provide useful historical data.
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* Impacts on agricultural resources may also be quantified and gualified by use of
established thresholds of significance (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7). The Division
has developed a California version of the USDA Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) Model, a semi-quantitative rating system for establishing the
environmental significance of project-specific impacts on farmland. The model may
also be used to rate the relative value of alternative project sites. The LESA Model
is available from the Division at the contact listed below.

Williamson Act Lands

The NOP states that involved Williamson Act contracts will expire through nonrenewal
between December 31, 2003 and December 31, 2008. Given the long-term nature of
the project, it appears that development could occur without the need for contract
canceilation. However, the DEIR should clarify this distinction. In addition, the
Department recommends that the DEIR include the following.

« A map detailing the location of agricultural preserves and contracted land within
each preserve. The DEIR should also tabulate the number of Williamson Act acres,
according to land type (e.g., prime or non-prime agricuitural land), which could be
impacted directly or indirectly by the project.

» Adiscussion of Williamson Act contracts that may be terminated in order to
accommodate the project. The DEIR should discuss the impacts that termination of
contracts would have on nearby properties also under contract; i.e., growth-inducing
impacts from the perspective that the removal of contract protection not only lifts a
barrier to development, but results in higher property taxes and an incentive to shift
to a more intensive land use, such as urban development. The termination of a
Williamson Act contract is considered a significant adverse impact.

The NOP states that project approval involves cancellation of all contracts within the
project area. As a general rule, fand can be withdrawn from Williamson Act contract
only through the nine-year nonrenewal process. Immediate termination via cancellation
is reserved for "extraordinary”, unforeseen situations (See Sierra Club v. City of
Hayward (1981) 28 Cal.3d 840, 852-855). Furthermore, it has been held that
“cancellation is inconsistent with the purposes of the (Williamson) act if the objectives to
be served by cancellation should have been predicted and served by nonrenewal at an
earlier time, or if such objectives can be served by nonrenewal now" (Sierra Club v. City

of Hayward).

« If cancellation is proposed, notification must be submitted to the Department prior to
a board or council’s consideration of a proposal for tentative cancellation
{Government Code §51284.1). The board or council must consider the
Department’s comments prior to making a decision on the proposal. Required
findings must be made by the board or council in order to approve tentative
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cancellation. We recommend that the DEIR include discussion of how cancellations
involved in this project wouid meet required findings. However, notification must be
submitted separately from the CEQA process and CEQA documentation. (The
notice should be mailed to Darryl Young, Director, Department of Conservation, ¢/o
Division of Land Resource Protection, 801 K Street MS 13-71, Sacramento, CA
95814-3528.)

» Termination of a Williamson Act contract by acquisition can only be accomplished
by a public agency, having the power of eminent domain, for a public improvement.
The Department must be notified in advance of any proposed public acquisition
(Government Code §51290 - 51292), and specific findings must be made. The
property must be acquired by eminent domain or in tieu of eminent domain in order
to void the contract. The public agency must consider the Department's comments
prior to taking action on the acquisition. We recommend discussion in the DEIR of
whether such action is envisioned by this project and how the acquisition will meet
the required findings. However, notification must be submitted separately from the
CEQA process and CEQA documentation to the address noted above.

= Ifany part of the site is to continue under contract or remain within an agricultural
preserve after project completion, the DEIR should discuss the proposed uses for
those lands. Uses of contracted and preserve land must meet compatibility
standards identified in Government Code §51238 - 51238.3 and §51296.7.
Otherwise, contract termination (see above) must occur prior to the initiation of the
land use, or the preserve must be disestablished.

* An agricultural preserve is a zone authorized by the Williamson Act, and established
by the local government, to designate land qualified to be placed under contact,
Preserves are also intended to create a setting for contract-protected lands that is
conducive to continued agricultural use. Therefore, the uses of agricultural preserve
land must be restricted by zoning or other means so as not to be incompatible with
the agricultural use of contracted land within the preserve (Government Code
§51230). The DEIR should also discuss any proposed general plan designation or
zoning within agricultural preserves affected by the project.

Mitigation Measures

While the direct conversion of agricultural land and other agricultural impacts are often
deemed to be unavoidable by an agency's CEQA analysis, mitigation measures must
nevertheless be considered. The adoption of a Statement of Overriding Consideration
does not absolve the agency of the requirement to implement feasible mitigation that
lessens a project's impacts.

A principal purpose of an EIR is to present a discussion of mitigation measures in order to
fully inform decision-makers and the public about ways to lessen a project’s impacts,
Reduction to a level below significance should not be a criterion that eliminates feasible
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measures. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15370, mitigation includes measures that "avoid,
minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, or compensate® for the impact. For example,
mitigation includes "Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and
its implementation (§15370(b))" or "Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing
substitute resources or environments (Government Code §15370(e))."

All measures ostensibly feasible should be included in the DEIR. Fach measure should
be discussed, as well as the reasoning for selection or rejection. A measure brought to
the attention of the Lead Agency should not be left out unless it is infeasible on its face
(Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal. App. 4"
1018). The Division has compiled an annotated listing of approximately 30
“conservation tools” that have been used to conserve or mitigate project impacts on
agricultural land. This compilation report may be requested from the Division at the
address or phone number below.

When presenting mitigation measures in the DEIR, it is important to note that mitigation
should be specific, measurable actions that allow monitoring to ensure their
implementation and evaluation of success. A mitigation consisting only of a statement
of intention or an unspecified future action may not be adequate pursuant to CEQA
(Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1998) 202 Cal. App. 3d 296). The Program EIR
should be as specific as is feasible to achieve consistent CEQA compliance among
project-specific mitigations.

The Department encourages the purchase of agricultural conservation easements on
land of at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of
agricultural land. If high quality land is converted or a Williamson Act contract is
terminated, or if growth inducing or cumulative agricultural impacts are involved, we
recommend that this ratio be increased. We highlight this measure because of its
acceptance and use by lead agencies as mitigation under CEQA. It follows a rationale
similar to that of wildlife habitat mitigation. The loss of agricultural land represents a
permanent reduction in the state's agricultural land resources. Agricultural conservation
easements will protect a portion of those remaining resources and lessen project
impacts in accordance with CEQA Guideline §15370. At least one California court has
ruled that conservation easements should be considered as a reasonable mitigation
measure for the loss of agricultural land (El Toro Land Use Planning Authority. et al v,
County of Orange, et al. San Diego Superior Court #710123, January 6, 1998).

Mitigation using agricultural conservation easements can be implemented by at least
two alternative approaches: the outright purchase of easements or the donation of
mitigation fees to a local, regional or statewide organization or agency whose purpose
includes the acquisition and stewardship of agricultural conservation easements. The
conversion of agricultural land should be deemed an impact of at least regional




Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
March 28, 2003
Page 6 of 6

significance, and the search for replacement lands conducted regionally or statewide,
and not limited strictly to lands within the project's surrounding area.

information about agricultural conservation easements, the Williamson Act and
provisions noted above is available on the Depariment's website, or by contacting the
Division at the address and phone number listed below. The Department’s website
address is:

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/index.htm

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this NOP. If you have questions on our
comments, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
conservation, please contact Bob Blanford at 801 K Street, MS 13-71, Sacramento,
California 95814, or, phone (916) 327-2145.

Sincerely,
Erik Vink
Assistant Director



State of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL
32951 Caminoe Capistrano

San Juan Capisfrano, CA 92875

(949) 487-4000

{800) 735-2928 (TT/TDD)

{800) 735.2922 (Voice)

March 17, 2003

File No.: 690.10141.RMV

Chuck Shoemaker

Orange County Planning and Develepment Services Department
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Reference: SCH #2003021141
Dear Mr., Shoemaker:

We have reviewed the “Notice of Preparation” for the Orange County general plan amendment
concerning the proposed development of Rancho Mission Viejo. There are three concerns we
would like to see addressed in the Environmental Impact Plan (EIP).

The California Highway Patrol is concerned that the proposed development will result in an
increased demand for our services that cannot be met with existing staffing levels. We believe
the demand for services will occur during construction as well as after construction.

In addition, we are concerned with the impact that moving the intersection of Antonic Parkway
and State Route 74 (SR-74) from its current location will have on traffic flow at the old and new
intersections. There is significant traffic on SR-74 during commute hours which generally
continues east or west, 1.e., straight through without turning, at the existing intersection. If the
intersection is moved north on Antonio Parkway, eastbound traffic from Interstate 5 will have to
turn left/north on Antonio Parkway at the old intersection to continue east on SR-74. Similarly,
westbound commute traffic in the morning will need to turn left/south at the new intersection to
reach the final segment of SR-74. This may create congestion at both intersections.

Finally, we are concerned with the construction of SR-74 as 2 four lane highway changing to a
two lane highway near Caspers Wilderness Park. This may create congestion for eastbound
traffic during the afternoon commute hours at the peint where the roadway changes from two
eastbound lanes to one.
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March 17, 2003

Please place our name and address on the mailing for the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

-

Wl

LECIA ELZIG, Cagtain
Commander
San Juan Capistrano Area

ce: CHP Special Projects Section




Q Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
5796 Corporate Avenue

Winstor H. Hickox Cypress, California 0630 Gray Davis

Agency Secretary Governor
California Environmental
Protection Agency

March 14, 2003

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning & Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
County of Orange

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT/ZONE CHANGE (PA 01-114 (AKA: THE RANCH
PLAN) PROJECT (SCH #200302141)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EiR) for the above-
mentioned Project.

Based on the review of the document, DTSC’s comments are as follows:

1) Section 15, Hazards of the Environmental Analysis Checklist, all items from a
through h except b is checked for “Potential Significant Impact.” Instead, the
Environmental Analysis Checklist Responses state that all items except d and h
are “Less Than Significant Impact.” Make sure that the checked items should be
matched with the responses. Unless it is marked properly, it will be difficult for
reviewing the document.

2) The NOP states that hazardous materials have been used at the project area.
The draft EIR needs to identify and determine whether current or historic uses at
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at
the Project area.

3) The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated site within
the proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the draft EIR needs to
svaluate whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the

environment,

The energy challenge facing Cakifornia is real. Every Caiifornian needs fo take immediate action to reduce ensrgy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energry costs, see our Web-site at waw.dtsc.ca.gov.

@ Printed on Recycied Paper



Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
March 14, 2003
Page 2 of 4

5)

6)

The draft EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation, and the
government agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.

Any hazardous wastes/materials encountered during construction should be
remediated in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. Prior to
initiating any construction activities, an environmental assessment should be
conducted to determine if a release of hazardous wastes/substances exists at
the site. If so, further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and
extent of contamination. Also, it is necessary to estimate the potential threat to
public health and/or the environment posed by the site. It may be necessary to
determine if an expedited response action is required to reduce existing or
potential threats to public health or the environment. If no immediate threats
exist at the site, the final remedy should be implemented in compliance with
state regulations and policies rather than excavation of soil prior to any
assessments.

All environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under a
Workplan which is approved by a regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to
oversee hazardous waste cleanups. Complete characterization of the soil is
needed prior to any excavation or removal action.

The proposed project construction may require soil excavation and soil filling in
certain areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the
excavated soil. If the soil is contaminated, properly dispose of it rather than
piacing it in another location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRSs) may be
applicable to these soils. Also, if the project is planning to import soil to backfil
the areas excavated, proper sampling should be conducted to make sure that
the imported soil is free of contamination.

The NOP states that existing agriculture uses may also be expanded as a result
of implementation of the project. If the subject property was previously used for
vegetation or agriculture, onsite soils could contain pesticide residues. The site
may have contributed to soil, and groundwater contamination. Proper
investigation and remedial actions should be conducted at the site prior to its
new development,

If any of the adjacent properties of the project site are contaminated with
hazardous chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a
contaminated site, then the proposed development may fall under the “Border




Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
March 14, 2003
Page 3 of 4

10)

11)

12)

Zone of a Contaminated Property.” Appropriate precautions should be taken
prior to construction if the proposed project is on a “Border Zone Property.”

investigate the presence of lead-based paints and ACMs in the currently existing
building structures that plans to be demolished/renovated. If the presence of
lead-based paints or ACMs are suspected, proper precautions should be taken
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated
in compliance with the California environmental regulations.

The NOP shows that additional schools would be needed to support the project,
During the proposed school property acquisition and/or construction utilizing
state funding, it should be in compliance with the Assembly Bill 387 (Wildman)
and Senate Bill 162 (Escutia) which requires a comprehensive environmental
review process and that DTSC's approvai is required. DTSC’s role in the
assessment , investigation, and cleanup of proposed school sites is to ensure
that the selected properties are free of contamination, and if the property is
contaminated, that it is cleaned up to a level that is protective of the students and
faculty who will occupy the new school. A study of the site is to be conducted to
provide basic information for determining if there has been a release, or if there
is a threatened release of a hazardous material including agricultural chemicals
or if there maybe a naturally occurring hazardous material present at the site,
that may pose a risk to human health or the environment. Therefore, proper
environmental studies should be conducted to ensure that a threat to the
school/day care children’s health and the environment does not exist at the site.
Also, a California Environmental Quality Act document should be prepared
specifically for each school projects.

If during canstruction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease
and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be implemented. Ifit is
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the draft EIR should
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and
the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight,

DTSC provides guidance for the Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cieanup Program (VCP).
For additional information on the VCP, please visit DTSC’s web site at www.disc.ca.qov.
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, piease contact Mr. Johnson P. Abraham,
Project Manager at {714) 484-5476.

Sincerely,

;o

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.

Unit Chief

Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Cypress Office

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 85812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806



State of Califernia * The Resources Agency Gray Davis, Governor

“&7 DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Rusty Areias, Dirgctor

Orange Coast District

3030 Avenida Del Presidente
San Ciemente CA 92672
(949) 492-0802

March 27, 2003

Chuck Shcemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmentai Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana CA 92702-4048

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #589

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

California State Parks operates San Onofre State Beach which contains over
3000 acres in San Diego County. A significant portion of this park contains San Mateo
Creek or is part of its watershed. Biologic surveys within the park show it contains 10
threatened or endangered species. Seven of ten of these species depend on
unimpaired waters to successfully reproduce. A world famous surfing beach is at the
mouth of the creek that receives over 800,000 visitors per year. Our State Parks
Mission is to maintain a natural ecosystem and provide a safe outdoor recreation
experience for our visitors. Under the context of our mission, we are concerned with
upstream developments that will have downstream impacts.

In a large planning perspective, we are encouraged by the coordinated effort of
this proiect with the Army Corps’ Special Area Management Plan and the development
of the Southern Subsection of Naturai Communities Conservation Plan. However, we
are most concerned with the timing and utilization of scientific information gathered from
the SAMP and developed into reasonable conservation planning in the NCCP process.
These efforts should be completed before a development EIR/DEIS for the Ranch
Project is produced. Since an extension of the Foothill Transportation Corridor-South is
a desired component of the Ranch Plan, a full cumulative environmental impacts
analysis of the Ranch with corridor should be made.

. An increase of impervious surfaces and intensified development on lands now in
a natural state will have affects to downstream systems. Project development impacts
to flora and fauna, fisted and non-listed species, should be fully analyzed. An analysis
of hazardous materials introduced by the project including pesticides, petroleum
products, househoid debris, cleaning products, nutrients, trash, pet and human bacterial



- Mr. Shoemaker
March 24, 2003
Page 2

waste. and sediment loads should be made. The introduction of invasive exotic plants
and animals by the project should be analyzed. The affects of pet cats and dogs on
surrounding open space should be analyzed. The impacts of reduced water quality
from the project on recreational water contact sports should be analyzed. The impacts
of increased illegal mountain bike trails, seen throughout the county, should be
analyzed.

Clearly, we are trying to maintain or improve open space lands within our control.
By providing for healthy ecosystems, we feel we can maintain the continued success of
species that inhabit the associated habitats. Consequently, we can ensure healthy
water quality for all species including human use in the ocean.

Thank you for this opportunity to help guide the scope of the proposed Ranch

Plan. If you have resource questions regarding your future analysis, contact our
Resource Ecologist David Pryor at (849) 497-1421.

Sincerely,

Michael M. Tope
District Superintendent
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Chuek Shoemaker File: IGRICEQA

County of Orange SCH #:2003021 14)

Planning and Development Services LOG: 210

Environmenta] Services Division SR:  SR-74, SRi741 1.5

300 Norith Flower Steeas
Santu Ana, CA G170

Subject NGP for tize Ceneral Plag Amendment/Zane Change (PA G1-114) aka: The Ranch Piao

Diear W é‘?@@em&kez;

Thank you for the CPEPOTIUnILY (0 review and “omment on the NOWP received March 4, 2003, 1o
General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA GI-134). The project site is located off On,

Highway, northeast of Imerstace 3 and comprises the remaining approxismately 23,000 acres owne..
the Ranch Mission Viejo Company. The project consists of General Plan Amendment/Zone (.
from existing 4.1 Agricultural and Sand and Gravel Zoning to PC-Planned Community Loning disin
The PO oniag would overiay a 1B-Subruban Residential and 5. Oper Space zone General Plar |

C51gnation as amended from it existing Land Use designation of Open Space.

[

'}

here are 4 total of 13 Planning Aray designations that wilj include;

Up 1o 14.000 Dil'g:

L

¢ 130 acres of urban ACLIVILY Conter uges:
= 758 acres of business park uses;

= 32 acres of neighborhood reral] uses,

Up Lo four golf courses:
aproposed 1,079 acre regional park:

@

kil

¢ BD dpproximately 13161 aere Open space area (a 420 acre portion of whicti would includc Ly
L home 51ES, 4 private £0lY course with g limited number of associated atiached dwelling un:

and equsatrian facilities):

¢ Ranching activities would zlso he retaiped within a portion of the proposed open spuce arca;
¢ And infrastruciurs supperting 21l of these yses ncluding road Improvements, utility improvene.

and schools,
o Existing agricultyra] HSES may also be expandsd with implementation of the Project.

Laltrans Distrigt 17 Statug 1 1 responsible #gency on this praject and has the following comments
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£y Da!e{ing artenals from (he Masier Plan of Arierial Highways (MPAHM) creges 1OCCHNING

Delwesn the County’s

Housing and Lang Use Elements which Stales an . intent. . 1a euroy

both a phasing allocation af devsiopmenn Lommensurate with foadway and public 1,

Capacities and  an

implementation of the p
Zuidetines for Admi

overall build-ous development plan whieh can be SUBPOITe

s

lanned infrastricture system.” (p. 21, Lang Use, 11 anho
MSUALon of the MPAH require thar loea) agency General Plan O

Elemenis o be consisient with the MPAH The amendmen; Process for the MPAF a0l

Looperative Traffic Study

i which aj) affecied or im acted jurisdictions snd aget.
p J

o

Participate 1o determine the extent of the inter-jurisdictional issues. OCTA has Nigate

Process, March 27
Commires (TAC) ¢o
effort shouid be inchs

2003, by conducting it's fipg meeting with the Technicy) Ady
nsisting of the impacted agencies and jurisdictions, The TESUiLS o
Ged in the BIR.

&) Caltrang SUPPOTIS the use of Sustainabiefiivanje Communities land uge CURLEDIS, such as T
Criented Developmens (TOD), for development ang mii-moda! fERspoTiation option, (o

#ould acceminodate the
felated impacts of this

b

Traffic

) Due 1o the potential
’E“;azf%spcf‘f:azzenzilémuzaaicm, the scope of the analysis for the Study Area needs 1o he axpande.

Browihi that will oceyr, while reducing the pussible transportu;
project,

regiona!  and  areawide significance  of the TETRIEN

cover the 1.5 Freeway  betweer the San i)iﬁgs)f@r&nge County Lire and the Py
Interchange,
o) Currently, Hterchanges along the 1.5 within the study area ape SApEnEnCIng severe Congestss

ana long delays wish an Level of Service, Caltrans aiong with OCTA are WOrKing with
San Juan Capistrane, Laguna Niguel in order to mprove cxpy

tonditiong, Proposed improvements ynder discussion with the cities are expected 1o pros
SOMeE congestion reljef 1o the existing conditions but do nog address fuiwre dermand

¢} Currently ng additional
Within the ﬁ%ﬁ*@i}m;}&?é

capacity enhancement ig expecied along the -5 Corrigor since
ton Zone of the Tojl Roads. The 8OCTHP Process is curren

cvaluating several altemnatives o Provide capacity thay Would meet future {raffic feeds,

dl Any deletion o the exi

sling Orange County Master Pian of Anerig) Highways such as o

Valley Parkway and Ortega Highway Interchanges at SR-241 may result in SEVEE 1lipu i

ioca! and regiuns highw

8y and arteriz] raffic circufation.

) Funhermors, the proposed reslignmen of State Route 74 {(Ortega Highway) to wnninue |
Antonio Parkway may result in severs operational deficioncios, This is due 1o discentinuiny
the route ang diversion of a portion of the traffic 1o Crawn Vallay Paskway whicl s foreciny
ATy a8 much ag 100,000 vehicles per day in the year 2075,
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) Pror to issuing the DEIR, the County and/or their corsultants will provide a draft 1.
Analysis for Caltrans review. Proposed miligation 1o address transponation/cireulation g
witl be a cooperative offar between the County, OCTA and Calirans Distret 12 office,

Lok

Diesign - Should SR.74 Ortega Highway be realigned, and continue 10 he designated as «
Highway, it shall conform 1o the Highway Design Manual Cuidelines and Siandards,

) Any bridgework across Sap 1 uan Creek wouid have 1o be evaluated and approved oy Cain
Headguaners Strucures Unjp.

D) Please siate what the actual desigmation gnd potential use for the relingquished portion of the -
74 Oriega Highway would be, should the New Onepa Highwav portion be completed.

¢} Informational nate: Districs 12 Design A& Unit js currently working on the dgras Project Repao
for tws projects on Oriega Highway as described balow. The proposed DRGIECT 18 50! in Coiit
with these, however, coordination with Besign Unit A ang Environmenia) Planning !
shiould gceur for any plans in the proximity of the SR-74_ for the proposed rezlignment o o
SR-74, or any work done G, aver, under or adjacent 1o Siate Right of Way (ROW), '

®  The Lower 74 widening project. The projece limits ure PM L/2.9, from Calle Enirader.
La Patz (Antonic Parkway). The project is proposed o widen the mghwey from
EXisting two lanes to four lanes with a 3.6m wida stnpped median,

? The Upper 74 project. The praject limits are Pyt 13.3/16/6, from San Juar Creek Bnuge
Crange County/RBiverside County line, The praject s proposed © widen ihe exioi
WYTH lane 10 12" jape {3.6m) with 1 2m shouiders.

% Envirenments) Considerations:

2} The RMV plan is 1o be coordinated with the NCCP/HOD and the SAMP/MS A pracesses, s
these coordinated plans/projects, whose boundaries are adjacent/include siawe rght-cf-w..
shall demonstrale consistency in their mitigation for any significant impacts (o Staie ROW
Caltrans wil certify that the cooperative mitigation efforts of these lead agencies and t.
PTOpEItY owWner, sre consistent and 1o the exien! practicable, do not impact each other.

b} Additional runoff is likely from the dweliing units proposed as part of the BMYV plan it .
cssential that Best Management Practices (BMPs) be considered along with additional Calira.
and resource sgency toordinetion in order w0 maintain the water quality of the area. BAY-
should be included with eventual project work 1o ensure that construction debns/fallout doe-
B0 enter any culverts/ditches zlong the state right-of-way potentially impacting the wuie
quality of the area, Further coordination should occur with Caltrans Maintenance for ssue
felating 1o the mainenance of these v-dilch areas,

All work within the State ROW must conform o Coltrsns Swadard Plans and S13h0ar.
Specilicsucns Tor Water Pollution Control, nctuding production of a Storm Water Pollun,
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) ag required. No additional pet ICTEASE N runnff deainim . ime

1
g
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Caltrans ROW, sither from construction operations, or from the resulting project qn
phase) will be allowed,

dj There are numerous SENRILVE areas along 88.74 ang broposed within the SR-24} sour
cxteasion (primarily in the form of coastal sage Serub), These areas are considered .
sensilive. especially in the months of March through July when (he nestng seasun o! oo,
S4ge serub species typically occure, Disturbance can GeCUr Lo coastal sege sorub specics 1
form of noige wmpacts. Typically any PiOJeCt equipment used adjacent 1o Siate ROW o .
paths in these areas shall not exceed a threshold of 62-65dBA. Plsase include 4 drsc
relaling construction (YPC, phases and locations to their subsequent level of impacts 1o sor-,
resolree areas along the State ROW and how they may be avojded
5. Permits - ANy impacts onig, over or under Caltrans Right of Way (st Orepgs rhighwayy will o,
an Encroachment Permig prior 10 work, This project may PEQUITE an encroachment pem
hauling dip during grading. In addition, improvements within Caltrans Rught of Way ..,
require an encroachmeng pennit for werk such as Suiveys, soul sampling and gootechnical bor -
pothcling, utilities, sidewslk, curb and BURET, Iniersection and signal improvement. For SN
Getails on encroachmen: permit procedure, please refer 1o Calirans Encroachment Permmis Mo -
Seventh Edition. Thig manual i§ avatable on the web il
WWW ol o, gev.f%ﬁq/zraffb?sideveés};sewfmmiés.

6. Mitigation

4; Caltrans suggests, at the cariiest opporiunity, that the County and the Landowner/Develo
lzke the ?’t}i%a‘w%ﬁg ACHIONS in cooperation with OCTA, TCA and Caltrans:

¢ Agree on methodojogies 1o perform in a raffic analysis study that identifies
PrOporiionate iransportarion impacts on the regional (Freeway/Stae Highway) sysi
Please see anached Guide Jor the Preparasion of Traffic Impaer Studies.

. — .-

*  Establish a method ang tming of paymeny for this identified fair share responsibiiiny

*  The Caounty, in cooperation  with Caltrans, shall estimate (he farr share percent s
responsibility,

¢ Agrez on Aperopriate mitigation measyres associated with identified impacts,

° Regonal and Siate related mitigation measures shall focus on freeway mainline
particular the 1.5 Freeway and the SR-74), ramps and interchanges.

Miligation  measures, fesponsible  parties ang funding mechanisms for e rege
ansporation impacts need tq be cleasly specified (separate from the Jocs LCansporiat,
impucts) in the DRIR.

o
—
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C3 I it i found tha 40y project equipmeni psed adjacent (o the staie ROW o5 access paths ex .
3 Noise threshold of 67 - 65 dBA, thar impact should he addressed in the MHUYRLON mea. .
ana reduced to 2 feve] of Insignificance,

d} There has beep recent Jegisiation fegarding how lead agencies provide reports on Mt
TMONHONNg 1o Caltrans, Please see the antacheg guidelines and checilig We are includ
tor your review g this 1ime, though the actual feport will not have 1o be submitled 1o Cal
unit the Notice of Determination (NOD;j,

€ tis fikely tha imipacts to the stafo f“ifghi*ﬁf"“%%'a}’ {and 4ny proposed associaied aCCess roarly ;s
oteur through the U348¢ by heavy trucks and equipment in order o complete proposed
and  move joads, A Transporiation Managemen: Plan (TMP} detailing measure-
‘educelelimingte impacts 1o LOS and circulation during peak periods in the project aced s,
be included. This TP should alse inciude measures 1o contain all vehicle loads aRa avord .
fracking of materials that may fall or blow one Caltrans ROW o facilitics. These Impacts .
TMP should also be addressed along with mitigation measures 1o reduce (he IMPACT 10 & jeve:
nsiEmficance,

“recommend that the County contsct our District 12 office 1o schedule a MELUng 0 discuss
S0P and detajls of the Traffic Study, and Traffic Analysis and time frames as soon ag oOssih
Please continue 1o K2ep us mformed of this praject and other future developments, which co.
puienialty impact Uansportation facilities, If You Rave any guestions or neTd 16 Contact us, plesse

o

not hesitate 1o call Robep loseph a1 (949) 724-228%.

s

Sidn o A )
AIULENTRBAAL i,
GAIL FARRER

Deputy Disirier Director
Planning

Distrier 12

Attachmenty
b Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impacr Siudies,
. Guidelines for Submitting Transporation Information from 4 Reporting or Monite: ..
Program o the California Department of Trans portation (Depariment i

= Kia Mortazav, Orange County Transportation Agency
Rich Macias, Southern Californig Arez Governmens
Robert Jogeph, IGR/Comrmunity Planning
Ron Helgeson, HQ IGRICEQA
Terry Roberts, OpR
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GUIDELINES FOR SUBMITTING TRANSPORTATION
INFORMATION FROM A REPORTING OR MONITORING
PROGRAM TC THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTH ENT OF
TRANSPORTATION (DEPARTMENT)

INFRODUCTION The California Envirenmenial Cuality Act (CEQAY as amended on

Janvary 1, 20831 by Assembly Bill (AB} 1807, added 2 pew
provision (o Section 210804 of the  Public Resources  Code
{PRCY.
The provision requites fead agenciss o submit Notices of
Preparation (NOPs) 1o rhe Gavernor's Office «f fanning snd
Research when they determine that an envirenmenial HTpRCt repon
wiil be required 1o aAPPIOVeE 3 projecs.

The new law also amended PRC Secrion 21081.7, which now
feduires that “transportation information resulting from 4 reparting
o monoring prograc agopied by & gublic agency” be submitted
to the Department when 2 Preject has impacts that are of slatewide,
regianal, or arez-wide sigmficance.

Mitigation rEporting or monitoring programs are required under
PRC Section 21081 6 when public agencies inclade environmenial
‘mpact mitigation as 2 oondttion of project spproval. Reporting or
monitoning takes place afier 23pproval 16 ensure implementation of
the project in accordance with mitigsion imposed during the
CEQA raview process.

in addition to the requirements listed above, AR 1807 obligates the
Departmient 1o provide guidance for public agencies 1o submit their
feporling of moniloring Programs. Subject 1o these reguirements,
the following puidelines hava been adopied by the Depariment.

PURPGSE OF The purpose of these guidelines 13 10 esiublish clear and consisten
THE slatewide procedures for public agencies 1o submis IrEnspontaiion
GUIBELINES mitigation reporting or momtoring infoemation 1o the Department.

They are 10 be Lsed by District Intergovernmenial Review {(IGR}
Program Coordinators for identifying the scope and uming of
transportation information reeded, and 1o ideniify the “single point
of contact” for irunsrnittal of fepTLing or manitering informuton
from the lead SpeNCy 1o the Department.
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PRUOCEDURES
Program Man age

The following procedures are intenced

0479178

23;
S CURAENT PLANNING DIVISION

‘or use by Dustricr IGR

8 and Coordinaiors in directing locs! leac

2gencies (o comply with PRO Section 21081 .7,

A The District
BEETICY It wii

submillzl requirements

“early consyl

IGR Coordinator wij] notfy the CEQA lesd
ting about transportation TSpURting or moaitoring
in PRC Section 210817 during either
tation", the Notice of Preparation (NOP) stage,

or the Initis! Study (18) phase of 1he CEQA roview proSess.

B Detajleg procedures for the

TARADGrIation

Cistrict should be attached g the

The submirgal

I The name

lead agency coniact who

feporting
2i081.6{a}

B

The location and custodian of
material which constitute the record of
which the lead dgency’s dacizion

CEQA laag AgenCy o submi
monitoning  nformation t the
district’s actification letiey
shall contain the fellowing information:

feoorting or

. address, and ‘elephone number of the TEQA
# responsible for the mitigasion
UT moniering  program {sge PRC Section

39

the documents oc mher
procesdings upon
5 bagsed {(see pRC

Seotion 21081 6[2)[2]),

3. Assurances

from the CEQA lead Bgency that the

Department cap obiuin fopies of the aforementioned

document

& and musterialy, if needed,  clanily detuils or

resoive issues related io (he mitigation adopted (see FRC
Section 21081.7).

i

i
implermen

mitigation measure included
brogram (see PRC Section

Beraifed informaton on HMPRCT assossmiont methodsiogies,
type

of  mitigation, specific location,  and
tation scheduls for each ransportation irapact
in the reperiing or monionng
ZI0B1.6[bl}. The CEQA jead

agency, at s discretion, may submut the complete
OF MOnoring  propram  with the  required

reporiing
lransports

on information highlightad.

S A centification section which will be signed and dated by
the CEQA lead agency and the Department certifying that

the mitiga

abave checklisr

reporiing

agreed upon and identified in (he
implemented, and 21 other
been  adhered o, in

{ion measures
have been

requiremens have

accordance with PRC Sectinng 2 1081 .6and 2ing1 7

6: 38PN ; Jalfan. #533;Page 8
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Mitigation Monitoring Guidelines
February i0, 2003
Page 3

C. When the Project  involves encroachment onto 2 stase
highway, the cartification section wiil be signed by the
Districe Peamiy Engineer. The Distrier Penmit Engineer wili
retain one cCpy of the mitigation Yéporting or monionng
information for the disricy permit flles, and forward the
original document 1o the Disirict IGR Covrdinator.  The
Dhstrict  IGR Coordinator  wij forward a Copy 16 the
Deparment's IGR Program Manager

D, When the project does not involve encroschment onto 4 state
highway, the ceriification section will be signed by the
District IGR Coordinator, The District IGR Coordinator will
retain the original document apg forward a copy i the
Department’s Ior Program Manager,

APFROVED:

. g ) . .

'S ey ‘ s / /
%N JOSMITH Date RANDELL H IWASAK] Date
" Deputy Direstor Deputy Director

Plancing and Modal Programs Maintenance and Cperations
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FREFACE

The Califernia Departrmens of Transporiation (Caltrans) bas developed whis “Gulde for the
FPreparation of Traffic Impact Saudies” i Tesponge o a survey of cities and cowmiies in Cal g
The purpose of that furvey was to improve the Coltrans locai development review process {also
known as the mersovernmental Review/California Envirowmesral Quality det or IGRICEQA
process). The suwivey indicared thay appraximetely 30 percent of the respondents were 5ot Gaware uf

what Caltrans reguired in g fraffic impact seudy (148,

In the carly 19905, the Caitrans Dispric & office located in Fresno identified a need o provide
bener gueiity and consistency in the analysis of waffic impacis generaied by local development and
land use change proposals thar effect Staie highway facilities. At thas tme Districe § brough:
togather both public and private secior expertise io develop a traffic impact seudy guide. The
Distrizt 6 guide has proven o be successfil ai promating consistency and uniformiry in the
{dentification and analysis of traffic impacts generated by local development and lond use Changes.

The gulds doveloped in Frotno was adapied for statewide use by a tean of Headguariers and
district siaglf The guide swill brovide consistent guidance for Caltrans staff who review local
develapment and land use change proposals as well as inform local agencies Of the infrmation
needed for Calrans o analyze the oaffic impacts to Srote highway facifities. The puide wilf also
benefit local agencies and the development community by providing more expedisions review of
foce! developmen: proposals.

Even though sound planning and engineering praciices were used fo adapt ihe Fresno TIS guide.
is anticipased that changas will socur over lime as new lechnologies and more efficien: pracrices
Secome available, To facilitote these changes, Caltrans encourages ali those who wse this guide 1o
coRtact Melr nearese diviricy affice Le., IGR/CEOA Coordinaters) to coordinare any changes with
the development ieam.

ACENOWILEDGEMENTS

Brovided many kowrs of coordination, yesearch apd development af the original guide and shoutd
be commended for kis difigert efforts. Sharri Bender Ehlert of Diseviet 6 providod i of the
techntical expertics in the adaptation of the Disiric: § guide and her efforis are greatly appreciared.

A specicl thanks s gl given to oll those Cinies, Counties, Regional Agencies, Congestion
Meragement dgencies, Consudiants, and Caltrans Employees who reviewed the guide and provided
input during the development of this Guide Jor the Prepavation of Traffic Impact Studies.
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TRODUCTION

Calizans desives 1o provide g safe and efficient State anspormation system for the citizens of
Californis purssant 10 varioua Sections ol the California Streets and Highway Code. This is
dosw in parmership with local and regional agencies through procedures established by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and other lapd use planning processes. The
mtent of this guide Is o provide 5 stacting polat and a consistent basis in which Calesns
evaluates traffic impacts to Stase Sighway facilities. The applicebility of this guide for local
sirests end roads (non-Stw highvways) is et the discranion of the effected jurisdiction.

Caltrans reviews federal, state, and local agency development projects’, and land use change
proposals for their potential impact 1o State highway fcilites. The primeary objectives of this
guids is to provide:

Q guidance in determining if and when 8 teaffic impact study (T18} i5 nesded

G comgisiency and uniformolty in the identification of waffic mpacts gensrated by local lang
use proposals,

{2

consistency and squity in the idsntification of measures 1o mitigate the traffic impacts
gemerated by lind use propossis,
iead agency” officials with the infbrmation BECessary o mabke infonmed decisions regarding

e existing and portation infrastructure (see Appendix A, Minimum Contents
of 3 TIS)

£

IS requirernents easly in the planning phase of 2 project (i.e.. inkial study, notice af
preparation, or sarkier) w elimingts potential delavs later,

.

< 2 quality TIS by agresing 1o the assurnptions, data requirements, sudy scenarios, and
analysis methodologies in advance of beginning the study, and

carly covrdination during the planming phases of & project to reduce the time and cost of
prepeong 2 TIS

i, WHEN A TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY IS NEEDED

The leval of service” (LOS) for aperating State highway facilities is based upon measures of
affectiveness (MOEs). Thess MOEs (see Appendix “C-2") describe the measures best sulted
for analyzing State highway Beilides fie., freeway sections, signalized intersections, on- or off-
ramps, cic.). Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS a1 the wansition between LOS “C™
and LOS “IF” (zee Appendix “C-37} on State highway facilities, however, Caltrans
acknowledges thar thig may not always be feasible snd recommends that the lead agency consuli
with Caltans io detsrinine the appropiiate target LOS. I¥ an existing State highway factliry is
apersting at jess than the appropriats target LOS, the existing MOE should be maintained.

i

T et e

PPt refins 1o seiivifias divectly underpaben by povenmnent, Sowncsd by government, o ruquiting s pormt or

California Code of Regatations.

" ead Agency™ refers L the public agency that has the prinvipal responsinility for carvying out or approving 1 project
Dofined in Section 21165 of the Public Resowmrves Code, the "California Envitomments] Guality Act, snd Scotion 1567
of the Californin Code of Regulations.

" “Level of seevics™ as defined in the tatest edition of the Fimhoo ¢ anucing Manwal, Speial Ropost 407,
T esmpunaion Rowcanth Boent, Nationa] Ressarch Couneil
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A. Trip Gemegation Threckolds

ungtable conditions (LOS “C o Dy,

Cabrorute 39 peax bour tring sasjos & $ate highway facility — the following

are exemples that may require a fl] T1S or some lesser analvgis™

&  Affeted Siate Righway fecilivies experiencing significant delay; unstabls or
foreed waffic fow conditions (1.GS “&» or “F).

0. The potential risk for a traffic incident is significantly increesed (e, congestion
reinted collisions, non-standacd sight distanes considerations, increass in traffic
conflict pointe, Bic. }.

¢. Change in loggl circulation nerworks that impact 2 Stare highway facijity fie,
direct acoess to Srate highway facility, a non-standasd bighway geomenic design,
a8},
Mote: A veffie 803y may be ag sivaple ag providing a waffic soun: 10 a3 cumpler ag
MiSRISCOpic siknularion, The appropriate level of study iz determined by the particulars of
praject, the prevading highway sonditions, apd the forecasied waffic,

E. Exceptions

Exceptions require consuliation betwees the Joad agency, Caltrans, and thoge preparing the
TS, Whep e project’s affic impact i 5 State highway facility can clearly be anticipated

A TIS requives updaring when the ALOWAT 67 character of trafic is sigaificantly different
fromn an earlier study. Generally a TIS fequires updating SVERY two years. A TIS may

require updating sooner 1 rapidiy developing aveas agd #ot as ofle

tefore SOMmSneing work oa the s‘mﬁyr W establish the appropriate scope. At a mmimum, the
T18 should nclude the fellowing:

4. Bovnduries of the Tralfic (mpacm Seudy

Al Staee bighway facilities impaciad i accordance with the oriteria in Section I should be
studied Traific mpacts to logal Streats and roads can tmpact intersections wiik Srare
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8. Trsthic Analvsis Scensrios

Caltrans is interested in the effects of general plan updates and awendments as well as the
¢ffects of specific profecs entitlements {ie., site plans, conditiona) uaee pErmns, sub-
dévisions, rezoning, efc.} that have the potential o mpact a State highway facility. The
complexity or magnitude of the tmpasts of a project will 2onnally dicate the scenarios
Becessary 16 analyze the project. Consultation between the lead agency, Calrans, and those
prepariog the TIS is recommended 10 Getermine the appropriste sceparios for the amalvsis,

The following scenarios should be ¢ in the TIS when agproprigie:

! Whes ouly 2 geneval plen amendment or updare i being soughs, the following scenaros
arc mguired:
4} Existing Conditions - Current year eaflic volumss and pesk howr LOS analysis of
effected State b ghway facilities. 3
&) Froposed Project Ouly with Seloet L ik’ Analysis - Trip generation and assignmiont
for build-out of general plan,
<} Ceneral Plag Build-cur Ouly - Trip assigrrnent and peak bour LOS analysis. Inslude
current land uses and other peoding general plan amendmenis,
d} General Plan Build-our Plus Proposed Project - Trip assignment and peak hour LOY
analysis. Include proposed profect and other ponding general plan amendments.

2. When s geperal plan aimendment is nos proposed and a proposed project is seeking
spesific entitlements {ie., site plaps, conditional use permirg, sub-division, rezoning,
o0, }, the following scenarios must be analyzed m the TIS:

a} Bxigting Conditions - Current year traffic valumes &nd peak hour LOS analysis of
efiected State highway facilivies.

crepased Froject Only - Teip generation, distribution, and assigriment is the yaay the

project 1 antivipeted w complete construction,

o) Cumulative Conditiong {Bxisting Conditions Plug Other Approved and Pending

3 Projects Withour Froposed Project) - Trip assignment and peak bowr LOS analysis in

the year the project ig anticipated 1o complete constructiog,

Cumularive Conditions Plus Proposed Project (Existing Conditions Plus Other

Lpproved and Pending Projects Plus Proposad Project) - Trip assignmen and peak

" “Seleot hak® snuly Of remresents & projecs Galy waffie model run, whare e peagosts TP s st itnalow wihd dooigiice
eyl 4w Righway telworl, Ihig grocedan: isolatey the specific fmpact on the Siate highavey nerwerk.

tni
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A. Trip Generstion
The latest edition of the Tmstinges of Transporianon Enginsers’ (ITE) TRIP GENERATION

report should be veed for ip generation forecasts. Locs) trip generation rates arc also

socoptable if appropriate validation is provided (0 support them,

Lo Trip Generadon B 4128 ~ When the land use has Ymited sumber of studios 1o suppar
whe wip generation rates or when the Coclficient of Determination (B%} is below 4.75,

conzmibmtion between the lead agency, Caltrags and those preparing the TIS is

recommended,

Pass by Trips® - Pass-hy mwips ase only considered for retail oriented development.

Reductions greater than 199 requirss cousuliation snd acceptance by Caltrans, The

Justification for exceeding 2 15% reduction should be discussed in the TIS.

A Caposred Trina' Captured teip reductions preater than 5% requires consultation and

b

Ena L LT -~ Consuliation betwesp the lsad agency
fore applying wip reduction for TDM strategies.

NOTE: Reasonable reductions 1o wip gemeration rales are considered when adjacent State
bighway volisnes ave Sutficient {ar lesat SGO0 AT w support teductions for the land use.

B. Traffic Counts
Prios w fleld waific coums, consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans and those
proparing the TIS is recommended 1o determine the level of detail (e.g., location, sigual
Hpaing, tsvel Spreeds, wning WOVEIRBING, 885} required af sach traffic count size. All State
higtrway facilities within the bo e of the TIS should be considered, Comumon rules for
countimg veliicular treffic include bur are oot limited to;

1. Wehicls counts should be conducted on Tussdays, Wednesdays, or Thursdays during

2. Vehicle counts shoyld be conducted during the apprapriate peak hours (see peak
kour discussion below),
3. Seasonal and weekend variations in e should also be considered where
appropriate (Le., recreational reutes, tounst atttactions, harvest sgasomn, g, ).
€. Peak Hours

To cilininats unnecessary analysis, consultation between the lead agetcy, Caltrans und those
preparmg the TIS is recommended during the early planning stages of g project. In generyl,

*Pagg By erips ave msde ag intermediaie £R0ns betwenyg an orgin aad s BYLmary Wip destination (i, borar o wurk, hame 1o

Captuied Trips" ere mps (heT g0 pat atfer or lesvy the drivewnys of 4 project’s Boundary withip 3 miged use development
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CEQA LEAD AGENCY CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST FORM °

FOR SUBs AL OF TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION MONITORIN G REPORTS
Project Name: S ~ e
Leed Agency 2nd state Clearinghouge {(SCH) ¥ie &5 L L
Findings & Approval Dates & Bocument Types: L o

Lead Agency Contact (Mame. Tide, Agency, Address & Phonej: _

— S

Project Proponent (Name, Title, Company, Address & Phone}: . o

%

DQQDHQDEEUUUHE%

Location/Custodian OF CEQA Documents, Froceedings, Records
Deseription OF Row Te Obtsin Copies OF Abgve Dovuments
Mitigation Messure Name & Identifying Nomber

Caltrans Eucroachment Permit Number (it otve was peeded)

Copy of Other Agency Permits required for this Measure (if needed}

Measure Location ription & Vicinity RMap

Eseation of fmpacted Stnte Highway Compenen: {County, Route, Postmile)
Detsiled Deseription of Mezgsure & its Purpose {stiach bBlvepriacs i HECEIIETY )
Implementation Schedule & Frogress Neporis

Completion Criterig {imcluding detsited performance oivjectives)

Completion Lvaluation (including field inspection repors)

Estionazed Monetary Value of Completed Measure & % Local Ageney Funded
Photegraph of Completed Measuve Aldtached

Respornaible Contracior {Name, Cempany, Address & Phiome}

RN NN

We cerfify dinet tive drevid wpan wsiieities BEREMrEs v boen senplemenion. gmd Gli 1,
PEGE SO Farve b welberend b N Gocmrdasg e wiily PR Sectian 2080 erid Jtuxe -

& Bage

Califoraiz Depacimeny of franspariation

significance. Copies of this form, and the Depurtmpnt o : pu pursnant fo PR Septian TR T
c&B be downiosded from the Caltrans websine mr:;g:irwvws:.cfut,ﬁ:a.gm’fﬁggfzg&!;mmicaemﬂ_s__‘ Fesuurcea il
Completsd formms with afteched meterials BEY he post-maiied, ueasbod, or Fened o sy SR e Gne Deputy
latseeice Blevetss for Planaing Attensicar Ltergoversmental Roview UCR; Covrdinatur. EFure Yoo
GHRZE0TY
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The local or regional waife maodel should reflect the most curreni land use and planned
' i ETAMERINE OF funding is secured). When a general plar build-
oW model {s not available, the clogest forecas: model year 1o build-our should he wsed. 1fa

Typically, the traffic snabysis methodolog

flows, the use pf g micro-simulation mods)
methods way be accepted, however, consul

4. Freeway Seciions — Highway Capasity Manual (HCM)* Chapter 3, operational analysis
B. Weaving Areas Caltrans Highway Desige bManuat (HDM) Chapter 500

<Rps Bud Ramp Junctions - HOM® Chapter 5, operstional analysis or Caltrans HDa
Chapters 400 and 500, Caltrans Rarap Metering Guideliges {miost recent edition)
rhan avs - BCM® Chapeer 7, eperational analysis
F &, aporationa) anafyais
hapter 9, Highway Capacity Sofiware=*, opetativnal

R e

o

grialized Inte iang — HOCM* Chapter 10, operational analysis, Caltrans Traffie

ual for signal warrame if & signal is being comsidered

ransit Capacity - HOM® Chagter 12, operational anaivis

Pedesmians - HOM* Chapter 13

Bicyeles - HCMe Chaprers 14, use operational aralyzis when applying Chapier 9 and 10

HCM methods o bicycle analysis

Lalmmas Criteri ¥ Rudn - Calorans Traffie bManug] (stop signs, waffic signals, Frepway

tighting, conventional highway tighting, school Crosaings)

L. Channglization — Caltrans guidelines for Reconstruction of Intersections, August 1985
lehivo Pulnitome

b e e

7

:g The procedures in the Highway Capasity Manual “do not explicitly address aparations of clasely spaced signalized
micrsections. Under such sanditicns, severs) saique charzcterigics st be comtidered, wetuding spit-bock pobential
fom the downsrmem imtorsaction 1o the UPSTCAM Imrssction, offeo of dewnsmesm QUBLCE Of ypsiCam Saturabion

mgy sorioutly diskr: the Procodures in” the FC R Reope of Baaial, page 1.9, Hligheway Cupasivy Murmns, Sp ok
Rt SV, updaied Drooimmer EyE7,
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VI.MITIGATION MEASURES

The TIS should provide the pexus [Nellan v. Californiz Coasral Commaission, 1987, 483 1.8
B25{108 8.0x. 314)] berween 3 roject and the traffic impacts to State highway facilities. The
TIS should also exablish the rough proportionatity [Delay v. City of Tigard, 1994, 312 U.S 174
{114 8. Cr. 2309)] between the putigation reeasures and the maffic imipasts, Cae method for
csiablishing the rough proporticnality or a project proponent's sguinble responsibility for 2
project’s impacts is provided in Appendix "B Con on between the lead agency, Calorans
and those prepaving the TIS is meormmended 16 resch consensus on the mitigation msasures and
who will be regponsible.

Mitigation measures must be included in the reffic impact analysis. This determines if 3
project's impacts can be elimingted ot reduced to g level of msignificance. Eliminating or
reducing impacts 1o 2 level of significance is the siandand purtuant 1o CEQA and the Natioas!
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}. The lead agency is responsible for administering the CEQA
revievw process snd kes the principal authority for approving a local development proposal or
land use change. Caltrans_ as z responsible agency, is responsible for reviewing the TIS for
sors and omissions that pertain to Stae bighway fucilides. The authority veslsd in the lead
agency 10 administer the CEQA provess does not take precedence over other autlorities in law,

if the mitigation measures require wogk in the State highway right-of-way an encroachment
parmit from Caltrane will Se required. This work will also be subject to Caltrans standards and
specifications. Consultation between the iead agency, Caiwans and those preparing the TS early
e the planping process is strongly recommended 1o sxpedite the review of local development
proposals and to reduce conflicts and misunde rlandings in both the local ageacy CEQA review
process as well s the Caltruns sucronchimeny perml process.
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i TABLE OF CONTENTS

4. Lustof Figures (Maps)
8. Listof Tables
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Desonption of the propossd project

Location of project

Siie plan weluding all access 1o Stare Wighways (site plan, map)
Circulation network imciuding all acoses o Swte highways (vicinity map)
Land use apd zoniang

Phasing plan including proposed dates of project {phase) completion
Project sponsor and comast person(s)

Reforences to other maffic impact studies

TomETOwe

V.  TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

- Cloarly stated assumptions

Existing and projected waffic volumes {icluding rurning movements), facility goameiry
(iacluding storage lengths), and traffic controls (including signal phasing and muli-
sigmel progression whese appropriate} (figure)

Praject trip generation including refevences (tabla)

Praject generated wip diswibution ang assigmment {Ggure )

08 and warrant analyses - existing conditions, cumulative sonditions, and ol build of
general plan conditions with and withous project

W

d M

f

W CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMEN DATIONS

e

- LG8 and appropriste MOE quantities of impacted facilities with and without mitiganon
measies

B. Mitigation phasing plan including dates of proposed imitigation messures
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£ Cost estimates for mitigation measures and fivancing plan

VI APPENDICES

A Description of how traffic data was sollected
8. Description of wethodologies and assumptions used in analysos
C. Worksheews used in analyses fie., signal warrent, LOS, maffic count information, gic.)
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i A stariing point for early discussions to address wafic mitigation eguitably.

2, A means for caleulating the squitmble share for mitigating waffic impacts,

3. A means for esiablishing rough propostionality {Dolas v. City of Tigard, 1994, 517 U.S. 174
(114 8 Cv 2309)).

The formulas should be used when:

s A project has {mpaces that do not immediately warrant mitigation, but their cumulative affecs
are significant and will requise miigaring in the future,

¢ A project has an immediste impact snd the lead agency has assemed responsibilivy for
sddressing operstional improvements

NOTE: This formuls i3 not intended for circumsrances where a project proponent will be weeiving
& substzmtizl benefir fom the identified mitigation measures. [n these cases, {e.g., mid-block access
and signelization 1o g shopping conter) the protect should ke fall responsibility 1o oward
sroviding the pecessery infragny e,

Lguatios £-1

b
13

B~ -
Te~-Tg

= The equitable share for the proposed project’s waffic impact.
= The vehicle aips generated by the profect during e peak howr of adjacent Siato highway facilin
vellcles per hour, vph
Ts = The forecasted mraffic volume on an npacted Siate highway Facility at the time of general plan
butid-out {e.g.. 20 year model or the funthes: future model date feasible), vph,
Te = The wraffic volume existing on the impacted State highway facility plus othier approved projects o,
will generare traffic that hae yet to be construcied/opened, vph.

COST:  Egustion -2

C=p ({Cy)

Whare:

- = The equitable cost of yraffie mitigation for the propased project, (8). (Reunded 1o nearest ane
throusand dollars)

= The equisble share for the project being considered,

@]

ol

-4
i

= The iotal cost estiinete for Enprovements necessary to mitigase the forecasied truffic demand o -
tmpacted State highway facility in question at general plan build-out, (3).

HOTEE
COnce the equitabls share mesponsibility and equitable cost has beeq established on a per wip
basts, these velues can be urilized for il projests on that Stare highway facility unti] the
ferecasted general plac build-out mode! is revised,
2. Truck waffic should be convered to passenger car equivalents before utilizing these squations
{see the Highway Capacity Manual for converting o passsmger car sguivalenis).

o
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MEASURES OoF EFFECTIVENESS BY FACILITY TYPE

TYTE OF FACILITY | MEASURE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Density (pe/miln)
Deusity (po/mifin)
P‘faw&araa > i;)

Ut Bighveys FroeFlow Seh}
Two-Lane gﬁg&é%gﬁ 'Fma Delay (gcrcm}

== {mph} 2
Factoy
(mwat vel, people/hr)
Soace (sa. & J/oed)
Measures of feffectiveness for Jevel oF service definitions ocated in table 1.2,
Chapter 1

?mﬁs?amgﬁ Research Boged, N

of the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209,

mtional Reseam?z Council,
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Gray Devis
Cavernor

Meriz Contreras-Sweet
Secretary, Busiacss, Trnsportation and Housing Agency

Joff Rigrales
Divector, Californin Dessrtment of Transpoctation

Bz Mystrom
Frogram Manager, Traffic Onerations

For additional copies of these guidelines, please conrast Tom Persons at, Tem_Femons@dot.ca gov.




SHERIFF-CORONER DEPARTMENT
COUNTY OF ORANGE

CALIFORNIA _ MICHAEL S CARGNA
SHERIFF-CORONER

ASSISTANT SHERIFFS
(540} 425-1800 vy
A ¥ JORN HEWITT
March 25, 2003 GECRGE H JARAMALLO

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Orange County Sheriff’s Department is officially responding to the Notice of
Preparation for the draft Environmental Impact Report #589, also known as the “Ranch
Plan”. Beyond the additional police services, which will be needed in this area, as
discussed in Section 16 entitled “Public Services”. The Sheriff believes there could be a
need for an additional Sheriff’s Station. The estimated cost of constructing, furnishing
and maintaining a new station is between 10 and 13 million dollars.

The second area of concern for the Orange County Sheriff’s Department is the
formulation of the developer agreements for this area. The Sheriff or his designee should
be included in these important discussions as they prepare this area for future
development and discuss potential impacts on vital law enforcement services. The
developer agreements will have a significant impact on the Orange County Sheriff
Department’s ability to fund, locate and construct an additional station.

Thank you for allowing me to comment on a matter of such importance. I look forward
to working with you in the future on this exciting project.

Sincerely,

£

Captain Tom Davis, South Qperations Division
Orange County Sheriff’s Department

cc: Assistant Sheriff George Jaramillo

PROUDLY SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF ORANGE COUNTY AND THE FOLLOWING CITIES AND AGENCIES:

DRUG USE.
ALIEC VIEJD » DANA POINT + LAGUNA HILLE » LAGUNA NMIGUEL » LAGUNA WGOODS » LAKE FOREST + MISSION VIEJO 1S
RANGHO SANTA MARGARITA * SAN CLEMENTE » SAN JUAN CAPISTRANG * STANTON * VILLA PARK WE AR

HARBORS. BEACHES & PARKS « JOMN WAYNE AIRPORT » OCTA « SUPERIOR COURT



SHERIFF-CORONER DEPARTMENT
COUNTY OF ORANGE

CALIFORNIA MICHAEL 3. CARONA
SHERIFF-CORONER

OFFICE OF SHERIFF-CORONER

ASSISTANT SHERFFS

550 N. FLOWER STREET ! JGHN FULLER
P.O. BOX 448 March 18’ 2003 DON HAIDL
SANTA ANA, CA 92702-04489 JORN HEWITT
(714} 647-7000 GEQRGE H JARAMILLO
TiM SIMON

DOUG STORM

Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Dept.
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 N. Flower Street, 3" Floor

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

SUBJECT: NOP for Draft EIR 589 “The Ranch Plan” General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change (PA01-0114) SCH#2003021141

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for Draft
Environmental Impact Report 589 “The Ranch Plan” General Plan Amendment/Zone
Change (PAO1-0114).

The aforementioned project consisting of approximately 22,850 acres of the remaining
undeveloped portions of the Rancho Mission Viejo is of a significant size and scope and
will have a major impact on public safety and police services in the area. The increased
residential population and commercial development will necessitate an increase in
Sheriff’s Department services including the need for a possible Sheriff station to service
the area. The drafters of the EIR will need to work with Sheriff's Department staff to
develop projections on the increase in the number and type of police services and
facilities that will be needed.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for Draft
Environmental Impact Report 589 “The Ranch Plan” General Plan Amendment/Zone
Change (PA01-0114). Please keep us informed of developments relative to the proposed
Environmental Impact Report so that we can provide the needed information in a timely

manner.

Sincerely,

AR S

Michael S. Carona
SHERIFF-CORONER

ce: Captain Tom Davis, South Operations
Lieutenant Stephen Bernardi, Mission Viejo Police Services

PROUDLY SERVING THE URINCORPORATED AREAS OF ORANGE COUNTY AND THE FOLLOWING CITIES AND AGENCIES:

DANA PGINT * LAGUNA HILLS * LAGUNA NIGUEL » LAGUNA WOODS » LAKE FOREST » MISSION VIEJO
RANCHG SANTA MARGARITA * SAN CLEMENTE « SAN JUAN CAPISTRANG * STANTON = VILLA PARK
HARBORS, BEACHES & PARKS * JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT » OCTA » SUPERIOR CouRT




fohin Paul “J.B” Ledesma
Magor

City of Mission Viejo -

Witliam S. Craveraft
Councit Member

. Trish Kelley
Community Development Department o] Semmpor
Lance B Macl.ean
Councit Member

Sent Via Facsimile
{Original to Follow by Mail)

March 25, 2003

Chuck Shoemaker

Chief, Private Projects

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

(714) 834-2166

(714) 834-4652 (fax)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

SUBJECT: Review Comments on Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR No. 589) for Rancho Mission Viejo’s Proposed General Plan
Amendment and Zone Change (PA 01-114) Relating to the Proposed “Ranch
Plan” Development Project

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation dated
February 24, 2003 for the item referenced above. The City of Mission Viejo received the
notice on February 26, 2003. The City’s Planning and Transportation Commission reviewed
the Notice of Preparation at their March 10, 2003 and March 24, 2003 meeting. The
Commission’s comments have been incorporated into the comments discussed befow in this
letter. The City of Mission Viejo has concluded its review and has identified the following
issues on the Notice of Preparation:

Comiment:
1. The “Ranch Plan” submitted in the Notice of Preparation proposes the deletion of Crown

Valley Parkway east of Antonio Parkway from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways
(MPAH). Such a deletion would eliminate the possibility of a future connection to the

206 Civic Center ¢ Mission Vigjo, California 92691 949/470-3053
hitp:/Awww.cl.mission-viejo.ca.us FAX 949/651-6176

&



Chuck Shoemaker
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Foothill Transportation Corridor at Crown Valley Parkway. The proposed deletion of
Crown Valley Parkway is contrary to an existng City of Mission Vieie policy position
opposing such an action. In addition. before such a deletion action could occur, a separate
cooperative study administered by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
with participation of all affected agencies 13 required. It is our understanding that such a
cooperative study is just now being initiated.  We intend to participate actively in such a
study. We would expect given the potential 1mpacts 1o the future volumes on Crown Valiey
Parkway in Mission Viejo, that a connection of Crown Valley Parkway to the Foothill
South would provide relief or an option to MOtOTIsE, therefore making sense from a regional
circulation standpoint.

Requested Action: The County should structure its EIR to have an aliernative that does
not assume that the deletion of Crown Valley Parkway will be approved in the OCTA
cooperative process. We believe that there could be opposition to such a deletion proposal,
and we ask thar the County pursue its EIR 589 in a manner that can adapr 1o the findings of
the OCTA cooperative process concerning Crown Valley.

This EIR’s traffic analysis should include an analysis with their future 2025 “build-our”
assumptions using the existing MPAH network to establish a “base condition” so that any
proposed andior approved changes 1o the MPAH can be evaluated for the regional impacts
and the identification of needed mitigations. This EIR needs to include mirigation measures
that may be required per the final outcome of this or other MPAH amendments associated
with this project. Again, all of the changes will need to be approved through the above
referenced cooperative process before they can be assumed.

Comment:

2. The proposed “Ranch Plan”, in addition to eliminating an interchange at Crown Valley
Parkway, also appears to fail to provide for a future interchange to the Foothill
Transportation Corridor at either the existing or realigned Ortega Highway per the
proposed in the Notice of Preparation. Exhibit 5A, “MPAH Modifications (with Extension
of SR-241)", shows only a proposed interchange with Foothill Transportation Corridor at
Cristianitos Road. It is our understanding that the “Ranch Plan” was supposed to inclide a
direct interchange with “New Ortega Highway”. Is Exhibit 5A in error? If the exhibit is
correct, then we would request a detailed traffic analysis of the Foothill Transportation
Corridor why such an interchange is not beneficial.

We question the statement made in the NOP that the interchange at Cristianitos Road would
be a replacement for the interchange at Crown Valley Parkway, and we would request a
detailed traffic analysis of the interchange usage to show how the Cristianitos Road
interchange would successfully attract regional traffic that would otherwise have used an
interchange at Crown Valley Parkway. The lack of arterial connections to Foothill
Transportation Corridor in the area shown are very likely to be inadequate to intercept and
attract regional traffic to the corridor.
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Requested Action: The Countv needs 1o provide early clarification as to the "Ranch
Plans” integration with the Foorhill Transportation Corridor. As previously indicated the
EIR’s traffic analysis needs 1o address the lack of an Ortega Highway interchange and the
benefits of the Cristianitos Road interchange especially in its referenced exchange for the
elimination of the Crown Valley Parkway interchange. Again we would note the
requirement to amend the MPAH 1o consider these as viable alternatives. There should
also be some discussion of the possible impacts including financial assumptions to the
feasibility of the Foothill Transportation Corridors extension 1o the south with the proposed
modifications.

In addition, the EIR for the “Ranch Plan” needs a detailed construction phasing plan with
related traffic analysis to identify possible “interim” mitigation measures within the limits
of adjacent agencies if the project proceeds without the construction of the Foorhill
Transportation Corridor and/or these limited interchanges.

Comment:

3. The proposed “Ranch Plan” takes an established State Highway, Ortega Highway (State
Highway 74) and disconnects it, via a re-alignment to the north that requires a continuous
east-west travel connecting to the Interstate 5 (I-3) to oceur on a “jog” along Antonio
Parkway and then to any existing east-west connections such as Crown Valley Parkway and
Oso Parkway. This is a significant deviation from the MPAH whose impacts need to be
fully explored both from the standpoint of this project’s traffic and from the standpoint of
existing and projected future regional circulation and its impacts on the surrounding
communities. We would expect to see comments from Caltrans in review of this proposal
and we would request to be provided a copy of their comments on this matter. It seems
to us that Highway 74 is the only direct regional access route that feeds into South Orange
County from the Lake Elsinore area, and we would request a detailed analysis to determine
how the proposed jog in Ortega Highway would affect and potentially alter current access
patterns to [-5. This issue is further compounded by the previously noted omission of a
connection to the Foothill Transportation Corridor.

Requested Action: We request 1o be provided copies of any comments from Caltrans on
this matter and those from public safety agencies such as, but not limited to, the Orange
County Fire Authority, in case they have any comuments about response limes in
emergencies. If this proposal is carried forward into the EIR, we request that the EIR
include a focused and detailed traffic analysis, which develops traffic estimates of traffic
loadings on Ortega Highway (new and/or existing alignment} and the diversions to Antonio
Parkway, Crown Valley Parkwayv, and other facilities as appropriate, including intersection
analyses, and travel delays to mororists, with and without a “jog” in Ortega Highway, so
that we may clearly assess the change in traffic paiterns, I-5 freeway access patterns, and
route utilization resuliing from such a circulazion change.
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Comment:

4.

The traffic forecasts produced by EIR #3589 need to produce realistic and credible forecast
traffic volumes and project impact volumes on arterials, intersections, and freeway and toll
road sections of interest to their logical limits wlentifying impacts that are not consistent
with the general plans of the surrounding cities. The traffic analysis for EIR #5389 needs to
clearly demonstrate how the “Ranch Plan” project traffic is routed to and from the project
area to access the surrounding regional system including the freeway/toll road system
(including project traffic volumes and impacts). We urge the County to establish an
ongoing consultation process, during the preparation of this EIR, on traffic and circulaiion,
to work with the adjacent agencies for their early review and comments before finalizing
the document. The cooperative study process for the proposed MPAH could serve the same
function.

The traffic projections will need to properly incorporate and reflect any other active
proposed developments such as the Mission Hospital expansion project in the City. We
call to the County’s attention that traffic and revenue forecasts for Transportation Corridors
Agency’s consolidation proposal for the Foothill/Eastern and San Joaquin toll road systems
will be coming available shortly, while this EIR is under preparation, and that the traffic
forecasts for the EIR will need to be compatible with the TCA forecasts. We also mention
that traffic forecasts are forthcoming from TCA’s South Orange County Transportation
Infrastructure Improvement Project (*“SOCTIIP”) Foothill Transportation Corridor - South
environmenial process, and projected traffic loadings from this EIR must be compatible
with those forecasts. The City itself also will be performing an update of its General Plan
Circulation Element and will be preparing updated traffic forecasts as part of that effort.

Requested Action: We request the County acknowledge “up front” our substantial
concerns about realistic future traffic forecasting, impacts, and realistic mitigation in all
areas of impact. We request the County establish a formal ongoing process of consuliation
during the preparation of this EIR on the subject of traffic and circulation, and that the
County permit the City of Mission Viejo and other adjacent communities 1o participate in
sich a process. As previously indicated this same cooperative process will be required if
the “Ranch Plan” carries forward any aliernatives that require modifications to the MPAH.

The EIR’s traffic analvsis needs to clearly document concurrent traffic forecasting efforis
identified above and the assumptions made that may be different from existing condirions
and/or assumptions established in the OCTAM-3 model including network, housing, and
socio-economic. The goal is 1o establish a credible set of freeway and arterial traffic
forecasts from current assumptions, which sensible impact and mitigation decisions can be
made.
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Comment:

5. The proposed arterial circulation system in the project area needs 1o be carefully reviewed,
especially for the balance of regional circulation. We are concerned that the proposed
roadway system for the “Ranch Plan” may be oriented and iaid out in a manner that
actually discourages use of the Foothiil Transportation Corridor. We understand that the
County’s planning process during the preparation of this EIR may consider and work to
develop practical alternatives to the plan as it is proposed. We request that we be allowed
to have input to that process.

Requested Action: That the County, during the preparation of this EIR, examine and
develop other alternatives to the proposed circulation system as presented in the Notice of
Preparation. These alternatives need 1o address previous identified regional traffic
changes. One specific issue that should be evaluated in the rraffic study is the “Ranch
Plan” and its utilization of the Foothill Transportation Corridor. We request fo have inpu
to the County’s planning process during the fime that those alternatives are explored by the
County.

Comment:

6. We are concerned that the Notice of Preparation does not make stronger mention of the
need for coordination between this County EIR for the Rancho Mission Viejo proposal and
the separate EIS/SEIR which is currently being prepared for the Souih Orange County
Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project (“SOCTIIP”), exploring circulation
alternatives including several alternative alignments for the TCA’s Foothill South project,
which would pass through the project area. We find noticeably absent in the 3™ paragraph
of the Notice of Preparation itself any mention of the SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR, even though that
paragraph seems to properly list the other ongoing EIR/EIS efforts in the area with which
this EIR will be coordinated. The City of Mission Viejo has a keen interest in the Foothill
Transportation Corridor - South project, and we seek assurance that the range of land use
and circulation alternatives examined in the County’s EIR will pot inadvertently preclude
or compromise any one of the Foothill South alignment alternatives that might ultimately
emerge for implementation from the SOCTIIP process. We understand the County’s need
in its EIR to consider Ranch Plans both with and without a Foothill South, but if Foothill
South does go forward we need to be sure that the Ranch Plan with Foothill South 1s
compatible with, complements, accommodates, and facilitates the Foothill South alignment
chosen.

Requested Action: The County, as it prepares its EIR, needs to provide more explicit
mention of the SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR in its documents, and provide for more explicil
coordination berween the Ranch Plan alternatives and Foothill South alternatives in the
SOCTIIP process. We also ask the County to maintain sufficient coordiration in that regard
10 assure that the Ranch planning and Ranch EIR does not proceed in a manner that could
result in incompatible recommendations from the SOCTHFP and Ranch planning processes.
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Comment:

An ongoing concern for us in Mission Viejo is that the traffic forecasts provided to us In
recent studies by OCTA show increases in the neighborhood of 75,000 to 100,000 vehicles
per day on sections of I-5 in and near Mission Viejo that are already at capacity, and we do
not believe that's realistic. Essentially all the [-5 interchanges in Mission Viejo are at or
near capacity now. However, should results in the traffic study for this EIR be put forth
tending to validate that such huge traffic increases will occur on I-5, we will need the EIR
{0 have a serious discussion of how the entire deficient I-5 freeway system is going to be
mitigated, including mitigations to all the interchanges to -5 that will be deficient.

Requested Action: The County needs to scope the traffic studies in this EIR in a manner
that acknowledges up front and deals with the practical real-world congestion problems on
I-5 today, and on the routes leading to the I-5 interchanges. Should the high additional
rraffic volumes alluded to above materialize, the County’s EIR should include detailed
traffic analvses of how the entire I-5 freeway system is going to be mirigated, including
mitigations to all the 1-3 interchanges that will be deficient.

Comment:

8.

On Page 11 of the Notice of Preparation, Chiquita Canyon Road is described as a roadway
10 be added to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways serving north-south traffic demand,
but the description goes on o say that the road would be constructed as a two-lane collector
“with provisions that the roadway may be gated and accessible for local traffic only.” We
are concerned that gating the roadway for local traffic only is inconsistent with having the
road on the MPAH. We request that this apparent inconsistency be explained or rectified
early in the EIR process.

Requested Action: The County needs to provide early clarification to us in writing, in
response to this set of comments, as to how this facility can be both (1) proposed for
addition to the MPAH, and (2) allowed to be gated. The City would likely have further
comment or concern on this subject depending on the County’s response, given the role that
this roadway appears to play in the circulation system in the project area.

Comment:

9.

On Page 11 of the Notice of Preparation, we note the mention of a deletion (from the
MPAH) of a proposed extension of Trabuco Creek Road to a proposed extension of Avery
Parkway. As previously noted such MPAH proposed deletions would need to be processed
through the cooperative process overseen by OCTA.
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Requested Action: The subject deletion should be included in any cooperative planning
process for amendments to the MPAH as previously noted. Any associated mitigation
measures need to be identified.

Comment:

10.0n Page 23 of the Notice of Preparation regarding project objectives for Public
Service/Public Safety/Governance, and on Page 9 of the Environmental Analysis Checklist
Responses there is some discussion regarding public services. It is noted that the project
will increase demand for government facilities and service, especially facilities/services for
fire protection, police protection, schools, and roads. The project proposes to provide for
new schools and additional roadways, as well as, the need for an additional fire station and
police service. The southeast area of South Orange County lacks a regional justice center,
which might include a new Sheriff’s substation and/or court facility in the project area. We
request that the County address the future planning and phasing of all public services,
including the possible location of a Southeast Orange County Regional Justice Center in the
project area.

Requested Action:  That the County address the future planning and phasing of all public
facilities and services, including the possible location of a Southeast Orange County Regional
Justice Center in the project ared.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the meeting notice. We look forward to
receiving future public meeting and hearing notices and reviewing the environmental
documentation associated with the project when available.

Sincerely,

CITY OF MISSION VIEJO

-~ o
Chat . o
‘Charles E. Wilson, AICP
Director of Community Development

cC: City Council
Planning and Transportation Commission
Dan Joseph, City Manager
Dennis Wilberg, Assistant City Manager/ Director of Public Works
Shirley Land, Transportation Manager
Elaine Lister, Planning Manager
Dan Kelly, Rancho Mission Vigjo

cd\advplanienvironmentali\Ranch Plan-NOP Lir
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March 26, 2003

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
Attention: Chuck Shoemaker

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Subject: Response to the Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
589 for “The Ranch Plan” (PA 01-0114) SCH#2003021141 (our file: inter-
jurisdictional Project Review 2001-03, Rancho Mission Vigjo)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
proposed Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The significant magnitude of this proposed
project coupled with its close proximity to our City could result in potentially significant
impacts which we believe need to be thoughtfully considered.

We understand that the County of Orange is preparing an Environmental Impact Report
for Rancho Mission Viejo's “ The Ranch Plan” which would resultin the development of up
to 14,000 dwelling units, 130 acres of urban activity center uses, 258 acres of business
park uses, 39 acres of neighborhood retail uses, up to four golf courses, a proposed 1,079
acre regional park, and about 13,161 acres of open space area. A 420-acre portion of the
proposed open space would include up to 100 home sites, a private golf course with a
limited number of associated attached dwelling units and equestrian facilities.
Development is planned to occur over approximately 30 years. We understand those
ranching activities would also be retained within a portion of the proposed open space
area. The infrastructure would be constructed to support all of these uses, including road
improvements, utility improvements and schools. The number and locations of the schools
will be further refined during the entitlement review processes. Existing agricultural uses
may also be expanded as a result of project implementation.

We understand development would occur over a period of 30 years. However, a phasing
plan has evidently not been developed for the property. |In order to conduct the
environmental impact report analysis, a phasing plan will be necessary and the applicant
should be requested to submit the same. The phasing plan could depict relative as
opposed to actual time frames of development.

DRYUG USE
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Planning and Development Services Dept.
Environmental Planning Services Division 2 March 26, 2003

While this project will require preparation of a full environmental impact report covering all
topical areas under California Environmental Quality Act, areas of particular concern to the
City include the following:

Aesthetics. Given the intensity and location of proposed development directly adjacent to
the City to the east, especially Planning Areas 1 and 11, aesthetic impacts on the City of
San Juan Capistrano may be potentially significant. The environmental impact report needs
to study and address potentially significant aesthetic impacts considering the following:

. Views of the project from arterial streets within the City including Ortega
Highway and San Juan Creek Road.

. Views from Ortega Highway approaching the City, as well as views of the
City edge from La Pata Avenue northbound and Antonio Parkway
southbound.

. Views of major ridgeline and slope grading within Planning Areas 1 and 11.

. Views of the project with respect to removal of the existing agricultural citrus
groves located in Planning Area 1, on the hiliside north of Ortega Highway.

. Views along Ortega Highway and alterations to the roads scenic corridor
value which reflects the City’s rural, agricultural heritage.

. Views of project areas in Planning Area 1resulting in the removal of existing

groves adjacent to Ortega Highway.

Aesthetic impacts should be assessed using digitized photographic simulation and indicate
“before” and “after” views. Such analysis needs to consider the fact that Ortega Highway
is a designated “scenic drive” under the City’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element. Also, the impact analysis needs to consider the provisions of the City's General
Plan Community Design Element with respect to hillside development and ridgeline
preservation. Finally, the City's major trail system provides public vistas which would be
significantly impacted by the proposed development. The environmental impact report
consulting contract needs to include adequate provision for extensive view impact analysis.

The environmental impact report consulting contract should include provisions for the
preparation and analysis of up to fifteen (15) view locations, using “digitized photographic
simulations” in order to determine potentially significant aesthetic impacts on the City of
San Juan Capistrano. The view locations should be selected in consultation with City staff.
The environmental impact report aesthetic impact analysis should evaluate view impacts
in the context of the City's General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element and
Community Design Element

In addition, mass grading of Planning Area 1 could be more extensive than now envisioned
in order to provide slope stabilization. Planned soils and geological testing of the project
site may reveal existing conditions requiring remedial geological stabilization which could
involve more extensive grading and iandform alteration than that assessed solely as part
of the aesthetic analysis.
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Consequently, the soils and geoclogy testing needs to be concluded prior to completing the
aesthetic impact analysis, in particular for those views of the ridgelines and hillsides
forming Planning Area 1 so as to assess the limits of grading based on any potential
geoclogical remedial grading.

Air Quality. Short-term air quality impacts in the form of respirable particulate matier
(PM10) associated with the substantial project grading, could result in potentially significant
impacts to residents in the area. The environmental impact report needs to address
potentially significant short-term air quality impacts related to site grading and construction.
The City is particularly interested in the grading and development of Planning Area 1,
where such development has the potential to directly affect existing residents in the City.
Diurnal winds and air movement will transport airborne particulate matter into the City
affecting residents and their property.

The environmental impact report air quality analysis needs to use a methodology which
assesses construction-related air quality impacts by considering the extent and duration
of grading, the micro climatic conditions, especially prevailing winds, and the proximity of
grading to existing residential neighborhoods in the City of San Juan Capistrano. Also, the
City has established a written policy for mitigating grading impacts through City Council
Policy 422, Standards for Grading Projects to Minimize Impacts which the County should
impose on grading activity in Planning Area 1.

Bioloaical Resources. The project site includes extensive arroyos, stream corridors,
rangelands, and canyons which provide habitat for State and Federally-protected plantand
animal species. San Juan Creek, in particular, is of interest to the City and has the
potential to provide enhanced habitat for multiple species, especially those listed as
“endangered” or “threatened.” On December 16, 1994, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) designated the Arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) as an “endangered”
species. We also understand that previous field work conducted in the context of the
Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP) San Juan Creek provides important
habitat information.

The environmental impact report needs to include provisions for extensive field testing to
determine the habitat range and presence of the Arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) and other
listed riparian flora and fauna, consistent with all current United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) protocols. Field testing should be supplemented with Spring 2003
stream corridor surveys to provide updated and relevant information to determine
potentially significant biological impacts and to identify alternative land planning concepts
which would mitigate impacts to these species.

The Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP) establishes the concept of
connectivity to maintain biological diversity between open space reserve areas. While
Planning Area 11 provides the opportunity for an important habitat linkage between the
City's extensive open space (almost 1000 acres of natural open space located between
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San Juan Creek Road and San Clemente) and the San Juan Creek corridor, Planning Area
1 establishes a barrier between San Juan Creek and the Ladera Open Space conservancy
lands which extend along the westerly edge of Ladera south of Trabuco Creek. A
substantial buffer of between two-thousand and two-thousand five-hundred feet in width
along the easterly City limit would create an important and beneficial habitat linkage
connecting the City’s open space, the San Juan Creek corridor, the Ladera Conservancy,
and Trabuco Creex.

The environmental impact report needs to assess an alternative which would provide a
habitat linkage in the form of a substantial buffer area, between two-thousand and two-
thousand five-hundred in width along the easterly City limit connecting the City's open
space, the San Juan Creek corridor, the Ladera Conservancy lands, and the Trabuco
Creek corridor.

Cultural Resources. The San Juan Creek corridor and adjoining lands represent areas
with relatively high potential for pre-historic (pre-European occupation) Native American
habitation. Along Trabuco Creek within the City of San Juan Capistrano, evidence of pre-
historic villages and encampments has been discovered. The ancient village of Putuidem,
a relatively large Juanefio village, was likely located along Trabuco Creek near the present
day intersection of Camino Capistrano and Junipero Serra Road. t's likely that similar
Native American habitation occurred along portions of San Juan Creek.

The environmental impact report needs to inciude provisions for extensive field testing to
determine the location, extent, and nature of pre-historic Native American habitation, in
particular, villages and encampments. The City asks that cultural resource reports be
prepared consistent with City Council Policy 601, Historic, Archaeological and
Paleontological Resource Management.

In addition, pre-historic human burials have been uncovered during grading activity and
may exist on the project site. Archeologic and paleologic monitoring should be performed
on all grading operations on the project site.

Geology And Soils. The Capistrano Formation, the dominant geological formation of the
coastal hillsides of South Orange County, likely extends into the coastal hills east of and
adjacent to the City. This geological formation is most notable for its lack of geological
stability and the presence of both surficial landslides as well as deep, ancient landslides.
There have been several instances where properties in both San Clemente and San Juan
Capistrano have experienced mass land movement and subsidence where development
on the Capistrano Formation occurred prior to the current state of knowiedge. We are
particularly interested in the proposed development of Planning Area 1 which directly
adjoins the City to the east, where grading and landform alteration have the potential to
directly and indirectly affect existing residential neighborhoods in our City. Grading and
development in Planning Area 1, if not conducted in recognition of existing geologic
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conditions, could potentially precipitate land movement and subsidence along the easterly
City boundary.

The environmental impact report consulting contract should include provisions for
extensive soils and geological testing beginning with the preparation of a research design
which evaluates existing geological maps of the area, recent and historic aerial
photographs of the area, and topographic maps to determire likely areas of geological
instability. The purpose of the research design effort would be to establish a program for
field testing that identifies the location of test trenches, auger-bucket borings and hollow-
stem borings. The research design and proposed field testing program, for those
development areas situated directly east of the City (Planning Area 1), should be subject
to review and comment by the City of San Juan Capistrano.

Hydrology And Water Quality. The environmental impact report will need to address the
potential stormwater drainage and water quality impacts of the proposed development.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are presently completing preparation of a flood
management report on the San Juan Creek Watershed. Presently, the City of San Juan
Capistrano and other local agencies are evaluating local design options that would
preclude significant modifications to present flood control improvements. While the project
will need to incorporate extensive use of water retention and detention basins to minimize
drainage impacts and improve water quality, the project site also presents a unique
opportunity to incorporate design features that will create significant benefits, in terms of
both water quality management and flood control, to the project and adjacent jurisdictions.

The environmental impact report should evaluate design features which mitigate not only
the project's drainage and water quality impacts, but addresses 100 year flood conditions
on downstream improvements and any existing deficiencies in existing flood control. Storm
drainage and water quality improvements in excess of those necessary to address the
project's impacts would likely require funding by public agencies including the Orange
County Flood Control District and/or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Mass grading and the location of development along stream corridors has the potential to
exacerbate drainage and flooding problems on downstream properties in the City of San
Juan Capistrano. The project needs to prepare and submit a conceptual storm drainage
plan and a conceptual water quality management pian.

The environmental impact report consulting contract should include provisions for the
analysis of the proposed project's conceptual storm drainage plan and conceptual water
quality management plan. The conceptual stormwater drainage plan and accompanying
hydrology analysis should assume worst-case scenario baseline conditions for the 100
year flood within the San Juan Creek watershed and identify appropriate improvements at
a conceptual level to mitigate the potential drainage and flood impacts of the proposed
project. The conceptual water quality management plan should be analyzed with respect
to the standards and conditions established by the San Diego Regional Water Quality
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Control Board's applicable National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Requirements
(NPDES) regional permit.

Land Use And Planning. The City's historical growth pattern has resulted in a defined
community core bordered by employment and moderate density housing which is bordered
by low-density residential development.

The environmental impact report needs to include an assessment of land use compatibility
of Planning Area 1 based on the City's current development pattern and the pre-dominant
low density residential development along the easterly City limit in the context of the City's
historical development pattern.

As part of the alternatives analysis, the environmental impact report should analyze an
alternative development plan which designates Planning Area 1 for transitional open space
and low density residential use, consistent with development within the City so as to
establish distinct community identities between The Ranch and the City of San Juan
Capistrano. The alternative plan should create a defined “core” in Planning Area 3 which
reinforces the identity of the ultimate incorporated City that will evolve from The Ranch
Plan.

Public Services. The proposed project must ultimately meet the Local Agency Formation
Comnission objective of providing a full compliment of urban services and possess the
long-term fiscal viability to support incorporation. Planning Areas 1 and 11 directly adjoin
the City of San Juan Capistrano and may be more effectively serviced by San Juan
Capistrano.

The environmental impact report needs to evaluate the potential fiscal viability of The
Ranch Plan to support incorporation. In addition, the environmental impact report needs
to assess an alternative which would involve annexation of Planning Areas 1 and 11 into
the City of San Juan Capistrano.

As the Ranch is aware, the City is presently constructing a groundwater recovery plant
within the City to increase our independence and rely more on locally produced water. The
environmental impact report needs to assess the development plan with respect to
potential impact on groundwater recharge in the basin. To the extent the project
incorporates detention basins and holding ponds for landscape irrigation and related
purposes, the project would provide opportunities to recharge the San Juan groundwater
basin.

Noise. Ortega Highway has long been a source of noise impacts to existing residential
neighborhoods which border Ortega. Those neighborhoods existed long before a policy
of suburban development governed County fand use planning. The proposed project will
increase traffic volumes substantially along Ortega with associated noise impacts.
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The environmental impact report needs to include a comprehensive noise impact analysis
of mobile noise sources along the Ortega Highway between the easterly City limit and
Interstate 5. To the extent the project may result in significant noise impacts, the project
needs to provide appropriate mitigation. Providing alternative road connections to the
project outside the City so as to minimize traffic volume increases on Ortega Highway
should be an alternative that is discussed in assessing noise impacts.

In addition, the environmental impact report needs to assess the potential impact of
construction-related noise on residential neighborhoods in 8an Juan Capistrano, in
particular, from grading and construction activity in Planning Area 1. Staging areas for
grading equipment and construction should be located as far as possible from existing
neighborhoods.

Transportation. The project will result in potentially significant traffic impacts on arterial
street intersections and links within the City of San Juan Capistrano which will need to be
analyzed in the project traffic impact analysis. Given the magnitude of the proposed
project and it's potential impact on the City’s arterial street, the traffic impact study needs
to include the City's “Master Plan of Streets and Highways" street system within the
project’s traffic impact analysis study area.

The traffic impact analysis, for those arterial links and intersections within our City, should
comply with City Administrative Policy #310.

The environmental impact report's traffic impact study should include the City's “Master
Plan of Streets and Highways” street system within the project study area in compliance
with City Administrative Policy #310, Preparation & Use of Traffic Studies. Prior to
inclusion in the draft environmental impact report, the County will solicit review and
comment on the draft traffic impact analysis from the City of San Juan Capistrano for that
portion of the project study area situated within the City's corporate limits.

Where the project would significantly impact existing arterial streets, the project will have
to construct necessary street improvements or pay circulation program fees to mitigate
those impacts. We endorse a collaborative process working with Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) in formulating a mitigation plan which will maximize the
effectiveness of mitigating improvements and circulation fee funding.

We strongly support the concept of a realigned Ortega Highway through the proposed
project which will preserve the scenic corridor value of that road east of the City while
notentially minimizing traffic impacts.

As a circulation alternative, we recommend that the environmental impact report evaluate
the potential extension of Avery Parkway from its current terminus to existing Ortega
Highway/realigned Ortega Highway. Avery Parkway has the potential to provide needed
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capacity now being accommodated by Crown Valley Parkway in Mission Viejo, and Ortega
Highway.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for this
project. When available, coordinate your technical report preparation with Thomas
Tomlinson, Planning Director and Bill Ramsey, Principal Planner in the Planning
Department. Please add the following staff to your public notice mailing list for this project:

George Scarborough, City Manager
City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

Thomas Tomlinson, Planning Director
City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistrano, CA 82675

William Ramsey, AICP, Principal Planner
City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistranc, CA 92675

We've also established a public natice mailing list to supplement the County's list and will
forward that list to you in MS Word format. We ask that supplement your project public
notice mailing list so that property owners within the City potentially affected by this project
have the opportunity to participate in the public decision-making process.

We look forwargd to working with you and your staff on this significant project.
/1
I

Sipcerely, /|

George Scarborough
- City Manager |

Enclosures: City Council Policy 422, Standards for Grading Projects to Minimize impacts.

Administrative Policy 310, Preparation and Use of Traffic Studies.
#0103mmv-iedrev.wpd

cc:  Tom Tomlinson, Planning Director
William Ramsey, AICP, Principal Planner
Douglas Dumbhart, Principal Management Analyst
William Huber, Engineering & Building Director
Sam Shoucair, Senior Engineer
Alan Oswald, Senior Engineer-Traffic



ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY

DATE ADOPTED  06/27/89 POLICY NO. _310_
REVISED 04/07/98 PAGE_1 _OF__8
CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES

PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing fraffic studies.

in order to effectively evaluate the traffic impacts associated with proposed development
applications, the City establishes the following guidelines for the preparation of traffic
reports. The intent of this policy is to assure that City staff and decision-makers have
accurate and necessary information to understand the potential traffic impacts of proposed
development projects.

L PROJECT ORIENTATION MEETING. The City Traffic Engineer shall conduct an
orientation meeting with the traffic consultant to discuss the project, scope of work,
trip generation, trip distribution, cumulative traffic, existing road
conditions/geometrics, background traffic growth and other matters deemed
appropriate.

I CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN (CMP) CONSISTENCY. Al traffic reports
will use a land use data base for trip generation purposes which is consistent with
Congestion Management Plan (CMP) requirements established by the Orange
County Transportation Authority (OCTA). Traffic consultants should refer to the
most current edition of the "Orange County Congestion Management Program,
Implementation of Land Use/Socio-Economic Data Consistency Requirement for
Modeling in CMP-Required Traffic Impact Analyses”.

HH REPORT FORMAT. Consultants shall write traffic reports in a clear, concise
terminology understandable by most laypersons. All pages shall be numbered
consecutively. The traffic report shall be organized as follows:

Executive Summary.

Table of contents.

Project Description.

Project Trip Generation, Distribution and Assignment.
Existing Conditions.

Existing plus Project Conditions.

Existing plus Project plus Cumulative Conditions.
Traffic Analyses of Study Area Intersections and Links.
1. Intersection Capacity Analyses (ICU).

2. Intersection Capacity Analyses (HCM)

TOTMoOO W
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SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES

PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.

3. Link Capacity Analyses (ICU).
4. Traffic Signal Impacts.

3 Fair-share Analysis.

J. Traffic Accident History.

K. Site Access & On-site Circulation.

L. Principal Findings.

M Appendices.

V.  REPORT CONTENTS

A EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Summary of findings, conclusions, and proposed
mitigation improvements (not more than two pages).

B. TABLE OF CONTENTS: The report will include a table of contents, and
table of figures/exhibits, with dot leader and page numbers. All pages within
the report shall be numbered consecutively.

C. INTRODUCTION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1. Site and study area boundaries, including complete project
description, vicinity map, and site plan.

2. Existing and proposed site uses.

3. Existing and proposed uses in vicinity of site.

4. Existing and proposed roadways and intersections, illustrations to

show existing striping and driveways (on both side of the street) along
project frontage and minimum of five hundred (500) feet beyond.

D. PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT:

1. TRIP GENERATION: Standard Institute of Transportation Engineers (iTE)
rates shall be used except site specific rates may be utilized with the
approval of the City Traffic Engineer. Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA) and/or San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
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SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES

PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.

trip rates may be utilized where appropriate when ITE rates are not
applicable or available.

2, TRIP DISTRIBUTION: Regional trip distribution may be based on the
Orange County Traffic Analysis Model (OCTAM) or the City's Traffic Model
data. The actual trip distribution shall be subject to approval by the City
Traffic Engineer prior to completing subsequent phases of the report. Amap
illustrating study area trip distribution shall be included in the report.

3. TRIP ASSIGNMENT: All project trips shall be assigned to the circulation
system and carried {c the limits of the study area except for internal trips
which shall be specifically identified as to origin/destination. A map
illustrating the project trip assignments shall be included in the report.

E. EXISTING CONDITIONS: The report shall include “existing” peak hour {AM and
PM) and 24-hour (ADT) traffic counts (average of three consecutive days) for the
arterial street network in the project study area. Such counts shall be taken when
schools are in session. During period when schools are not in session, traffic
counts willinclude an adjustment factor approved by the Traffic Engineer to account
for school-related traffic. Traffic counts during weekends may be required. A
diagram shall be included in the report to graphically illustrate traffic counts in the
project study area. .

F. EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS: The report shall include projected
“existing plus project” peak hour {(AM and PM) and 24-hour (ADT) traffic volumes
for the project study area. A diagram shall be included in the report to graphicaily
iifustrate traffic volumes in the project study area.

G, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PLUS CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS:

1. The report shall include a summary of all “cumulative” projects (approved but
not constructed) with peak hour (AM and PM) and 24-hour (ADT) traffic
volumes which would result in significantly traffic within the project study
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SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES
PURPOSE: Tao provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.
area. A diagram shall be included in the report to graphically illustrate traffic
volumes.
2. The report shall include projected “existing plus project plus cumulative®

traffic volumes for peak hour (AM and PM) and 24-hour (ADT) in the project
study area including estimated background (through) traffic, and approved
cumulative projects. A diagram shall be included in the report to graphically
illustrate traffic volumes.

H. TRAFFIC ANALYSES:

1. INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS:

a. intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) analysis at all signalized study
area intersections during AM and PM peak hours for “existing”
conditions.

b. Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) analysis at all signalized study

area intersections during AM and PM peak hours for “existing plus
project” conditions.

c. Intersection Capagcity Utilization (ICU) analysis at all signalized study -
area intersections during AM and PM peak hours for “existing plus
project plus cumulative” traffic conditions.

2. HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL (HCM) ANALYSIS:

a. The most current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) at
all unsignalized study area intersections, and at all signalized study
area intersections with an ICU of "C", "D", "E” or "F" during AM and
PM peak hours for “existing” conditions.

b. The most current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) at
all unsignalized study area intersections, and at all signalized study
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SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES

PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.

area intersection with an ICU of “C”, "D”, “E” or “F” during AM and PM
peak hours for “existing plus project” conditions.

c. The most current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) at
all unsignalized study area intersections, and at all signalized study
area intersections with arn ICU of “C”, “D", “E” or “F" during AM and
PM peak hours for “existing pius project plus cumulative” conditions.

3. LINK CAPACITY ANALYSIS:

a. Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) link capacity analysis (V/C ratio)
at study area arterial links based on ADT for “existing” conditions. 2

b. intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) link capacity analysis (V/C ratio)
at study area arterial links based on ADT for “existing plus project”
conditions. "2

C. Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) link capacity analysis (V/C ratio)
at study area arterial links based on ADT for "existing pius project plus
cumulative” traffic conditions. "2

' The most current edition of the “Orange County Highway Design Manual®, Highway
Capacity Values (1991) shall be the source for determining link capacity.

? The City Traffic Engineer may require Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Link Capacity
Analysis for critical links during peak periods.

{(Project impacts shall be considered significant if ICU analysis resuits in an increase of
0.01 ICU or greater or HCM analysis results in an increase of one second or more per
vehicle (1.0 sec/vehicle} of average delay. Lane capacity shall be considered 1600
vehicles perhour (VPH) forthe purpose of intersection capacity unless otherwise approved
by the Traffic Engineer.}
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PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.

The report will include the following table format to display the preceding analysis:

intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU} Methodology

Scenario {1 {2 (3) {4} {5)
Existing Existing plus | Existing pius Project Cumulative
Project Project plus Impact? Impact
Cumulative
Intersection # icu 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 (.00
LCS A A A

? Cofumn (2) minus (1) is 0.01 or greater; and “LOS" (2) is "E” or “F"
? Column (2) minus (1) is 0.01 or greater; and *LOS" (2} is “A", “B", “C", and "LOS" (3} iz "E" ar “F"
{Note: The Growth Management Element establishes a minimum intersection level-of-service of “D™)

Highway Capacity Manual {(HCM) Methodology

Scenario 1 {2) {3} {4) {5)
Existing Existing plus | Existing plus Project Cumulative
Project Project plus Impact impact®
Cumulative
intersection # HCM 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
LOS A A A

2 Column (2) minus (1) is 1.0 or greater: and "LOS" (2) is “E" or *F”
* Column (2) minus (1) is 1.0 or greater; and “LOS” {2) is “A”, *B”, “C” or "D, and “LOS (3} is “E" or "F"
{Note: The Growth Management Element estabiishes a minimum intersection level-of-service of “D7)
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SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES
PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.
Link Capacity Analysis (V/C) Methodology
Scenario {1} {2) (3} {4} {5}
Existing Existing plus | Existing plus Project Cumuiative
Project Project plus impact? impact®
Cumulative
i s e re——4
Link# ViC 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00
LOS
A A A

2 Cotumn (2) minus {1) is 0.01 or greater: and “"LOS” {2} is D", “E” or “F*
3 Column (23 minus (1) is 0.01 or greater, and “LOS" (2} is “A”, “B", or “C”, and “LOS" {3) is "D", "E” or “F".
{Note: The Growth Management Elermnent establishes a minimum link level-of-service of "C")

4. TRAFFIC SIGNAL IMPACTS:

a. Warrant analysis of unsignalized intersections within the
study area to determine the need for new traffic signals.
b. fmpact on existing signai progression (signal phasing).

PROJECT FAIR SHARE ANALYSIS: This section will include a calculation of the
project’s fair-share analysis percentages (pro-rated share per city Council Policy
111, Fair-Share Methodology) to determine the project’s responsibility for
constructing and/or financing all necessary mitigation improvements which are
part of the General Plan Circulation Element’s “Master Plan of Streets and
Highways".
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SUBJECT: PREPARATION AND USE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES

PURPOSE: To provide a useful guideline in preparing traffic studies.

J. TRAEEIC ACCIDENT HISTORY: The report will include data on traffic accidents
at all links and intersections within the study area and identify the accident rate
(no. of accidents per million vehicles). Where the accident rate exceeds
professionally accepted standards (e.g. 1 per 1,000,000 vehicles) and road
conditions are a contributing factor, the report will include recommended
mitigation.

K. SITE ACCESS & ON-SITE CIRCULATION: The report will include a review of
proposed site access and on-site traffic circulation to determine compliance with
City standards & policies. Other conditions specific to a project may also be
required to be addressed in the report as directed by the City Engineer.

L. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

1. Primary findings and conclusions of the study including a summary of the
direct and indirect project impacts.

2. Proposed traffic mitigation (improvements) and analyses of mitigation:
a. Recommended traffic mitigation improvements.
b. ICU analysis and levels of service (LOS) at “deficient” study area
intersections, based on recommended mitigation improvements.
c. Link capacity analysis and levels of services (LOS) along “deficient”

study area links, based on recommended mitigation improvements.

3. Proposed mitigation to address site access and on-site traffic circulation
issues.

M. APPENDIX (Field Traffic counts; detailed ICU and HCM calculations; Accident
Diagrams, etc.}

HEHE



CITY OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO

COUNCIL POLICY
Effective Policy
Subject: Page Date Number
STANDARDS FOR GRADING 10of3 9/19/00 422

PROJECTS TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS

Grading within the City of San Juan Capistrano has the potential to impact adjacent
properties with dust, dirt and mud from erosion, construction noise, and other adverse
conditions.

The topography and soil types that exist within the City present special conditions that, if
not addressed through the technical review and permit process, could impact the
conditions of properties adjacent to a project site. Long-term grading operations can create
exposed slopes and land areas that present a negative visual appearance if not
immediately planted with erosion ground cover.

To ensure that these issues described above are fully understood and addressed as early
as possible in the development review process, it is the policy of the City Council that the
following standards be enforced through conditions of approval, grading permit plan check,
inspection processing, establishment of minimum level of grading bonds, and the conduct
of grading operations once initiated:

1. Grading plans for all development projects such as subdivisions, parcel maps, or
individual commercial or residential developments shall be reviewed to identify any
potential adverse impacts to adjacent or neighboring properties or the community.
A grading impact assessment shall be prepared by City staff for each grading
project that shail include assessment of proximity of adjacent residences,
construction access, prevailing wind patterns, noise exposure, dust migration, and
possible mud and debris patterns. Residential subdivisions or non-residential
development projects shall include a grading impact assessment as part of the staff
agenda item to be transmitted to City commission and/or City Council. Small or
individual grading projects that do not require a discretionary action shall also be
analyzed by City staff for potential impacts and, if found necessary, conditions of
approval placed upon any permit issuance.

2. All discretionary land use approvals shall include conditions that specifically address
any adverse impacts identified by the grading impact assessment prepared by the
City. Conditions of approval that include the following shall be considered by the
applicable decision-making body of the City:



Effective Policy
Subject: Page Date Number

STANDARDS FOR GRADING 20f3 9/19/00 422
PROJECTS TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS

o Length of the grading operation

" Provisions for a Dust Control Program that addresses situations during grading and
at the completion of grading operation.

» Designated stockpile areas including the visual impacts of such operations, both in
the short-term and long-term.

= Noise impacts to adjacent properties related to construction activities.
L Phasing or methods of grading operations that minimize off-site impacts.
u Construction access to the site and a program for daily removal mud and dirt from

streets and roads.

3. Grading projects shall post cash of other liquid security, if approved by the City
Attorney, equal to the estimated cost to instail erosion control devices per an
Erosion Control Plan approved by the Building Official. If the required erosion
control devices or systems are not installed as required by the Building Official, the
bond shall be forfeited and the funds used by the City to complete or maintain the
erosion control devices or systems. If the funds that are forfeited are not sufficient
to cover the cost, additional funds shall be posted before the grading project will be
allowed to continue.

4. All grading permits shall provide a restoration and compietion bond as provided by
City Ordinance in an amount as determined by the Building Official. Inthe eventof
non-compliance with conditions of approval or adopted standards for conducting
grading operations, including final landscaping, the Building Official shall declare
the grading project to be in default and the Bonding Company is to be placed on
notice in a form approved by the City Attorney of the City's intention to foreclose on
the bonds, if the corrective remedies are not immediately forthcoming.

5. All grading permits shall contain a time schedule for the completion of the grading
and/or phases and the installation of erosion control planting including interim and
final landscaping. Failure to complete the grading in the time specified shall be
grounds for declaring the project in default, and a foreclosure of the completion or
restoration bond shall be processed by the Building Official.
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Subject: Page Date Number

STANDARDS FOR GRADING 3of3 9/19/00 422
PROJECTS TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS

6.

All grading plans shall designate the location of any stockpile areas and the plan
shall identify areas where stockpile operations are to be excluded. Stockpile areas
shall be located such that adjacent properties are not impacted from dust migration
or long-term visual intrusions (greater than five working days). If the location of
stockpile areas are to be moved or relocated, a revised plan shall be approved by
the Building Official prior to commencing the stockpile. If the stockpile is part of a
dynamic grading operation, the specifics of such an operation are to be clearly
delineated on the grading permit plans.

Grading contractors shall be advised by City inspection staff that grading is to
accomplished in such a manner that impacts to surrounding properties are
minimized and will be subject to vigorous inspection controls to insure that the job
produces minimal adverse impacts on the residents and property owners of the City.

Grading that consists of less than fifty cubic yards may be subject to the
requirements of this policy if the cumulative amount of grading presents similar
impacts, or when taken as a whole, the grading has the potential for adverse
impacts. The Building Official is authorized to impose appropriate permit
requirements and controls on minor, unregulated grading when the sensitivity of the
project warrants such action.



CITY OF RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA

March 22, 2003

Mayer
Gary Thompson
Mayor Pro Tempore Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Neil C. Blais Planning and Development Services Department
Council Members Environmental Planning Services Division
Carol Gamble 300 North Flower Street

Jerry Holloway

e AT Al frmia G T .
James M. Thor Santa Ana, Californjia 927024048

City Manager Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact
D. James Hart, Ph.D.
Report #589

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) to prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) #589 for the development of the Rancho Mission Viejo
property located adjacent to the City of Rancho Santa Margaritds
southern boundary. The City is very interested in the proposed project
and the development review process for the property. The City of
Rancho Santa Margarita has reviewed the NOP and offers the
following comments/questions for consideration in the preparation of
DEIR #589:

. Pg. 1 Description of the Project: A complete evaluation of
necessary school sites should be included and considered with
this project. The EIR should identify the specific need for the
facilities and the project should include potential locations.
When developments such as the one proposed does not include
this full evaluation at the master plan level, difficulties in
locating additional schools may arise as the community
develops and ages.

2. Pg. 5 Description of the Project: What is the timing of the

release of other documents related to this project area (i.e.,

) NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSSA joint EIS/EIR)? How does this
timing relate to the proposed project?

3. Pg. 9 Planning Areas: How does this project propose 10 be
fiscally viable and sustainable with the proposed uses?

90211 Avenida de las Bandseras, Suite 107 ¢ Rancho Sania Margarita = California 92688
Bhone: (049) B35-1800 « Fax: (349} 635-1840 « www.citycfrsmorg



9.

10.

11.

Pg. 10 Schools: Please explain the detatled analysis of school
needs.  The figures provided in this section seem {0
underestimate the need for schools given a proposal for up to
14,000 new dwelling units.

Pg. 11 Trabuco Creek Road: How does the deletion of this
extension from the MPAH relate to the proposed project?

Pg. 17 Land Use Element: This section states that the Open
Space designation within the County's General Plan Land Use
Element is considered a “holding zoné for property. How is
permanent Open Space depicted in the General Plan? How
will the designated Open Space for the proposed project be
depicted in the General Plan and why?

Pg. 18 Wildlife Habitat Areas: How will the Resource Element
be amended to reflect permanent habitat reserve in conjunction
with the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA if these processes are
not complete prior to consideration of this DEIR?

Pg. 19 Master Plan of Regional Recreationul Facilities: How
will the remainder of the developmen(s proposed Open Space
be treated in this Master Plan? Will it become part of other
Regional parklands? Why or why not?

Pg. 20 Existing Setting and Surrounding Land Uses: How does
the proposed plan preservation of resources compare 1o the
specified priorities of NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA
processes?

Pg. 21 Growth Management: How will the proposed Planned
Community meet the Growth Management Goal of self-
sustenance?

Po. 22 Land Use (3): How will the proposed Planned
Community meet the Gown Management Element policy on
Balance Community Development?

.Pg. 22 Housing (3 How will the proposed  Planned

Community meet the goal to reduce overall regional VMTY

. Pg. 23 Public Services/Public Safety/Governance (1): How

will the proposed Planned Community meet this goal ?



14.Pg. 23 Recreation (4); How will the proposed Planned
Community meet this goal? What standards for parks have
been developed?

15. Pg. 24 Natural/Biological Resources: Will these processes be
completed in unison (proposed project approval, NCCP/HCP
approval, SAMP/MSAA approval)?

Environmental Analvsis Checldist Responses

i. Pg. 4 Transportation/Circulation: The traffic analysis should
evaluate all impacts on neighboring city roadways under all
scenarios.

2

Pg. 9 Hazards: Please indicate any proposed evacuation routes
for the proposed project.

Please forward a copy of the DEIR and appendices when they become
available. Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on
the NOP. If you have any questions, please contact me al (949) 635-
1800.

Sincerely,

<&L.L\ma\§§d®~0/m

Kathleen Haton
Planning Director



Oxraxge County Fire AuTHORITY

P. O. Box 86, Orange, CA 92856-9086 « 180 South Water St., Orange, CA
92866-2123
Chip Prather, Fire Chief (714) 289-3712 www.ocfaorg

March 18, 2003

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division: Chuck Shoemaker
300 N, Flower St.

P. O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Subject: CEQA, EIR, NOP Responsibilities at Orange County Fire Authority

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

In May, 2002, the Orange County Fire Authority consolidated the Advance Planning and Strategic
Planning sections to Strategic Services. The Strategic Services section is responsible for CEQA, EIR’s
and Notice of Preparations. Recently, we have not been receiving documentation in a manner that
allows us to respond within the timeframes established due to addressing the above referenced
documents to individuals or other sections.

Please address all environmental documents to the OCFA/Strategic Services section in lieu of a name.
Please include the OCFA Planning and Development Service Request Form, with fees paid noted, on all
submittals. 1am not sure if the delays are in the Pony mail system, but I am assured that the best way to
forward documents to us is through the outgoing mail located in PDS/Subdivisions. Our Planning and
Development messenger stops by the counter daily.

Hopefully this will expedite the process. If you have any additional questions, please contact me at (714)
744-0484.

Sincerely,

Gene Begnell
Battalion Chief, Strategic Services

Serving the Cities oft Buena Purk » Cypress » Dana Point = Irvine + Laguna Hills + Laguna Niguel « Laguna Woods + Lake Forest» 1a Palma « Los Alamitos «
Mission Viee » Placentfa » Rancho Santa Margarita « San Clemente - San Suan Capistrane » Seat Heach « Stanton « Tustin + Villa Park « Westminster « Yorba Linda « and
Unincorporafed Areas of Orange County

RESIDENTIAL SPRINKLERS AND SMOKE DETECTORS SAVE LIVES



ORANGE COUNTY FIRE AUTHORITY
P.O. Box 86, Orange, CA 92856-0086 o 145 South Water 5t., Orange, CA 92866

Chip Prather, Fire Chief (714) 744-0400

March 18, 2003

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division: Chuck Shoemaker
300 N. Flower St.

P. O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Re: Rancho Mission Viejo “The Ranch Plan”

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

Thank you for the opportunity to cormment on the Ranch Plan. The Orange County Fire Authority
(OCFA) has considered the potential impacts associated with this proposal and would like to
offer some preliminary comment.

The OCFA has identified that the project will present significant impacts to existing fire and
rescue services. Currently, the OCFA is responsible for provision of these services to the project
area. The redevelopment into the proposed use would pose significant new service needs not
only within the project area, but regionally as well. Much of the proposed development is
outside of the maximum response times for existing fire facilities. New fire station(s) are needed
to serve the proposed development. As such, the developer will be required to enter into a
Secured Fire Protection Agreement with the OCFA for provision of necessary facilities,
apparatus, and fire and rescue supplies and equipment. A final determination of fire station
needs and locations will be made at a future date when more information is known about
phasing, circulation and access, and build-out in adjacent planning areas. Appropriate capital
improvements and resources will be required to meet the anticipated fire service delivery
requirements.

Agricultural related hazardous material and waste are known to exist within the planning region.
There may be methane issues near the landfill. Specific sites may require remediation and other
treatments prior to development. All of the area is within hazardous native vegetation and the
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone/Special Fire Protection Area. Development within the area
may require sigmificant efforts to reduce wildfire hazards including setbacks and fuel
modification.

Serving the Cities oft Aliso Vieio « Buena Park « Cypress » Dana Point o [rvine o Laguna Hills » Laguna Niguet o Laguna Woods « Lake Forest o La Palmi »
Los Alamitos » Mission Viejo « Placentia « Rancho Santa Margarita « San Clemenie « San Juan Capistrano « Seal Beach « Stanton « Tustin ¢ Villz Parkc e
Westminster « Yorba Linda o and Unincorporated Areas of Crange County

RESIDENTIAL SPRINKLERS AND SMOKE DETECTORS SAVE LIVES
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Another key area of concern to the OCFA is emergency access. We have a need to have rapid access to
Ortega Hwy and the areas beyond the Ranch Plan, which the proposed re-alignment may severely
impact. The deletion of the Crown Valley Parkway segment may also have significant regional
impacts and may cause additional fire facility needs. Chiquita Canyon Road should connect with both
Crown Valley Parkway and Coto de Caza Drive for effective emergency response and evacuation in the
region. Fire station placement in the area was developed with the understanding that these segments
would be provided. In order to serve this area without the construction of excessive fire stations, it must
be possible to have access between areas in a manner that allow the most effective use of the required
TESOUrces.

The OCFA has significant concerns in the development of the project within historical wildfire areas.
Adherence to special development conditions as well as all other standard condition of the OCFA would
be required during project submittal and development. A full list of these requirements is available
through the OCFA Planning and Development Section.

The following are arcas of interest to our Planning and Development Section:

s Fuel Modification and interagency cooperation with both USFW and CDFG. Since development
will require significant fuel modification surrounding development areas that abutting the
urban/wildland interface, OCFA will work closely with both agencies to provide both the
necessary fire protection and protect the endangered plant and wildlife species as identified in the
NCCP. The NOP did not take advantage of this opportunity to encourage inferagency
cooperation for this subject. Further, new Fuel Modification Guidelines will be in affect prior to
the draft EIR document’s circulation for public comment.

o Strect design will be a significant issue for the development of this planned community. OCFA
will need to meet with traffic engineers in order to comment on street design, especially
regarding arterial highways with long median islands and local streets. Considering the demand
for on-street parking and the fact that significant residential development will occur in the SFPA
arcas, the design for local street width will be important for OCFA to provide adequate space for
vehicular circulation. Further, the street design portion is necessary to create opportunities for a
circulation system criteria to limit the lengths of cul-de-sac streets, communities needing more
than two streets for access when exceeding 150 residences, guidelines for turn-around for fire
apparatus, etc.

» The NOP document stressed a need to provide adequate water supplies to serve this planned
community. This includes the construction of backbone infrastructure, such as reservoir tanks,
new water lines, pumping stations, etc. OCFA is concerned that water availability is adequate to

" meet the demands of fire hydrants and automatic fire sprinkler systems throughout this planned
community. OCFA will work with the water agency responsible for designing the water
infrastructure in order to create a comprehensive plan to meet potential demands.

¢ The NOP document refers the future development of public facilities. OCFA should work with
the appropriate districts or agencies to incorporate design elements that meet requirements for
public facilities, including emergency access, water availability, fire access to within 150-feet of
all buildings, fire lane markings, turn-around, fire hydrants, etc.
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One final issue is the phasing of the proposed project. Emergency services will need to be provided to
new areas that are outside of the OCFA response guidelines. Since the configuration of the project and
the subunits are such that little of the project is served by current or proposed fire stations, the developer
needs to develop a comprehensive plan that addresses the Fire/EMS delivery in this area and that sets the
timeframes and trigger points for initiation of services within the project by geographic area. The issue
we would like addressed is to have the development phased in a manner that allows the maximum use of
existing resources before new resources are required to be established. This is important, as the new
resources are not always capable of being provided by the revenues produced during the early phases of
development.

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at (714) 744-0484.

Sincerely,

Rattalion Chief, Strategic Services

Serving the Cities of: Buena Park » Cypress « Dana Point » Irvine « Lsguna Hijls » Laguna Niguel » Laguna Woods » Lake Forest « La Paima « Los Alamitos «
Mission Vigjo - Placentia - Rancho Santa Margarita « San Clemente - San Juan Capistrana » Seal Beach » Stanton « Tustin + Vilia Park « Westminster « Yorba Linda » and
Unincorporated Areas of Orange County

RESIDENTIAL SPRINKLERS AND SMOKE DETECTORS SAVE LIVES




James W Siva

hragtor

Charles V. Smith

Director

March 19, 2003

Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services
County of Orange

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Subject: Rancho Mission Viejo Ranch Plan Notice of Preparation
Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) has reviewed the above
referenced document and has the following comments:

The proposed circulation system additions and changes to the Master Plan of
Arterial Highways (MPAH) will require a cooperative interagency traffic impact
study. The initiation of this study has been requested by the County and will
commence in early March. It is the intent of the Orange County Transportation
Authority {(OCTA) that the cooperative MPAH study also serve as the traffic
analysis for the Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR).

The proposed circulation plan shown in Exhibit 5A of the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) differs substantially from the existing and proposed transportation plans
of several agencies, including OCTA, Caltrans and the Transportation Corridor
Agencies (TCA). In particular, the only proposed interchange with the SR-241
Foothill Corridor South does not agree with any of the planned interchange
locations being planned by the TCA. It is unlikely that OCTA, Caltrans or the
TCA would agree to not having an interchange at a location where SR-241
crosses another state highway (SR-74 — Ortega Highway). This and other
changes in the MPAH, including the proposed deletions, will need to be
resoived through the cooperative study process. The recommended
amendments to the MPAH will also need the concurrence of the agencies
participating in the study.

The NOP states that the deletion of the extension of Trabuco Creek Road will
be a part of the proposed changes to the MPAH evaluated in the DEIR.
However, this section of roadway is in the City of Mission Viejo, and is already
the subject of a separate study effort between Mission Viejo and OCTA. As a
result, we respectfully request that this action be removed from consideration in
the DEIR.

Crange County Transportaion Authorily
550 South Main Steest /PO Box 141847 Orange ¢ Caifornin B2R63-1584 7 1714) 560-0CTA (6282
g J




Chuck Shoemaker
March 19, 2003
Page 2

OCTA recommends that public transit be considered as a feasible mitigation
measure. Therefore, it is recommended that transit amenities such as concrete
bus pads and/or bus turnouts be incorporated into the proposed project. The
specific location of these amenities can be determined in the future as the
project moves forward.

The OCTA appreciates the opportunity to provide input on this project. Please
contact me at 714-560-5749 or cwright@octa.net if you have any questions or
concerns.

Sincerely,

Christopher Wright
Associate Transportation Analyst

c: Glen Campbell, Senior Transportation Analyst

Crange County Transporiation Authority
550 South Main Street 7/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange 7 California 92863-1584 /(714 560-00TA {8287}
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TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES

March 24, 2003

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Attention: Chuck Shoemaker

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #589

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) would like to thank you for the opportunity to
review and cominent on the above referenced subjeci At this time, the TCA would like to
provide the following comment:

¢ The Notice of Intent illusirates only one of several possible alignments currently under
environmental preparation review for the extension of SR 241. Please be cognizant of
these potential other alignments as you proceed with the Draft EIR #3589,

The TCA looks forward to reviewing the draft document when it becomes available and should
you have any questions regarding the various alternatives currently under review, please feel free
to contact me at (949) 754-3483.

Smcerely W
Macie Cleary-Mila

Deputy Director
Environmental and Planning

Ce: . Valarie McFali, TCA
Document Control

Wienter D, Krautzen, Chief Executive Officer

125 RACIFICA, SUITE 100, IRVINE 0A 8EE18-3304 = PO BOX 53770 IAVINE CA B2B13-3770 » 343/754-3400 FAX 848/ 754-3467
VIRONWRMY NOP.dog www. thetoliroads.com
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DATE: March 26, 2003

TO: Chuck Shoemaker, Chief, Private Projects, Environmental Planning Services

J ohnr@ m EMM

FROM: Eamest, Chief, Grading Plan Check, Subdivision & Grading Services
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation — Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report
#589 - The Ranch Plan, Rancho Mission Viejo, Orange County, California

The subject package contained a minimum amount of geologic/geotechnical information and no
mnformation related to the proposed grading.

The next to last paragraph under item No. 4 on page 20 of the subject document states ...the geology of
the area contains a wide variety of soils and rock materials. Two faults traverse the project site...one
inactive the other potentially active.. . nearest known active fault is the Newport-Inglewood fault, located
flve miles away. Landslides are located throughout the project site.

Item No. 4 of the Environmental Analysis Checklist identifies geologic and/or geotechnical items that
could have a significant impact upon the proposed development and will require appropriate mitigation.
These items include Local fault rupture, Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction, Have soils incapable
of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of wastewater, Landslides or mudslides, Erosion, changes in topography
or unstable sotl conditions from excavations, grading or fills, Subsidence of the land, and Unique
geologic or physical features.

The Seismic Hazard Zones maps issued by the California Department of Conservation, California
Geologic Survey indicates that portions of the site are subject to earthquake mnduced landslides and
liguefaction.

Please provide a preliminary geologic/geotechnical investigation report that identifies all hazardous
conditions impacting the proposed development. The report must evaluate and provide guidelines for the
proposed development activity as well as mitigations measurers for hazardous conditions. The
information required at this level of review need not be to the degree necessary to obtain a grading permit
but must be sufficient to allow adequate assessment. Please include a grading plan that incorporates the
recommendations of the geologic/geotechnical report in its design.

The analyses of seismically induced landslides and liquefaction must be performed in accordance with
Special Publication 117, issued by the California Department of Conservation and adopted by the
Division of Mines and Geology March 13, 1997.

All grading shall be performed in accordance with the County of Orange Grading and Excavation Code,
County of Orange Grading Manual and the appropriate sections of the Uniform Building Code.




County of Orange m

DATE: May 24, 2003

TO: Chuck Shoemaker, Environmental Planning Services, PDSD

e
FROM: Doug Friedman, Acoustics, Building Permit Services, PDSD FQ);

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation for Draft EIR 589 “The Ranch Plan” General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change (PA0G1-0114)

Comments:

I agree with items 9a. 9b. 9¢. 9d.
[ would consider changing 9e. to “Potential Significant Impact.”

Due to the magnitude of the project and future planned uses, there may be significant generation
of ground-borne vibration and noise. This may be referenced to a previous noise study:

Ortega Highway Noise Studies, Gordon Bricken #97/021, #98/551, #00-336, #00/452. Although
no impact was conclusively determined, the parameters of the study were limited in comparison

to “The Ranch Plan.”

PDSDformA 1799
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DATE: March 24, 2003
TO: Tim Neely, Manager, Environmental Planning Services
FROM: Acting Manager,Subdivision and Grading Services

SUBJECT: NOP for Draft EIR 589 “the Ranch” General Plan Amendment/Zone Change
(PAG1-0114)

Attention: Chuck Shoemaker.

This is an NOP for Draft EIR 589 for “The Ranch Plan” proposed by Rancho Mission Viejo.

DISCUSSION:

The Transportation/Circulation section (section #7) of the Environmental analysis checklist has
7(c) * Safety hazards from design features (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses” listed under the No Impact column. Traffic Review requires this be placed
under the Potential Significiant Fmpact column to insure a complete review of the planned
highway system.

-

| g

TS/ts Grant Anderson




S 30 by [ ] a
o7/ County of Orange mgm\!)

March 28, 2003
TG: Tim Neely, Manager
P&DSD/Environmental Planning Services Division

FROM: John Armau, Planner I
TWMD/Environmental Services

SUBJECT: Comments to Notice of Preparation for Draft EIR 589 “The Ranch Plan” General
Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA01-0114)

IWMD has the following comments to the lead agency on the subject project:

Prima Deshecha Landfill

Exhibits 2 and 3 in the NOP incorrectly identify the Prima Deshecha Landfill as the Prima Deshecha
Regional Park. Exhibits to be included in the Draft EIR should correctly identify this area as the Prima
Deshecha Landfill.

Sohd Waste Disposal Capacity

In order to understand the solid waste capacity issue for Orange County, it is necessary to distinguish
between refuse disposal capacity and flow rate or daily capacity. Refuse disposal capacity refers to the
available air space capacity at one or more County landfills. Daily capacity refers to the maximum amount
of daily permitted tonnage that may be disposed. These capacities are established by the landfill permit.

Refuse Disposal Capacity The County of Orange owns and operates three active landfills. These are the
Olinda Alpha Landfill near Brea, the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill near Irvine, and the Prima Deshecha
Landfill in San Juan Capistrano. The Prima Deshecha Landfill is the closest facility to the project, and
will likely be the solid waste facility most often receiving the waste from the subject project.

The California Integrated Waste Management Board requires that all counties have an approved
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CTWMP). To be approved, the CTWMP must
demonstrate sufficient solid waste disposal capacity for at least fifteen (15) vears, or identify additional
available capacity outside of the county’s jurisdiction. Orange County’s CTIWMP, approved in 1996,
contains future solid waste disposal demand based on the County population projections previously
adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The Orange County landfill system has capacity in excess of fifteen
(15) years. Consequently, it may be assumed that adequate capacity for the subject project is available for
the foreseeable future.

Daily Capacity In order to ensure that the maximum permitted daily tonnage at a particular site is not
exceeded, refuse trucks may have to transport material to one of the other two facilities identified above.
However, since this project is in south County, and since the daily capacity at the Prima Deshecha Landfill is

CrDocuments and Seiiiﬂgs\shnemakcrc‘alﬁcgﬂ Settings\ Temporary Internet FilestOLKZTONOP Draft BIR 58% doe



significantly greater than the current rate of disposal, your analysis may assume that refuse is transported only
to the Prima Deshecha Landfill.

At this time, IWMD does not have information on solid waste generation rates in Orange County. Any

questions about solid waste generation rates should be forwarded to the California Integrated Waste
Management Board in Sacramento.

Waste Diversion

When structures such as buildings, surface parking and sidewalks are demolished as part of the imitial site
preparation phase for a project, demolition wastes are generated. The proposed project will result in the
generation of demolition wastes. Demolition-generated wastes consist of heavy, inert materials such as
concrete, asphalt, rock and soils, wood, drywall, metals and brick. These materials create significant
problems when disposed of in landfills; since demolition wastes do not decompose, they take up valuable
landfill capacity. Additionalily, since demolition wastes are heavy when compared with paper and plastic,
it is more difficult for jurisdictions to reduce the tonnage of disposed waste. For this reason, demolition
waste debris has been specifically targeted by the State of California for diversion from the waste stream.
Projects which will generate demolition waste should emphasize deconstruction and diversion planning,
rather than demolition. Deconstruction is the planned, organized dismantiing of existing buildings and
structures on a project site, which allows maximum use of the deconstructed materials for recycling and
limits disposal at solid waste landfills.

During the construction of new projects, construction wastes are generated. The proposed project will
result in the generation of construction wastes. Construction-generated wastes consist primarily of inert
materials that would otherwise take up valuable landfill space. Reducing construction wastes at
construction sites conserves landfill space, reduces the environmental impact of producing new materials,
and can reduce overall building project expenses through avoided purchase/disposal costs. Wood,
drywall, cardboard, metals, brick, plastics and shingles can be reused in other construction projects or
recyeled.

We recommend that this project address a waste reduction plan for the demolition and construction wastes
generated from this project.

Unacceptable Matenals

Demolition-generated waste from the proposed project may contain contaminated soiis, asbestos, lead-
based paints, fluorescent lamps and ballasts, or other hazardous materials. Orange County solid waste
landfills are not permitted to accept these waste materials. In addition, Orange County sohid waste
landfills are not permitted to accept waste contanunated with toxic or hazardous materials, or waste
having a moisture content greater than 50%. During the demolition phase of the proposed project, if
contaminated soils, asbestos, lead-based paints, fluorescent lamps and ballasts, hazardous matertals or
liguids are discovered, then these materials must be transported to facilities that are permitted to accept
them. If additional clarification is needed, please contact an [WMD Materials Regulation Specialist at
714) 8§34-4000.

Thank you for the opportunity to incorporate our comments. Further information about the County of
Orange landfills can be accessed at www.oclandfills.com. If vou have any questions, please contact me at
john.amawiaiwmd.ocgov.com and by phone at (714) 834-4107.

CiDocuments and Settings\shoemakerciLocal SettingsiTemporary Internet Files\OLKZTONOP Diaft EIR 589 doc




Vicki L. Wilson, Direcror

300 N Flower Street

COUNTY OF ORANGE
PO Box 4048

Santa Aaa, OA 927024048

PUBLIC FACILITIES & RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

Telephone: (714 8344741
Faw {7143 834-2280

DATE: April 2 2003
TO: Chuck Shoemaker, Environmental Planning Division
FROM: Rob Selway, Chief, Historical and Cultural Programs

SUBJECT: NOP for the Ranch Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject project. Historical and Cultural
Programs staff have reviewed the NOP for “The Ranch Plan” General Plan Amendment/Zone

Change and have the following comments:

e A Cultural Resource Management Plan is appropriate for a project of the size and scope of
“The Ranch Plan.” Such a plan would be a valuable planning tool throughout the
development phases. We recommend that Rancho Mission Vigjo follow the example of the
Bolsa Chica project planning efforts in relation to the management of cultural resources. A
Cultural Resource Management Plan was developed early in the planning stages and
invalved consultation by professional peers of the certified cultural resources consultant.
The consultant developed the appropriate mitigations, aliowed for Native American
observation and provided an overall program with progressive steps for resource
management as warranted by individual sites and their integrity and as called for prior to
various development phases.

* Ranching activities and habitat restoration projects could possibly cause impacts to cultural
resources. To avoid such potential impacts, both a certified archaeologist and a
paleontologist should conduct field surveys of proposed open space and ranching areas prior
to any earth disturbing activities. A constraints map should be developed to outline resource
sensitive areas to be avoided during earth disturbing activities.

e The EIR shouid include the current standard conditions for cultural resources, which have
been in place for several years. The updated language protects the County at the time
collections are donated so that our warehouse facility is not burdened with responsibility to

_accept unprepared artifacts and assume curation costs.



» The Board of Supervisors requires cultural resource artifacts, which may be discovered
during the site development, be donated to a suitable repository that will maintain the
collection for future scientific study and exhibition “within Orange County.” Prior to
donation, the certified cultural resources consultant should prepare the paleo collection “to
the point of 1dentification.” The project proponent should be prepared to pay “potential
curation fees” to the County repository for the long-term curation and maintenance of

donated collections.

Questions regarding any of the above comments can be directed to Marlene Brajdic at (714) 834-
3724,

Rob Selway
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County of Orange MEMO

DATE: Apri] 2, 2003

TO: Chuck Shoemaker, PDSD )
FROM: William Mahoney, Assisﬁ%’, Spfalegic Intergovernmental Affairs

SUBJECT: Comments on Rancho Mission Viejo Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft
Environmental Impact Report #589

According to the Notice of Preparation for Draft Environmental Impact Report #589, the proposed
project will result in the development, over approximately 30 years, of up 1o 14,000 dwelling units,
130 acres of urban activity center uses, 258 acres of business park uses, 39 acres of neighborhood
retail uses, up to four golf courses, a proposed 1,079 acre regional park, and approximately 13,161
acres of open space.

The County of Orange is the regional service provider throughout Orange County. As such, the
County will require appropriate zoning, land use designations and land dedication for regional
County facilities to serve the Rancho Mission Viejo development. Regional service needs include,
but are not limited to the following:

Animal Shelter, Environmental Health facilities, Automotive equipment/repair facilities,
Childcare facilities, Youth and Family Resource Center, Law Enforcement training
facilities, Emergency Shelter facilities, Transitional Shelter Care facilities, Children &
Family Services Center, Business offices, Warehouses, Storage facilities, Vehicle parking
and storage facilities, Heavy equipment maintenance and storage, and Field operations and
maintenance facilities.

The County Executive Office of Strategic and Intergovernmental Affairs welcomes the opportunity
to work cooperatively with the affected parues 10 ensure that adequate regional County service
facilities are provided in the Rancho Mission Viejo development plan.

cc: James D. Ruth
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COUNTY OF O

PUBLIC FACILITIES & RESOURCES I2EPARTMENT

Teiephong {714) 8342300
Fam: (F1ay 834-5784

DATE: March 31, 2003

TG: Tim Neely, Manager
EPS/Environmental Planning Services

FROM: Ken R, Smith
Director Public Works/Chisf Fngineer

SUBJECT: Rancho Mission Viejo Notics of Intent to Frepare DEIR #589

Atlached are three memos providing comments In response 1o your raquest regarding
the Rancho Mission Viejo Notice of Intent to prepare a draft Environmerital impact
Report. The attached memos are dated March 27, March 18 and March 25, 2003 and
covar Flood Conirol, Road and Harbors Beaches and Parks comments.

it vou have any questions plaase call the iespective contact on sach of the memos.

P

KenB. Smith
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Vicki L. Wﬁf}n Lireciny

COUNTY OF ORANGE
PUBLIC FACILITIES & RESOURCES
DEPARTMENT

L0 Box 4048
Sants Ana, CA 927014540

.;-:‘is".['!hf.'il‘n: i/”d’) 3.
Pax: {7141 834

%%ﬁﬁ 27 7063
FATE:
TO: Kenneth R Smith, Director Public Works/Chief Engineer
Public Facilities & Resources Department
FROM.: Herb f‘{a%asame r\fanager
PFROPWIFiood Control Division

SUBJECT:  Rancho Mission Viejo - Netice of intent to Prepare a DEIR #5849 for the
Generat Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114)

response o your request, comments on the Rancho Mission Viejo Natice of Intent (o
@mwra z Drafl Envirenm @%’ﬁ:@ impact Repaort for the General Plan Amendment/Zone
Change are being provide ou s8¢ that comments from the various divisions are

3

73 g o vo
consclidated Infe a singie PFRD response.

1. The Rancho Mission Viejo Plan (Ranch Plan) constitutes planning efforts for
approximately 22,850 acres of undeveloped Rancho Mission Viejo lands in
unincorporated Orange County. As part of this planning effort, the project proponent
shauid be required to clearly identify all unimproved watercourses and flood control
faciities within: the area coverad by the Ranch Plan and identify ownership if not with
the Rancho Mission Viejo. To assist in this effort we list below some of the
watercourses that are likely to be impacted:

«  San Juan Creek (LOT)
¢ Trabuco ﬁway@ (LOZ},
e Horno Creek {(L05),

+ Canada bé’"pf@uﬁa L06;
« Canada Gobernadora { a7y,
s Bell Canyon (L08),

= Vemﬁwa Canyon Creex (LOG)
@ cas Canyon (L10)

& Curssﬁzamss Cresk (MO3)

= LaPaz,

e Gabino Canyon,

« Blind Canyon ang

s Tlalega Canvon.
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Kenneth R Smith
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Implementatian of the Ranch Plan proposal will increase runoff from development
2N0 has the potential to adversely impact watercourses within the Ranch Plan and
several OCFCD and privately-owned water courses and foad controf facilities
downstream. These facilities are lixely to be deficient in their ability to convey
County approved 100-year discharges and could as a result of the Ranch Pian
worsen existing conditions along areas that are adjacent to or within floodplains.
Consequently, the project proponent should be required to prepare a Runoff
Maragement Pian (RMP) to enable a cemparison of pre-project versus post-project
conditions. More specifically, the RMP should include the following studies ana
analysis

P

& Hydrotogic and hydraulic analyses for pre- and postprolect conditions basad
on current criteria of the Crange County Fydrology Manual (OCHM),
Addendum No. 1 to OCHM and the Orange County Flood Control Design
Maruzal,

b. Discuss pre- and post-nroject drainage oonditions and propose, in
consultation with Manager, PFRD, Flood Contro! Division, itigation
measures that will not make existing conditions within the watersheds any
worse than they are in the pre-project condition while also whers nossible
enabing existing downstream flooding problems within the water courses s}
be ameliorated.

o

Discuss impacts of the Ranch Plan on natural unimproved watercourses and
any natural channel segments within and downstream of the Ranch Flan and
propose, in consultation with Manager, PFRD, Flood Contro! Division,
measures that will help mitigate erosion and scour that could result from e
Hanch Plan.

d. Include an implementation plan listing each water courseffiood contral feature
that will be impacted (or required for imiplementing the Ranch Plan)
recognizing the consiraints of shased construction o the Ranch Plan over a
30 year period, and provide appropriate interim mitigation measures o
alleviate any adverse conditions that nay resuli.

e Uiscuss water quality impacts within the respective water courses, and
propose mitigation measures to alleviate identified water quaiity impacis.

i Discuss any special maintenance requirements and how ownership and
maintenance of proposed flood control and drainage features and propased
water quality features are proposad to be handled as part of the Ranch Plan
and nams the parties that will be rasponsible for maintenance whare known

3. The project proponent should be required to design proposed drainage/flood control
and water quality features only after reguiatory permit issues are known sc as to
CHUTG NGt the dusiygn i3 Dased on proper assuInpuons of e mpact ot permit
imitation on maintenance activities. if permit conditions disallow maintenance, the
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Kenneth R. Smith
Page 3 of 3

facilities nead 1o be designed on the assumption that litile or no maintenance wiil
OCCU.

The project proponent should receive prior approvat fram Manager, Flood Centrol
Division of any proposed flood control facilty that is proposed to be turned over o
the Orange County Flood Cantrol District (CCFCD) for operation and maintenance.
All future OCFCD oparated and maintained faciities should be designed and
constructed to OCFCD's current design criteria and standards and rights-of-way for
QCFCD facilities will naed to be dedicated in fee tille frea and clear of covenants,
gasements or cther encumbrances.

:.;‘S.x

5. Flocdplaing affected by the Ranch Plan should be analyzed and Letters of Map
Revision {(LOMR) processed viz Federat Emergency Management Agancy (FEMA).

o

The project proponent should be required (o consult with the US Army Corps of
engineers (USACE) o ensure cempatibility of the Ranch Plan with the USACF's
San Juan Creek Watershed Managemant tudy,

" you nave any questions regarding the above, pleass contact Editha Lianes at 834-
2534 or Mehd! Sobhani ot 834-5857 /
fj ,//? b
. /
;j! ; f’ 1fs“
f/ j / _,f/
jf// i //r’
I | L’/‘fi"ﬂ/z‘){ {
"H. 1. Wakasone \

SirydrologyiEditha LianssiGCLAZDOINGE of a DEIR #S8% for the Rench Plan.gac
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Vicke . Wiksan, Direcios
350 N Flower Stnve
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@!"i’? 0 “vici’ . EG 2003

Ty Ken R Smith
Deputy Divector, Chief Hngineer

FROM; Manager, Road Division

SUBIECT. NOP. Draft UIR 569 “The Ranch Plan”

We have reviewed the NOP for the above identified project. AL this point we are requ bmm;;

be provided with 4 capy ot the complete Sereen Check RIR wémz iL s prepared, wogether with a
copy of the Druft Development A greement and s copy of the plete Traftic Study {Ls\ KOUTT A3
it s submitted 16 the County) for review by ihe Road Division.

.-—Mm

1T you have any guestions, please contast me a1 K342314.

h

e dpnacio Gehos
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COUNTY OF Ot

PUBLIC F. @aﬁ:ﬁfg » RESOURCES DEPARTMENY o ;
Telephone: {/14) §.34 2330
Paxe 7143 B3ASIRE

File:  DDR-NOP
ON-Admin
CA-Admin
Ri-Admim

DATE: Murch 25, 2003
T Ko B Smisth, Deputy Director, PIRD
FROM. Kevin Thomas, Dircctor, PFRD/Harbors, Beaches & Parks

SUBJECT:  Notice of Preparation 1o Prepare DEIR 589 for Rancho Mission Vi o General
Plan Amendment-Zore Change (PA 01-114VAKA “The Runch Plan™/Lead
Agenoy-County of Orange

HBE Acquisition, Planning & Developmoent staff) in consyation with HBP Trails | Planming and
Ez:’z; cmentation Staff, has reviewed subject NOP and offers the ollowing comments:

. Regional Recreation Facilities:

DEIR should discuss any short and/or long term, impacts o regional recreation {aeilitics,
meluding but net limited 1o flora | {auma, infrastructure, safety, oporations, aesthetvios, wildlile
corridors, offsiie highting, noise and water quality. Regional recreation facilities adjacent o the
proposad project include O Neill Rag%azm Park, Caspers Wilderness Park, Riley Wildemess
Park, and proposed Prima Deshecha Reygional Park. Mitigation measurcs. us appropriate.
should be provided.

fraat

- Proposed Rancho Mission Viejo Regional Park:

FI3P docs not endorse proposad “Rancho Mission Viejo Regional Park” sited narth and south
of San Juan Creek within Planning Arsas azf‘% 3. "F? ¢ narrow linear nature of the proposed
pa*:k bifurcated by roads and the creek fisel? adds « opcrational sufety, noise and vullic
constrainls as well 85 ingress-cgross varizhles the Lbun“ desires to avoid 11 now regional
recreation facihities. The descriplion of the proposed regionul park should also denlify
'F‘['Opﬂ.&{,)d Mlood conirel improvements for this aren 8s described in the Dralt Feasibi lity Phase

E 5 Report Tor the San Juan Creck Watershed, which would not be congistent with HBP'y
unetian.

Ju—

The linear nature of the park would algo make it d Hileult fo manage edge effects and
disturbance at the urban/nalural ares interface, i.¢., drainage improvements, structural 13V Ps,
roads, croston problems, sewer and water lines, ﬂooa comm% detention basing, grade
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NOP to Prepare DEIR 589
U‘g@ g

stabilivers, invasive exotic plants and animals, fllegal dumping, light and notse, {ue
modification zones, (respassing, collecting, fires, enereachments, cie.

Such 'mp&cts at an urban/natural interface are not conducive o (he man agement of the
md’*fég, ed i d sensitive species within San Juan Creek and adjacent upland areus, Lo, arrove
toad, least Bell's vireo, arroyo chub and three spine stickleback native fish, souihwestern pond
ume orange Ez;‘oamd whiplail lizard, two-striped garter snake, nesting raptars, California
gratcaichers, and rare planis. In pdmcu ar, tho southern edge of Chiguita Canyon where it
eniers the proposed regional park is #seif the furthermost extension of the area’s fargest
population of California gnatcatchers.

san Juan Creek is especially important as “live-in” and movement nabniat for lurger mammals
moving between the northern and southern portions of the Ranch, us they move transversely
up or down the creek from one north-south trending moverment corridor 16 another,

in view of the significant habilat values and sonsilive spectes and the provision of important
wildtife habitat linkages, 1t is recommended the area instead he proserved m natural open
spice us NCUP/SAMP Rescrve. There are serious questions as o whether any significan
Live recreation would be compatibie with such s use

Whitle zhc {ount ¥ HEP has no operational recreation department component and thas weuld
no interest in 4 Usports park complex”™ within the proposed reasosmé park al the southem
i‘Ph} ning Area 3, the single fictor which parhaps ar gues most sirongly aguinst use of

the foodplain of San Juan Creek within the project arca for active recreation is water guality.

“There 1s no practical means of devel oping 4 sporis park with extensive associated s of turf
without significamly adding to the poliutant loading of San Juan Creek i termis of fertilizer-
derived nutrients, pesticide residues, and herbicide residues. Portions of San Juan L reck are
aimxu deemed officially impaired under the Clear Waier Act, and it is ikuly that any

giificant new i areas draining to the creek would further deterioraice the situation,

gw%enm%iy resulting moa TMDL mandate by the Stare, which could for all practical purposes
effectively result in the removal of the fields just instailed at great expense. The County
carnot financially be in the pos iw:ﬂ 10 treal 4 sporis park as i1 were precisely mamntained
soll course greens with high levels of permanent datiy siaff on site at all times {or greens and
potlutant maintenance

It should also be noted the proposed “sports park complex” within the proposed regional purk
Is more consistent with a local com munily park empha izing aclive recrealion needs managed
by « recreation department as in many incorporated cities. It is recommended any §ports park
mﬁ)mpl X ‘m: émdmaécé to another public or private entity with potential for mcerporalion
within a future ciry’s loeal park system

Proposad “Ranche Mission Viejo Regional Park’” would ulso require an amendment (o the
Regional Recreation Facilitics Component of the Recreation Element of (he Orange County
Cieneral Plan. Approval from the Harbor rs, Beaches and Parks Commission, the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors would be nesded Lo amend the Recreation Blement
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3. Public Open Space Alternative/Proposed Regional Recreation Facilities Additions:

'....n

The i3

SIR needs o nclude a public open space alternative that includes the ¢ “purple” areas

delineated on the Public Open Space Aliernuiive (f*scmzz*cm NC ’“?%SA.MP Wildlite Movement
Comidors/Hapbitar Linkuges) Attaclnneni #1. These areas PFRIVHRE desires o add 10
existing and future County Regional Recroation F_zaliw ¢s, Regionzl and Wilderness Furk
calogories, in liev of acceplanice of proposed “Rancho Mission Vigjo Regional Park “for the

foli Owing

TEABONS,

a. VYerdupo Canvom:

]

The U. S Anmy Corps of Engineers (COL) Waterways Lxperiment \me
{WES) Fam? onal Assessment gave Verdugo Canyon the %m sl rinarian
crosysiem integrity score for sub-bas:ns within the San Juan Creek and Wﬁsf’“i'ﬂ

San Mateo Creek Watersheds, High ccosysten int egrity is dtfmu; therein as

Fipariun aress that exhibit the full range of physical, chenueal, und hiclogical

attribuies 2nd processes that ¢ h&mciemg:ﬁ riparian scosysiens in the region over

shor gmd %m@g term cycics pnﬂ“’ o culrural alteration, and in addition, support a

oalan ntegraied, and adaptive biological community resulting from natural

evo Lms"ww and biogeographic processes.

Overall hydrologie integniy is also very high. Hydrologic imtegrity 1s delined in
ihe COE document as exhibiting o rangs of frequency, magnitude, and lemporal
distribution of stream discharge along wilh a congomitant surface and subsuriace
interaction with the Noecdplain that historically characterized riparian ecosysterns
i the region.

erall water quality integrity is alse very high, Water guality inmtegrity is defined
tn the COE document as exhibiting a range of loading in the polutant L&ELée)Titﬁ%
of hutrients, pesticides, byémm‘{sma and sediments that are similar 1o those tha
historically characierized ripArEn ecosystems in the region

Overall habitat integrity is also high. The COE decument indicates tht riparian
ccosystems with hugh habitat integrity exhibit the quality and quaniity of habitat
naccessary [o support and mainiain a balanced, integrated, adaptive bi ialogical
system having the full vange of characteristics, processes, and organisms af the
sile specific, landscape, and watershed scales that histericall Hy charzcterized
iparian ecosystems in tha reglon,

=

¢ Rancho Mission Viejo Baseline Geomorplue and Hydrologic Conditions
l\emr* for San Juan ang ‘G\«wfem San Mulco Watersheds deseribes Verdugo
Canyon as; 1) comaining significant riparian habitat and resources within s
relatively narrow (e éeaiogim ly confined}) floodplain 2) an important

mfiltration aves within the larger watershed; and 3) pruvi{i‘ng A important soure
Gl selinmuenty o downstrsuny wrvus, ’?h»nmhhiunxo{‘Vuxdubu anyuraa1(¢pri\

Wilderness Park would protect the tydrology and sediment defivery of Verdugo

g/

S
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Canyon that is imporiant for malntaining dowrnstream aroyo toad breeding
amtha

e

& Verdugo Canyon supports a diversity of habilat types incl wing coastal ¢
serub, chaparral, nalive grassland (two substantial areas on the }viianias z}o h ol
the stream, as depicted in Attachment #2 from Ted S Jahn's and Bdith Reads
SRU/90, Inventory of Native Grassiand on Rancho Mission Vi iejoy and southermn
coust live oak riparian {orest and sycamore riparian woodland.

© Verdugo Cunyon supperts species such as cactus wrens ({odoral ind state SpeCics
of concern}, nosting raptors, such as Cooper’s hawk, red-shouldered hawk, red-
tatled hawk and burn awn, mule deer. covots, bobeuts, gray foxes, and mountain
Fic;zss

® chuyg Canyon serves as a W-m’emcm comdor f’%f‘ mule deer, covale, bobeais,
foxes, and mountain lions m!yungﬁ rom Clovelend National Forest (o Caspors
Wilderness Park and gencrally via San Juan Creek to the entire subregion

b. Upper and Middle Cabino Canvon:

¢ The COE WES Functional Assessment rated Gabine's vveral! hydrotogie wnd
water quality integrity as high and overall habitat Integrity as moderate Righ

*  TheBaseline Conditions Report deseribed Gabino Canvon as haviny the highest
sadimem yield of any sub-busin within San Mateo Watershed. Cobbles/gravel
and sand comprise a substantial portion of the sediment produced. This sediment
is important o downstream channel festures and provides habital for gensitive
u-pea:xes {federally endangered arroyo wad) in middle and lower Guhine Creek.,
Muddie Gabino Creck itself supports « pupu lation of the federally endungered

arroyo toud, The adé%zjg}n af ti}es area to Caspers Wildemess Park would protect
the h‘vum%{)gw and erosio Emocecsz:} nseded (o support arrova (oad breeding
habitat,

* The oak and sycamore gallery forests of middle Gubino Creek represcnt some of
the highest quaﬁi%v riparian habitat in the San Mateo Watershed. ‘This habitat
supports nest siles tor raptors such as Cooper’s hawk, great horned owl, red-tailed
hawk, long-cared owl and bam owl

s Ciabing Canyen has contained some of the Runch's ar zest stands of native
grassland as deploted in attached exhibit, Attachment 2 from Ted St John's and
Edith Read’s 1989790 “Inventory of Native Grassland on Rancho Mission Vieio™
and has been identfed as contais ning key locations for native grassiand
restoration and enhancement. The grassiand is high quality, raptor foraging
habitat and also provides habitai for badger, burrowing owl, spadefoot toad and
horned lark,

10/23
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®  Upper and Middle Gabino Canyon supports a 4 iversity of habitat types including
southern coast live oak and sycamore riparian woodland, imporlant native
grasslands, coastal sage scrub and chaparral and significant populations of cactus
wrens and nesting rapiors, including white-tailed kites and fong-eared owls, as
well as mule deer, coyoie, bobests, and mountain lions, foxes, and the federally
endiigered arroye toad.

@ Gabino Canyon serves 4s a movement cornidor for mole deer, covoic, pobeaty,
foxes, and mountain licns mo ving betwesen Cleveland National borestyCamp
Pendlieton and the Donns O'Neill Land Congs srvancy af Rancho Mission Vigo.
This habitat linkage is important in mai mtaining Hon and deer within Cleveland
National Forest/Camp Pendleton and the southeastern ncrtion of the Ranch.

2
grazing that were identified in the Baseline Conditions Report, This area
has a high restorstion potential and is praposed {0 be acquired as wilderness park
i order Lo addru,b grazing caused problems. The removal ol cattle grazing would
improve the current cimn el instability 2nd the associated ncrease in in-stream
seqGunent pro da‘mmn Removal of grazing would facilitate resioration of existing
degraded alkali marsh, imrzm habitet, native grassland, and coastal sage sorub.
Removal of grazing would also h eln maintain habitat for rave plants and nesting
habitat for southwestern pond @ irties i the vicinity of the man-made lake in
Upper Gabine,

c g per portions of Gabino Canyon have o number of crosion problems caused by
atil

ite

Reference is made o a Grazing Munagement Plan. However, based on &
comparnson of the Baseline Londzzsm- Report with the | 98%9() Fed 8t Johpy and
Edith Read ventory of Native Grassland on Rancho Mission Viejo, there may
be significunt degradation of native grussland in a 10- =year period due o grazing.
sinco the last [0 years of grazing have been under the management of the same
parties proposed to continue grazing indefinil tely, the guestion urises of why such
a umz,rnw Munagemeni Plan was not self imposed years ago, before damages ©
native grassland and erosion probloms became evident. 1t addition, a Gy ﬁzmgb
Management Plan will not likely addross issues of protecting and enh %*zcmé, waler
guality needed 1o assure the long-term vighil ity of the arroyo wad populations
downstream,

® Upper Gabine Canyon supports an important population of Coulter’s sull bush
and Impontant populations of many-stommed dudieva and westemn dichondra.

© Theman-made laks in Upper Gahine Canyon supports southwostem pond turtles
and two-striped garter snakes.

. Purple Area Between Caspers and Thomas Riley Wilderness Parks:

® This important cagi-west habitar | linkage, together with the arca described in 3.4,
15 Lbbbfiild] L munmning the deer and mountain lion populations within Cas spers,

Lley and O'Neill Reg:sm.d Parks and the mountain Hon populations within Lhe
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Ssita Ana Mountaing. See Attachment#s 3 through 6, Daul Rejer & Reginald
Barrett’s “The Cougar in the Santa Ana Mountain Range, California” - Orangc
County Cooperative Mountain Lion Siudy, and Paul Beier's f}ezemmmg
Mmimum Habitar Areas and Habitat Conridors for Cougars”, "A Checklist for
Evaluating Impacts 1o Wildli fe Movement { orridors”, and © ;zibazumgmisz ton
Models, Tenactous Tracking, and Cougar Conservation”.

s I addition to accommeodating the movement of lerge mammals {mountain ii{m
deer, coyote, bobeat, gray fox) this area, together with the area deseribed in 2 d.
pmw ios in pszms-t cast-west biclogical connectivity for California wnatmﬁcncs‘
*\op tions, linking the important population in cast Cuspers, major populations
i westem GO@@WSﬁGm Canyon, Chiquita Canyon and s ridges, and Thomas
Riley Wildemess Park, with un imponant population in lower Arrova Trabuco.

2 This proposed habitat iinkage (aking up portions of FPAJA. B &€} serves as an
important buffer between remaining proposed devel Oﬁmmt ardd the proposed Far
Fast Corridor slipnment, and Caspers and Riloy Wildomess Parks.

£y

Fhie proposed habitat linkage/bu(fer (within PA3) also supponts concentrations of
intermediate mariposa lily

e At prosent the dﬁcumem@(ﬁ moualaim Hon connections are between Bell Canyeon in
Caspers Wilderness Park and the i;abmm\c_s}m Fealogical Restoration Area by

way of North and Soush Guusite Canyous. {ians did not appour 1o use the
vanamed cﬁmzméﬁ netween North Gunsite Canyon and the southeasterly edge of
Coto de Cazu, which is i the northern half c{‘PA— 3A. Those canyons that are

used lie in the northers portion of PASAB, ia the middle of proposcd dovelopmoent,

N The plan’s open space “reservation” of much s“f%f{nm:r Canvon, mpacted by the
Foothill Transportation Comidor and Cristianiios/Chiguita Canyon Roads, docs
not compensate for the areas requested hevein. 1 nes‘c is no evidence whaisover
that a corridor (say /2 mile widey along the southern boundary of the existing
Cote development beiween Caspers on the east and Sul tphur Canyon on the west
witl be used (or Wui‘ié ;f’)i:: 10 be used given the road blockages) by the
mountaia hons which are documented 10 use Gunsile Canyons, within the
developmont area of ;w;an:%a

d. Purple Ares Betwoen Thomas Riley Wilderness Park and O°Neill Regronal Park:

This imporiant cast-west habitat Lnkage in the northernn 1/6% 0 PA 2A hus boen callog
the Chiquita Narrows and Chiguita Woods Canyon in biologists” Dave Bontrager's an: i
Paul Beier's letters to the TCA on DEIR FIC Oso Parkway to Intersiate 5 in Ocloher
1990, Separating PA 2A from the high school to the north and interpoging an

extension of Thomas Riloy Wildemess Park would protect Chiguita Narrows and
Thiguita Woods Canyon dli, Huvughe the apot spuge within FA-107, LECaCT YL wild e
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movement all the way through o exising O’ Neil! Regronal Fark and the Ladera Land
Conservancy. This area is an important pact of the habitat linkayge described in 3¢

Additionally, this area supports rare plants such as Southern tarplant and Coulter’s
saltbush, and contains slope wetlands and tricolored Blackbirds,

e. Proposed Addition to ONeill Regional Park:

Wiile this erea is outside the boundaries of Rancho Mission Vigjo, HBP s inleresiad in
adding this wrea (o O'Nelil Regional Park 25 either NCOP or SAMP reserve for the
following reasons;

® The Arroyo Trabuco scgment between Lhe southerly terminug of (P Neili Regional
Park and Crown Valley Parlway is essential io connecting the proposed regicna!
park dedication associatud with the Arroyo Trabuce Goll Course project to the
existing regional park and 1.adera Land Conservancy.
The addition of Hus ares will felp o ofisel the aggregate popuialion pressure
Los Flores, Laders, City of Mission Vicio and the Ranch proposal on O'Neill
o

HRemons! Park,

S
AL

.

s This ares supporis a diversity of habifu types including oak and sycamore
riparian woodland, coastal sage scrub, grassland and willow woodland as well a8
native fish {arrovo chub and three spine stickleback ), concentrations ol nesting
raptors such ag red-talled hawk, great horned ow!, red-shouldered hawk, and
white-tajled kite, an important Califomia gnaicatcher population, cuclus wrens,
veilow-breasied chat, vellow warbler, endangered least Bell's virco, western
spadefool toad. mule deer, covote, bobeals, foxes, and mountain Lons,

® This Armayo Trabuco ared serves as an impartant north-south mevement corridor
for mountain lions, notably the dispersal of juvenile cougars, moving between
Cleveland National Forest 1 the north and andisturbed arcas within Rancho
Mission Vigjo to the sewth. Sse Paul Beier article entitled, “Thsnersal and
Tuvenile Cougars in Fragmented Habitat”, Attachmoent 47

s

Arroyo Trabuce, located hetween Ose Parkway and Avery Purkway. This
gnatcalcher population is Hnked to the major Chiguita Canyon population through
the south end of O'Neill Regional Park between the Las Floros and fLadera Ranch
Planned Communities. The area could et as o refugiunt within Arroye Trabuco
should fire vccur i Chiauita Canyon

* Thisarea is part of an important California gnatcatcher population within the
¢

4. Grazing Management Plan (GMP):

By virtue of proposing a continuation of grazing as one clement of the comprehensive
dhevelupmicnt plan, the DR st adiress Impacts of grazing and mclude the proposed
Gruzing Management Plan (GMP). The discussion of grazing impacts should particularly
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address any changes in the extent or quality of coustal sage scrub in the affceted areas since
they were mapped 1 1993, The discussion of graving inipacts should address any changes
in the extent or quality of the native grasslands mapped by Ted St John and Bdith Read in
I989/50 for Rancho Mission Viejo {Se:z Attachment #3).

[he GMP should alse address how soon afier 2 major brushfire cattle would be allowed 1o
relurn to a <xivc?i ared (Verdugo and Upper Gabino bumcé in HO/43) and how exclusion
from large areas for a number of vears would affect the ceonomic vishi ity of a cattle
rzsi‘zf_‘%"sz enlerprise, waler quality, erosion, oak lree | cmmm%icm native grassiand, constel
SREC SO *uh and rare plant management and rmiumun* impacls on deer and mountain
1008, vegetation type conversions, removal of canle f‘mm crecks, contrat of pnon-nalive
exolics (particularly nos-nalive grass sgeciesj, pmlccéiﬁn of those soils particularly
supportive of native g*'ass’&z‘zd cte. GMP should include an annual monitoring ramgram
the results of which are annually dii«difﬁd by LS. Fish and Wiidlife Service, an
Califore Depurtment of Fish '=re i Game and adjustments to management madu.

Loy

- Open Space Designation:

The mtended purposals) of sach proposcd open space arcas as NCCP/SAMP Reserve or
other purpeses should be compared with the Reserve De s;gn nf“;fiﬂgpéﬁs SAMP/MEAL
Tenets and Watershed ?iz‘sr g Principles, so that the logic fgm 05E %ﬁscs ol vach
senésr“zr\, clement of the proposed wmea- open apscc can %}

§l$§%at,{.2 This s especially
1 case for PA 9, although it is also aifficult 1o ses how 1 h ghly fragmented PAs [0
and 12 [fragmented m terms of current wildlife movement - see previous discussion i 3.0
snd . above, and fortheoming discussion in &b, i3, 3y and 4) helow] meet logical
standaras for a Reserve design,

& Groundwaier Withdrawals:

“he DEIR shoubd address impacts 1o riparian and aguatic habitat and speciss {rom
yroundwarer withdrawals ussociated with providing an adequate water supply (o support
the propusad development. Examples of historical impacts due Lo excessive Efe‘smmiwzster
with dmm s in the watershed include (1) death of 100 1o 200 white alders in Cuspers
Wilderness Park due (o s:yurgimhw c‘}, well 1n Hot Springs Canyon and (2) death of arrove
witlows and other riparizn mgala in O'Neill Regional Park due to overdrmaliing of a
well used to trmigaie Tiieras Creek «;05 Course,

The abitity to: (1) maintain habitar {or state and/or fod Wdh/ ted threatened and Ci'!d?iﬂ;{e;“ﬁii
species andfor state Species of Special Concern, (2} maintain nauve riparian vogetation, ()
mantain aquatic and riparian corridors suitable for fish and wildlifo passage, and {4)
maintain waler quatity and water iemperatures suitable foc support of in-strewm beneficiad
uses needs (o be addressed.

A groundwater management and monitoring program should he reguired o monitar the

heaith of biological resources and habitat ba%d on an evaluation of baseline conditions prior

to development. Aquatic habitat conditions, includi ing flow velotity, water depth, water

temperaiure and percant cnver sheold bo rmeasarad e arp standurdiced noothods, Mot loring

of sensttive vertebrate species and macro inveriebrates should be required. The California

14/238
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Stream Bioassessment Procedures alrcady adopted by the Sar; Dicgo Regional Water Quality
Control BGL.z"'i could be used to measure a stream’s Macro Jnvertchrate community and ns
phsy Jhabriat structure,

7. Land Use and Pla mrgg

In acidition 10 the NCCP/HOP and the SAMP, the DEIR needs to address potential
with the San Juan Creck Watershed Plan curre =?Ev wm development, specilically the |
F-3 ‘E%cps:r; which Includes such proposed featurcs as & dam/detention hasin

kctlf;m'!m Phaze |
pilizers, both within PATY

nd grade sta

E:m.

Wildlife Movement, Habitat Fragmentation and Loss:

z. Geaeral Comments;

The functionality of wildlile corrider/habital linka ges and creeke necds to bo retaimed, See
Attach ;fmn‘i E8, “Public Open Space Altemative {‘J‘» th Rouds and Developmunt Areas)”,
The DEIR should fully analyze continuad viability of these corridors 1 saupusm-«

dpon praject implementation. Widlife crossi 185 that accemmuodate mountain Hons an
deer should be incorporated into the desig i of proposed arlerial highwavs and losal
circulation network.,

Sume documentation for thess | ;z’m"z'zi linkages can be found in “The Cougar in the Sania
Ana Mom"(zz” Range, Ualiforms” {}mﬁus County Cooperative ?\ms untain Lion Study by
Puul Befer und Reginald Eaﬁui ated June 1,1 Y93, Attechment #3, in various published

articles of Paul Beler “‘,}fz‘m nining M;r%mum Hablat Areas and Habital Corridors for
Cougars”, Atachment #4, “Meta apopuiation Models, Tenacious Tracking, and Cougar
Conservation”, faimchmeni #6, " A Cheeklist for Evaluating Impacts to Wildlifs
Viovement Corridors”, Allachment # 5 and the County of Orange Deer Telemetry Siudy

Prescrvasion of the cougar population in the Sania Ana Mountain Runge of Southern
California sheuld be adidressed. In pariicuiar, the east-west %mhriaz linkage from O'Naill
rieg onal Park/Arroyo Trabuceo through the Thomus Ri Hey and Caspers Wilderness Parks o
the Cleveland National Forest st be retained. Also the A{s%}xi;zh imkage from the Donna
€"Netll Land Conscrvancy 1o Cleveland National Forest/Camp Pendicton through Gabino,
Blind and Upper Cristianitos Creek needs o be preserved. Beior (1093 studied the
population viability of mountuin lons in the Sunta Ana Mouatains and Py alomar Range and
coneiuded that loss of critical habitar lind ages would hkely extirpate lons from the region,

b. Specific Comments:
Of particular concearn are the followin g 18sucs:

1) Planning Arca 10 s propesed essentially as an open g space addition (o the
existing eastern portion of the Ladera Land Conservancy, which iiself connects 10
O'Neill Regional Park. However, by proposing a PA2 which is configured (o

axtond all the we ay frem Ban Junn recls on ilie aocdh do o (A iilbi} mwhon! ol o f

Oso Parkway on the north, there will be no w ay for wildlife movement to cross east-



Sent by: CUBRENT PLANNING DIVISION 71483448523; C4/11/03  G:34P4; Jeifer #5352 Page 18/23
NCP 1o Prepare DEIR 589
Page 10

west from the Ladera Land Comf:rwm} ds expanded) and the open space PATZ and
Thomas Riley Wildorness Park an the cast

We are unaware of any study documenting mountaim lon of mule desr use af
Rouie 241 under crossing from O'Neill Regional Park 1o the Chi iguita Canyon
Conservation Avea, which it appears the appmam may be relymg upon fo pravide

ast-west wildlife movement. There similarly is no documentstion show g Mmounial
ii(}ﬁ or mule deer north-south movement under Oso Park way usiig existing box

cuiveris,

The southern portion ol PA2A would eliminate 2 Key mld}i movernent areg in what
are identified as the Chicuis Narrows and O higuita Woods Canyon. That s why tlus
poT tion of PAZA has boen proposed instead for regional g}ark PUINGSEes (528 diSCussion
i 3. Bven i the requested portion of PA2A is instead allocated 1o n expansion of
Riley Wildeness Park, there will still be issucs relative 1o wildii e FROVEMENL 2Cross
Chiguita Canvon Road which appears ta cross h niguita Woods Canvor and divide
ihig dreq,

reation of & Now Ortega Hizhway doubi 1ol widhfe moveniend
: San rii Naw isr cpi r*zg%ﬁ.way are
proposed for fuiure 6 F;m; Wit c? wotihd ze;zée several times the inpact of the

3} Should SR-24] not be extended, the exhibils de epict an slicrnative m;“fﬁw ty
Cristianitos Road run ning gencrally north-south cast of the Gobermnadora
Ecologiesl Resmm on f&rm and connecting w;ih the proposed Chiquita Canyon Road

T

(which sctually runs largely ths rough the Canada Gobernadors Walcrshed) te the north,
This road segment would ‘ga.;u riicufarly fmpact existing and documented mountain lion
fnoverment between Caspors Wilderness Park and the riparian area within the

Cobernudora Eeological Restoration Area o ong North and South Gunsite Canyone.

Al the same time, coming off of Cristianiios Road znd loeptag through South Gunsite
Canvon would be a 4 iw “comﬁmﬂé ly coilector” road which would eliminate the
present wildlife movement along that canyon batwesn ¢ wspers Wilderness Bark and
the Gobernadora %f,umu k_z} Restoration Arey.

As significant as the northern segment of proposed Cristianitos Road is Lhe
alignment/new location and route for Cﬂ'si%;mi%os Roud ﬁ;r}uih of Oricya Highway,
Near the northern edge of the Donna O°Neill Land Conser Jancy, the proposed new
alignment begins to shift several hundred feer to ﬂm east of the lecation of present duy
Cristianitos Read. In shifting the location several hundred et to the vast, the road
will more or less (olow 4 north-south ridgeline with the exception of that point where
it crosses lower Cabino Canyon hefors rising up again to the TRW feaschold mesa.

The proposed road location would ikely cut off all documented wildlife niovement

between the Donna O Neill Land Conscwar;w and San Juan Creek, Gobemadora
Feologionl Bestorstinn Aren, €5 sapors & Hitey Wildernoess Pabey und wil n_lmui;m@

habitat to the north. It would appear based on tepography thal 4 high hridye for thiy
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road over lower Gabino Canyon would allow wildlife movemen: under that bridge
bt‘iwam witderiess areas to the east &ﬂd the Donna O'Neill Land Conservancy, but
that it would otherwise cut of T wildlife mevement wxe copt al this pomt, assumed 1o be g
bridge erossing,

The one concern with this assumption is that the proposal is for the rowd segment
crossing lower Gabine Canyon (o be constructed as a 2 lane collecior. There may be
umsuﬁem ble oppesition fo constructing 4 2 tune collecior with “firure | resorvation” lor
widening as g significant bridge uoasmgi even ‘ifi@iﬁhﬁ this would be the only effective
means of assuring that there continues @ be any wildife movemoent o and out of the
Donna O'Netli Land Conservanay.

4) Even if m%f ife movement was not {0 he severely alfooted by the cantiguous nature of

PAZ with the new high school fsee discussion in & b, [3, cast-waest wilillife movemen
would be similarly impacted by the proposed Chiguita Canyon Road, much of which is
actually in the Canada Gobernadora Watershed, As Wi‘if‘z the Ehzd USC afraigement
discussed in 8. b. 1), this road has the potential for sliminating all eust-wesl movement
between O'Neill Regional Park on the west and Riley and Cuspory %}v demess Parks
on e zast, The only WHU;f? movement | his road itself would not impact would b

hetween M,;’zzg}fra? the Gobermador a2 Feological Restoration Arcy and Riley Wilderness
Park.

L&

Tlm focal collectar road depicied in Exhibits 6A and 61 appears o exiend into PA YA
or the apparent purpose of accessing estate housing proposad there. However, it

f Hows t:m{:m the only wildlife corridor dircetly conmecting San Juan Crock with

Cabino Canyon, as noted in Beier and Barretl study.

-
LA

) Although not specifically addressed in the NOP it is our understandmg (hat a
significant number of property awners in the southwest comer of Riverside County
have aceess easemoeni rights that allow them to oross from Ortege Highway to
Riverside County. Since this project will have significant wrewti" inducing impacts, il
is oritical to estimate how wide the easemen rights are for these property owners and
whether or not they would legally be entitled to widen their current means of access
within the full width of their easements, for o example, from an existing 2 lane road 10 3,
4, or 5 lapes. The DEIR must address the locaton and width of all eascment rights
crossing Ranch prme:i'ua which the msde;s of tiase caserment righis could expund
upan greatly impacting wildlife movement iy suld poteniralty widened Jocatans,

4. Lessened Public Aceess to Private Reserve Impacis:

Suay .

Fhie DEIR necds 1o enalyse impacts on Count ty regional/wilderness parks from cxcessive
teereational use s'asui ing from potentislly lessened ?“iﬂf‘filb ACCess to pﬁ\&iiﬁ reserve lands,

meluding an increase i sm;fnb 16 patrol and mieract with the public in order 10 enforce user
compliance with reserve nolicies and additional fun whing for habitat rehabilitation/ restoration

and recreation monitor ng‘ The DEIR should also address rolated impacts of increased
Duran/meouniain lon interaction

10. Open Space Areas:

=4
A

o]
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Open space arcas are delineated within the proposed land use plan, f"wu L;'}LP SPACE Areas
¢ be placed withmn “Conservation Easements” in perpetuity much | rose withi the
Ladera Ranch Planned Community? The DEIR should discuss, if Lw:}mu_umn rasements
are 10 be dedicated, they should ocour at upplicable subdivision levels of approvil
subject (o approval of the Manager, County, PFRID/IIBP Program Managoment

oA 42{‘}'&{: ei} Neill Ranch “Owverlay 7@:30 1 proposed within Opzn Space Planning Unit
YA to facilitate 100 cstate homes, 120 casitas und a golf course. The DEIR should clearly
identily i‘ﬂ focation of these }‘.}?Op{}ahd componenis for thorough CEQA analysis of
relevant impacts. Moreover, the Project Planaing Area Map for Planning Areg VA should
be rovisad to depict locations of residential nodes proposed within this planning arca as
well as the golf course,

i1, CEQA Process:

a. The NOP indicates the proposed project is being prepared concurrently with two other
EIR/ELS documents. These include 1) the Southem G%’az*gs County ?‘\éaif%mi é’ﬁ@;z:mmi\

Conservation Planning Program and Habimt Conservation Plan (NCOP/A yoand 231
Special Area Management Plan/Master Strcambed Alierstion Agreement f’\A AP/ V‘*?ﬁ Al

How s the CRQA process for the proposed project 1o be coordinaied with these other hwo
dovuments s indicated in the NOP? What prevents thres Lead Agencics émn‘ A ovéz‘fg
contradielory certification? What implications does this forebode for the adequacy of
CEQA compliance for the subject project? The DEIR should adequately discuss this issue
thoroughly for claritfication of reviewers and the County as a Responsible Ageney for these
other twe projects

12, Fralls and Class | Bikeways:

2. Riding and Hikiag Trails

-

Riding and hiking frails are surfaced with decomposed wz&mk (DG and are used by
cquestrians, mountain bicyelists, and hikers, Tgn, County's Muster Plan of Keglonal
Ridlis ng ar nd ?;uf(mg Truils identifics the following four irails {identified below) aligned
wilhin the subject project vicinity

The project proponent shall be required to dedicale 2 16-loot-wide Recreation Lasement
for riding and hiking trat! purposes, for cach trail, 1o the County of "Orange 1 comphisnce
with County Standard Conditions oﬁ'ﬁm}z‘ava? ‘*v‘:;;aw;ﬂ conditions for Recrention
Lusements. Design and construction of the trails are & component of the conditions.

Implementation shall occur at subsequent subdivision fevels of upproval for applicable
xLih(‘iI&,mOI 1 Maps suh{;esi to approval of the Manager, County, PFRI/HBP Program
Manavﬁme‘r‘*% The DEIR should discuss dedication requirements as a condition of
approval for the proposed project, Trails nof acquired in conjunction with subdivision

maps 2hall be dedicated 1o the Coanty of Orange by P PO PP PAPERRUITI

£ i om
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Lo Cristianieos Trail - proposed to cornect the San Tuan Creek Trail {at Nursery Road) o
san Onofre State Park, threugh the Talega Planned Community,

b

Frima Deshecha Tragl proposed to connect the San Jusn Creek Trail (2t Antonio
Farkway) 1o San Onofre State Park, trough theTalega Planned Community.

fard

Sen dueen Creeke Trail - proposed 1o fol !{m San Fuar Creek and connect the Cleveland
Nalional Forest to Doheny State Beach, This g & “mountains-to-sea” ruil. The
project propenent st hould construct the segment botwesn Caspors Wildernoss Park and
the San Juan Capisirana oity limits,

A Recroation Hasement shall not he requircd within ﬁrﬁ'&?ﬁ‘—-&'@{f “Rancho Mission Vigjo
I " for subject trail if the park is seeepted by the County of Urange.
design and construction of the tail will e O reguived.

Lo

Wagon Wheel Fraif - @gj sedd 1o conneet Cuspers and Riley Wilderness Parks, The
project proponent should consiruct two segmenis of the rail: a) from the Sé}uihm‘l}; end
of Riley Wilderness Park (o the westerly edge of Cuspers Wilderness Park. and b}
from: Oso Parkway northward 1o the T ieras Creek Trail,

mw

The DEIR should alea ‘ﬁ&z'sa{}u the mostly cxisting Bell View T

the San Juan Creck Trail to ﬁé Tieras Creek Trail} and the nariial v cxisting *"if?‘i}‘i‘}
Trabueo Trail (nroposed 1o @liow 2 abuco Creck from the Cleveland National Horest Lo

the San Juan Creek Trail),

Adso, the DEIR should discuss the opportumity for implementing addivional ridi ng arid
hiking trails within the project site. These loca! rails should conncel residential areas,
parks, staging areas, and equestrian centers 10 regional trails. Local trails shatl be
dedicated to ihe County of Orange. (These would be recorded but not secepted by the
County

0. Staging Areas:

Stag mg areas typically provide parking and amaenities such as o w atering trough, drinking
founfain, horse tie- ups, benches, and shade trecs. The Musier Plan « of Regional Riding
wnd Hiking Trails proposes the San juan Creek Si tagmg Area northwest of the intersection
of Antenio Parkway and Ortega Highway, near the San Juan Creok Trail, The projec
proponent should be required (o design and construer this regional staging arcw, per
County standards, o addition io thig, the DEIR should Jiﬁ“l;ba the opportumity {or
imiplementing additional staging areas within the project site

‘he DEIR should also mention that two othe “sluging arcas are proposed iy 1he project
vicunty: the Prima Deshecha Staging (tocuted east of the Prima Deshecha Land (111
and the Crisuanitos Staging Area (located southenst of Lthe Talega Plamned Community).
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¢. Class I Bikeways:

Class [ {(paved offroud) bikews ays are used by pedestrians and bicyoliste, OCTA’
simwg ¢ Plar {or regional bikeways identifies two Clags | bikeways 1n the project
it ?}’

Lo San duan Creek Bikewuy — proposed 10 foliow San Juan Creek and connect Caspers
Wilderness Park 10 Deheny State Beach. This is 2 “mouniains-to-sca” hikev gy, Ihe
project proponent should be required o design and construet tis bikeway from the
Wilderness Park 1o the existing periéf;r of the %‘*zkuv ay 10 San Juan Capistrano, and 1o
dedicale o 1 6-foot-wide Reereation Eusament o Lhe County of Orunge (within the
{‘f"} JECE wOilP"E&E'}Ji

Should the proposed “Ranche Mission Vigjo Regional Park” be implemented, o
Reercation Easement shall not be required for areas within ihe park, but design and
construction shall continue 1o be a recuirement

[

Trabuco Creck b:féw’ ST
Nationa! Forest to the §

pmg}ss{:d to follow the Amroyo Trabuce from Cleveland

] . This is part m“uzc mouniuing-lo-sea”
bikeway gvatem. Residents f MV Planning Arcas | and 2 will be | ving u?@sa i the
Arrove Trabuco {from one 10 three miles g,gwﬂ‘u; iUis expected that [uiure RM Y
residents and residents of ,? e exisiing RMVY communities of Las Dlores and ezf?sau
witl use the Trabuce Creek Bikeway for both cycle-commuting and recreaiional use,

:_}Q

We thercfore request the prejeet proponent be required (o {z»:,m;:n andd construet this
hmewcfy from just north of the Solanc Adobe (near the T Jeras Creek Goif Club) to
jusi south QFCFUWT‘ Vailey Parkway, where it would connect with the s planned
segment of the bikeway through the Arvoyo Trabuce Goif Course,

A To-foot wide Recreation Easement (or bikeway purposes should be dedicated 1o the
County of Orange, | Oy scparale insirument, prior to zssudr}u ol ceruficates of use and
occupuncy for the proposed project subject w approval of the Manager, County,
PERD/HBP Program Managoment.

The DEIR should slso mention that the Count ty's Bikeway Plun ({or the unincorporated
areas) identifies the Pico Bikeway just outside the project houndary, This existing
bikeway parallels Avenida Picoin T alega. This bikeway should be extended o RMV s
Planning Area 8, 10 serve future residenis,

The DEIR should also discuss the oppertunity for implementing additiona) Clags !
hikeways within the project site. Local Class 1 bikew ays should connect residentiul aress
W regional bikeways and act iVily centers such as parks, schools, shopping centers,
cmploymeni centers, &

To nrovide 8 needed north-south Class | bikeway through Rancho Mission Viejo, the

praject proponent should design and construct a Cluss | bi ikeway (possibly paralic] to the
propasad Cristianitos Roady thar wothd commact the Sn Tooe Crcel ke aw to the Piow

Bikeway.
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Should proposed “Rancho Mission Vielo Regionul Park” not be Eva’_\Lf}zL{i ny th (*aum}:
the projeet proponent should consider converting the Oriega Highway, if abandoned hy
Cal-Tans, 10 1he San Juan Creek Bike sway within the remaining linear OPEn space. A
nrecedent f@;‘ conversion ocourved in the C ounty’s changing “Old” B Toro Road 10 «
segment of the Aliso Creek Bikeway in Cities of Lake |+ orest, and Mission Vigjo,

Bikeways can be mi Ligaiion measures to elp reduce air pollution, traffie o ongestion,
parking congestion, and noise. Clags | %‘Ekewcy !“;}dz‘“?, cular, bf‘ccmsa they are olf-roud

and suitable for bicyclists and pedesirians with & wids range of azes and ahilites, serve to
encourage bicyeling and walking as aliemative r?‘aﬁcs of transportation.

d. Grade-Separated Crosglngs:

Crade-separaied crossings should be provided where roads will cross rails and hikoways.
Examples include:

Sun Jsun Creek Tral und San Juan © reok Bikeway — at Ortega His ghway {(west of La
Pata Avenue), Antonio Parkway (notth of Oriegs Highway), the proposed Cristianite

Road, the pzo;;foamv extension of SR-241, and the ¢ propused New Oriegs Hi

£33

Highway,

2. Pice Bikeway ~ ot SR-241 (1o provide for the exiension of the b Keway mio Planning
Area 8} and possibly at Cristianitos Road, depending on the b tkeway and rowd
alignments,

3o Prime Deshecha Trail - at La Pats Avenue (ncar propesed Camino f.as Ramblas) and
Crtega Hﬁgawav {near La Pata Avenue). Also, tho proposed Trampas Rosd should
avold lhe alignment of this rail. Othe srwise, & grade-separated o crossing would be
acedea‘

4. Crestianiton T il — at the PIropos sUAniios Road and at 2 loga fiz_ BV AY.

£, Exhibif

Anexhibit (similar 1o Exhibit 54) should ¢ provided in the BiR that depicls trails.,
Class | bikeways, s taging arcas, and gmdﬁ-scpameu‘ CIGESings.

L Trail/Bikeway Terminology:

To avoid confusion hetween riding - and hiking trails and bikeways, we sugges! ustng the

s

follawing erminology in the rex
a  {(llasg i Bikeway: a paved, offtroad bikewsy.
e Ulass I Bikeway: an on-roud bikeway with stripad lancs.

- Ricking smd Hé?\;né Trails wotrwll gurfaved witly -'\Eg;g;uzngm;-‘;asai Erdnie (L)
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I short, “bikeway™ would be used fur T paved routes and “teall” would refer 1o unpaved

routes,
2. Sefbacks:

Trails and bk

shade trees and landseaping

ways sthould be set back rom roads, butldings, and walls, o allow space for

i Coordination with Other Planned Communities

T
Talega Planned Community and Coto de Cazs S Spe
i. Project Objectives:

Under Transportation project ei:rix';{:iiw‘

railand bikeway planning for Rancho Mission Vi ijo should be coordinaled with the

coific E}&m Commur :Ei}.

*‘*Hﬁwmg should be

mcluded i the DEIR: “Pramote aliemalive modes on, such as walking,
bieyeling, and mass transie”

We appreciale the projoct ohjectives listed under Recreation (NOP pages 23- '}it’-%},
However, i}z{;‘ oliowing changes should be made wéz%aéﬂ ine GEIR for Aéa ST

o Change the tile 1o “Trails and Bil jeways”

¢ innumber 1, mwr;amgze the following languages

residential areas, p

arks, stuging areas, and Laguesénazi center

o

o “Local trafls should connect
$ {0

regional trails. Locy

Class I bikeways b%"wi {d connect vesidential aress (o regional bikeways and activity

centers such ag parks,

chools, shopping cenicors,

iployment conters, eie.

e [nonumber ‘:a, change the wording 1o read, “Provide for tinks in the Crange County
£
kA

“mountams-io-sea” watl and hikeway

e Innumber 1h, sdd “and bikeways” ai the

bted

o Innumber 4, change the wording 16 read, “Fue
and County hikeway master g}éms,”

J- Environmental Analysis Checklist Responses:

Under Tra
of these issues is warranted in the P ogram BEIRY

be i~ luded (under Transportation and Recreation. us appropriaie), in order o
ntative ract map stages of approval.

guidance {or the Area Plan and s

wi, i ok p . JEA TN 41 Lo e 3
ang bikaway’ afier “pail

¥ system.”

end of the senience.

Hitate impiementation of the OCTA

ansporiation/Cireulation g7 (NOP page 53, tas stated that “no further evaluation

However, cur commenis ahove shonld
provide

Lnder Rovroation (NOP page 7), the BEIR Should 2iso address rails and Class | bikoeways
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(3. ?@ﬁf}@?ﬁﬁ%

v order to better undersiand the project and comment appropriately during p eparation of
the DEIR ¢ rough the subsequent sereen check process, HBR rquj\ s the mé%owmg a8 soon
us possible

8 Submittal to PERD/H P Program i Management of thees separate oxhibits ali wr the come
seede on J:s iS base maps of the Ply anning Areas, Aronal and Coallec clor Roads and
\mwvi@ i Lion Movemen: Comidors. All exhinirs to he o d-oul expibits 117y 17 i1
size. These same exhibits should alse ke included in the DEIR.
bOA wur ol the s Proposed projoct site for PI RD gtaff el uding HE P . Watershed & Coustyl
Resources, imammau‘mi m,sgurms Flood Program and E’Ecb e, Road Desien.

Thank vou for the SPpetiumiY 1o commoent, HBP welcomes any UppoTiunity to respond 1o any
POSD quostions regarding our response on sub; (

opy of the proposed EBEER? before distribution, as wel] as g copies of the
EFinal v”ﬁ Board s:zi Supervisor Resolstions and Conditions for the La neral Plan Amcndment
and Zone Change Conditions as they become available from FDSD. Mor cover, HEBP reouests 3
Copy of the final NOP mems on subjeet project distribuied 0y your office io PDST fior our

Fi?:e@m} you have ans ¥ Questions, pleage don's hesiate w0 contact Me al 834-6066, or Frie Jesson of

my statl af 834-4 6787 ‘/";‘
F3 /’}l
H

i ,/ LH“-
ﬂ Win 11 Teas, Dzzeczm
[Harbors, § Beaches & Parks

Allachments: (B}

P‘ai% lic Open Sp'zcc, mm,mwve (Sovthem NCCP/SAvp Wildlife Movement
Comidors/ Hubitar | nkages).
Ted St John and thf? Read Rancho Mission Vi lejo Grassland Pyl hibit, 1989/1 990
. Os;znge County C Soperative *\f‘mws&ﬂr Lion St tudy, Puul Beler ang Reginald Barivi, 6-1-93.

bt

b B

4. Delerminin i Minimy BUm F%’(abmz Areag - and 1 Habitat {szaors TS for émoarx Paul Boier, 3-03,
SOA i_nackps& F?ur f:w ‘aluating g Impa &CIS fo Wiuﬂw ’\ffmc,ﬁ" ant C{}’T dom Paul Beier and Steve

Lae, ¥99?
6, Jfﬁfe‘ﬁz opulation ‘ation Maodels, ?emuws 'E’rawmw and Coy Lougiur Co ervation, Paul Beier, 1904,

7. Y}vsgw:m of Juvenile Cougars in E"iégmﬁgiigd Habitat, Puul Eaczsr 1995,
5. Public Open Space Alternative {With Roads und | Deve! opment Areag).

ce: Bob Hamilion, PFRD/HBR Program Managemen!

Wiltnijd/sm/ens 412



Referenced Harbors, Beaches & Parks
attachments are available for your review at
the County of Orange.
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Capistrano Unified School District

Excellence in Education
Telephone (949) 488-7000/FAX 248-8546

32972 Calle Parfectn, San Juan Gaplstrano, California 82875

MP!S’TMN7 ‘
\umma BOHOUE, DIKTRIOT

S

BOARD OF
TRUSTEES

DR, QUANE 8 8YIFF
Prealdent

MARLENE Kt DRAPER
Vicg Prosident

MIKE DARNCLD
Clark

SHEILA J BENECKE
JORN J. CASABIANCA
SHELIA J, HENNESS

CRYSTAL
HOCRENDORFER

SUPERINTENDENT

DA JAMES A FLEMING

SVISION OF
FACILITIES PLANKING

DAVID A, DOOMEY
Asanclate Bupsdrandent

April 7, 2003

Chuok Shoemaker

Orange County Planning & Development Sarvices Department
300 North Fiower Strest

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 82702

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO “RANCH PLAN" NOTICE OF PHEPARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

Thank you for the opporfunity to respond 1o the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Environmental impact Repont {EIR} addressing the "Ranch Plan”, The entire proposed
developrnent is within the jurisdictional boundaries of Capistrano Unified Schoof District
(CUSDY), and the District is committed to providing educational and support facilities for
alf future students generated by new developments.,

The NOP indicates on page 10 that preliminary analyses reveal a nesd for three
elamentary schools, one middle school, and a possible need for ona high schaol.
Further, schoul site sizes are sstimated to be 10 acres each for elementary schoals, 20
acres for middie schools, and 50 acres for a high school,

CURBD is requiring this information be revised to include a minimum of six elementary
schools, fwe middle schools, one high school, and fwe support sites (e.g.,

ngYB%CKMﬁN transportation centerg). This reguirement ig based upon the proposed number of
i homes within the Ranch Plan and current student generation rates that are updated

acgﬁaﬁqlsfﬁm annually. Moreaver, the sizes of school sites also need 10 be revised o 12 acres each
nag

far slemendary, 25 scres each for middls, and 55 acres for a high school. The larger
gite elzes are critical to accommodate the educationz! and programmatiz needs of
today's students. Without the required schouls and larger site sizes, the District
anticipates significant adverse impacts on enroliments as families with school-age
chiidren continue to move o homes in south Orange County.

We appreciate the oppertunity to provite our input on school related impacts and
needs associated with this project. i you have any questions or congerns regarding
this letter, please do not hesitate {0 contact me at (948) 4889.7254,

Sinceraly,

%@w N

David A. Doomeay
Associate Superintendent, Facilitizs Planning

Fiig: | -arols Finn NOS Son
Sarving e Sauthern California commurftleg of
Aligs Viejo « Coto de Cazs + Dana Polnt « Ladora Ranon » Laguna Niguet » Las Fiures « Mission Yigio « Rancho Sants Margarks « San Clements » San Jusn Cuplstrans » Tainga

AW CRROUSH oM
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R=A Alr Quality Management District
= 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamaond Bar, CA 91765-4182
{ (909) 396-2000 - www.agmd.gov

South Coast

June 27, 2003

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

County of Orange

Planning and Deveiopment Services Dept
Linvironmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 927024048

Diear Mr. Shoemaker:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for

General Plan Amendment/Zone Change PA 01-114 (The Ranch Plan}

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opporiunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The AQML) s comments are recommendations
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Air Quality Analysis

The AQMI adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The AQMD
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the AQME's Subscription Services
Department by calling (909) 396-3720,

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could ocour from
all phases of the project and all air polutant sources related to the project. Air guality impacts
from both construction and operations should be considered. Construction-related air quality
impacts typicaily include, but are not limited ta, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment
from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources
{¢.g., heavy-duty construction cquipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are
not limited to, emissions from stationary sources {e.g., boilers), area sources (e.¢., solvents and
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips
should be included in the evaluation. An analysis of all wxic air contaminant impacts due to the
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decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be
included.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation (o mimmize
or eliminate significant adverse air guality impacts, To assist the Lead Agency with dentifying
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD CEQA Arr
Quality liandbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, AQMD’s Rule 403
— Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not
otherwise required. Pursuant fo state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

AGQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the AQMD’s
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the
Public Information Center is also available via the AQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage
(hup/fwww.agmd. gov).

The AQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air
Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if vou have any questions regarding this

lelter,

Sincerely, .

Steve Smuth, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
88:CBh
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
TRANSPORTATION AND
LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Richard K. Lashbrook Pl anning D ep artment Robart T Jolwson
Agency Director Flemning Divector
July 28, 2003

Planning & Developmeant Services Department
Environmental Planning Servicas Division
ATTN: Chuck Savemaker

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)
FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT/ZONE CHANGE

Daar Mr. Shoemaker:

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Planning Departrnent with the Notice of
Preparation {NOP) for the above-referenced environmental document, We have no comments
at this time but request that the County receive a copy of the Draft EIR when completed. If you
should have any questions regarding these commments, please contact me at (808) 855-40490,

Sincerely,
sl
Kathieen Browne
Special Projects
Riversie Office- 4080 Lemon Strest, 87 Floor india Office: 82.875 Hwy 111, 27 Floar Murrjeta Office- 394593 Los Alamos Rd,
PO, Box 1409 Riverside, Cafifornia 92502-1408 Room 209, Indio, Califormia 82201 Wurrieta, Callfornia 02582

{809) 955-3200 - Fax {800} 9553157 (750} 8638277 + Fax (760) 863-7040 (909} B0CE170 + Fax (808) BOD-B145



: Terri Trammell To: Chuck Sheamaker
e . " folon
I /\ EW 1872003 10:52AM  gipject: Rancho Mission Viejo

Hi Chuck,

1 would like to voice my concern and frustration with the Rancho Mission Viejo land owners. | have lived in
Crange County for 7 1/2 years. | have witnessed increasing growth, traffic congestion and bad air quality. |
don't understand why people don't see this as being a problem when it comes to quality of iife. Clean air is
s0 precious to our health, well being and nature. | think the fand should be designated as open space with
NO buitding of Commercial or Residential EVER. Cr, it can be used as Ranch Land which is probably
what their forefathers before them had in mind for the land when they purchased it or it was given to them.
But | know greed and monay take over common sense with human beings.._piease pass this message on
to anyone who will listen,

Thank you.

Tarri Trammell

Concerned




601 Via Promontorio
San Clemente, California 92672
February 28, 2003

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Attention: Chuck Shoemaker

Subject: General Plan Amendment / Zone Change(PAO-114)

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments and to identify issues
regarding the subject EIR. My concern, and the concern of my neighbors in the southern
sections of the city of San Clemente, is related to the proposed toll road ( so called 241
extension, or foothill extension) routing adjacent to our homes.

You already have identified transportation and traffic needs that will be addressed
by the subject EIR. You must be aware, however, that the proposed tol! road is intimately
tied in with the project development. and the project development can not move forward
without addressing the related toll road problems. You must look not only at traffic issues
within and adjacent to the development, but traffic flow associated with the development
that will affect nearby communities in southemn Orange County.

If the transportation needs of the Ranch Plan depend on the toll road, or any other
roadway extending through other communities to connect with major arterials, such as the
I-5 freeway, the EIR must address the affect these roadways will have on the impacted
communities. \

The city of San Clemente is already bisected with a major freeway, Homes within
0.5 to 1.0 miles of this freeway are subjected to continuous freeway noise, noxious gases,
and for those homes with visual access, aesthetic degradation. The proposed toll road
route, while not cutting through the heart of the city, is well within 0.5 miles of many
homes in this city and will subject residents within that zone to the same objectionable
elements as the current freeway.

FFor the reasons cited above, and for other reasons too numerous to relate here. the
toll road must not be constructed along the currently proposed route. The toll road
connection with the proposed development, and the toll road problems themselves, are
issues that need to be addressed in the EIR.

Gl oot

CALVIN HECHT




David Bendall

25 Via Carisma

Aliso Viejo CA 92656
949-643-1644

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

360 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

To Whom It May Concern:

The planned zone changes (PA 01-114) are a bad idea and clearly not in the interest of
the average resident of Orange County. There is no reason that the county of Orange
should change the zoning for this land, as it does not provide any significant benefits to
the residents of Orange County while permanently degrading a valuable natural resource.
The 14,000 dwelling units being considered for the planning area could easily be built in
existing cities. In my city, Aliso Viejo, we clearly have un-built areas where thousands
of condos could be added. Building in existing cities would be much preferable, as it
would not require nearly the level new services from the county and would not have
nearly as much adverse affect on the environment. The open space in South Orange
County has national importance in terms of its biodiversity and beauty. It would be a
tragedy for Orange County to rezone this land, since this would make it much less likely
it would be preserved. My hope is that those in charge will look after the interests of the
citizens of Orange County and of the US and protect this treasured patural resource,
rather then provide an unjustifiable windfall for the owners of the land.

Sincerely,

David Bendail



TERRELL WATT, AICP
PLANNING CONSULTANT
1757 UNION STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

{415) 5630543
FAX (415} 563-8701
terrywatt@Zatt net

March 15, 2003

Attn. Chuck Shoemaker

Orange County Planning & Development Services Dept.
300 N. Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

RE: Notice of Intent to Prepare (NOP) Draft Envirormental Impact Report # 589
for Proposed General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA (1-114) {aka: The Ranch Plan)

Mr. Shoemaker:

The following comments on the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of Draft Environmental Impact Report
#589 (DEIR) for The Ranch Project (the Project) are submitted on behalf of Endangered Habitats League
(EHL). EHL supports the County’s requirement that an EIR be prepared for the Project and appreciates
this opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the EIR.

COMMENTS ON THE SCOPE OF THE EIR

Project DEIR Timing/Sequencing Issues

The NOP states that the Project DEIR will be processed concurrently with the two regional planning efforts
that are ongoing for the project site: 1) The NCCP/HCP; and 2) the SAMP/MSAA. Separate permitting
documents and separate joint EIS/EIRs are being prepared for these two regional planning efforts. Among
the purposes of an NCCP/HCP process is to identify lands that should be permanently protected in order to
ensure the long-term protection of natural communities and their related species while allowing compatible
development and economic use. As such, the scientific information concerning potential “reserve” areas is
an essential initial input into a development plan for The Ranch. Similarly, the SAMP will be identifying
measures necessary to preserve, enhance and restore aquatic resources in the area. The initial information
from these two efforts and alternatives developed as part of the two joint EIS/EIRs would be most useful as
input to the proposed Project design. The initiation of a Project DEIR does not atlow for this input to have
occurred prior to the selection of a “project description” for analysis. I[deally, the initiation of a Project
DEIR would be delayed until the project description is revised to reflect information about biological
resources and reserve design developed in the NCCP/HCP and the SAMP.

It is customary for EIS’s to analyze a number of alternatives at an equal level of detail. Following that
initial analysis, a preferred project is typically selected for further review. If this is the case with the
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA EIS/EIRs, the Project DEIR should await the completion of the Draft
EIS/EIRs for these planning efforts. As stated above, this would allow the proposed Project description to
reflect key information concerning resources and reserve design identified in those planning efforts.
Ideally, there would be a single joint EIS/EIR for the project and regional efforts with co-lead agencies.
Has this option been considered? If so, why was it rejected? It seems timely to reconsider the option and
~cost savings associated with joint environmental documents.

The NOP does not provide a detailed schedule for coordinating these three efforts, or state how and when
information developed as part of the regional efforts will be incorporated into the Project and Project
DEIR. Whatever the sequencing of these concurrent efforts is, it should allow for information from the
regional planning efforts to be incorporated into the Project Draft EIR. A detailed schedule iilustrating the
coordination of these efforts should be developed to ensure this is the case.

[



Program vs. Proiect-Level DEIR

EHL understands that the NOP is proposing a Program-level EIR. Nonetheless, we encourage the County
to analyze project impacts at a level of detail sufficient to inform key decisions, including:

Where development should and should not be located based on existing resources; level
of impact and smart-growth planning principles.

Where sensitive uses should be located, including schools.
Minimum setbacks from development to aquatic resources and reserves.

Other praject and reserve design issues.

Project Description

Often DEIR’s are inadequate as a result of omissions in the project description and setting information.
This NOP leaves a number of questions remaining concerning key aspects of the project, including the

following:

The type and amount of uses in each overlay zone. The NOP states that these would be
clearly identified as part of the project approval. Since such uses may have impacts, they
must be identified in the project description for anaiysis. The project description should
also provide details concerning the types of commercial uses, number of employees,
general range of incomes and the like.

The approximate locations of schools for the project. The location of schools should not
be delayed until the tentative map stage because of the unique impacts associated with
schools. The NOP indicates that the locations of the schools will not be disclosed until
the tentative tract map stage. In addition, the NOP is unclear as to whether a high scheol
will be part of the project. Again, this should be clarified in the project description and a
“worst-case” scenario analyzed.

The location of reservoirs and other major utilities. The NOP postpones the
determination of the location and size of reservoirs and other utilities until the tentative
map stage. The NOP notes that reservoirs will be located “in proximnity to the developed
areas,” but not necessarily within development areas. Again, this deferral of project
details may result in an underestimation of project impacs,

The detailed text and map changes for General Plan and Zone amendments. These
should be included in the project description, as well as any components of the draft
development agreement that have the potential to result in impacts.

Specific BMPs for water quality during and after construction. To the extent that water
quality basins are relied on for water quality treatment, these should be described.

Water supply, storage and distribution improvements needed for buildout {see note above
concerning deferral of locating reservoir sites).

Development, including new infrastructure, which would occur on slopes over 20%, 25%
and 30% with a map illustrating the location of these activities

b2




8 Specific contaminants/pollutants, and estimated amounts, generated by the project and
cumulative development.

% Total amount of grading {cut and fill); height/depth of cuts and fils; extent to which
grading will balance on site; specific location of spoils sites and sources of new fill if
needed. This information should be iflustrated in clear graphics as much as possible,

®  Details concerning construction phasing and construction activities for ail phases.

™ Proposed resource management regimes for open space and NCCP/HCP and SAMP
Ieserve areas.

The NOP provides some information about the topics listed above, but lacks the level of detail necessary to
support a comprehensive evaluation of project-refated and cumulative impacts,

Project Setting

Similarly local and regional setting information must be described in sufficient detail to support adequate
analysis of impacts. The NOP provides a general description of much of the setting information. However,
additional details should be included in the DEIR, including;

* Updated information concerning all development projects, including infrastructure
improvements, in the region. In addition, this section should provide an update on how
and where the County will be meeting its five-year Regional Housing Needs Allocation.
Information abeut opportunities for mfill housing in existing urban areas should be
provided.

¥ Information on the current balance of jobs and housing, including income and housing
cost information should be included in the DEIR to inform a number of issues, including
need for the project.

Detailed information concerning biological resources on-site and in the region.

Information about the status of the water supply, both short and long-term, taking into
consideration climatological changes that may impact the staie’s water supplies.

®  Existing Williamson Act lands (mapped) on and off-site.

Detailed project description and setting information must be provided if the DEIR’s analysis of impacts is
to be adequate.

Thresholds of Significance

CEQA requires that “{a]ll public agencies...adopt by ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation, objectives,
criteria, and procedures for the evaluation of projects and the preparation of environmental impact reports
and negafive declarations....” Pub. Resources Code Section 21082, Such criteria are frequently referred to
as “thresholds of significance.” The DEIR must include such thresholds for each environmental factor that
is discussed. Policies contained in the County’s General Plan in combination with regulatory standards
{e.g. air quality, noise, ESA, grading, etc.} should be used as thresholds in addition to those recommended
by the CEQA Guidelines.

Land Use and Planning

The DEIR must include a detailed comparison of the proposed project with all applicable plans, policies
and regulations. Even though the project is proposing General Plan and zoning amendments, the DEIR
should identify the differences between what the applicable plans and ordinances would allow and what the
project entails,

A table shouid be included in the DEIR which describes and supports with evidence the proposed project’s
consistency with each relevant goal, policy and program of the County General Plan and other applicable

3



plans, policies and regulations of all agencies with jurisdiction over the project and a description of praject
conformance. Where there are conflicts between the proposed project and the applicable provision, the
DEIR must describe conforming amendments or changes to the proposed project necessary fo ensure
consistency befween project and applicable provision.

Finally, the Environmental Analysis Checklist states that there will be less than significant conflicts
between the Project and applicable environmental plans or policies of agencies with jurisdiction over the
oroject. No evidence is provided in the NOP to support this conclusion. To the contrary, the Checklist
states:

“These documents [NCCP/HCP and SAMP] are not adopted plans at this time, so it is not possible
to fully determine the project’s consistency with these plans.” Checklistat 1.

As the Checklist indicates, since the NCCF/HCP and SAMP are not vet completed, it is premature to
conclude that any conflicts will be less than significant. The Project DEIR must include an analysis of
Project consistency with these applicable pians. In addition, the DEIR must analyze Project consistency
with other applicable plans including Air Quality plans, Regional Board reguiations and the lixe.

This section should also address any issues related to the provision of public services, required annexations
and other factors for consideration pursuant to the Cortese-RKnox-Hertberg Local Govt. Reorganization Act.
For example, if any of the development areas rmust be (or eventually will be) annexed to either an existing
service district or te a City, this section must describe that action and analyze any impacts associated with
the boundary change. The document should clarify whether development areas are to remain
upincorporated, ultimately be annexed to adjacent cities or incorporate in the future. [mpacts associated
with this aspect of the project must be identified and analyzed.

Population aand Heusing

The Checklist states that the Project would not cumulatively exceed regional or local housing population
projections. Again, the Checklist fails to provide evidence that the Profect in combination with other
planned projects in the region would not exceed regional or local housing population projections. This
guestion must be the subject of a detailed analysis of all other projects that will be contributing to the
housing supply in Orange County. This analysis should be added to the DEIR.

The growth inducing analysis in the DEIR must include: (1) an estimate of the amount, location and time
frame of growth that may occur as a result of the project (e.g. additional housing demand or service
demand induced by the project); (2) application of impact assessment methodology to determine the
significance of secondary or indirect impacts as a result of growth inducement (e.g. demand for additional
very low, low and moderate income housing as demand for services grows in the region from the provision
of mid- to high-income homes, including construction workers); (3) identification of mitigation measures
or altematives to address significant secondary or indirect impacts.

Geophysical

We agree that every potential impact listed in the Checklist should be analyzed in the DEIR. This detailed
analysis of potentially significant geophysical impacts should be prepared by a qualified, independent
engineering geologist hired by the County. Any Geotechnical Reports prepared for the applicant must be
the subject of a thorough peer review in order for the information to be relied on for the DEIR.

The DEIR must analyze the impacts of the cut and fill necessary to create housing sites, roadways, among
other grading on the site and describe the extent to which cut and fill can be balanced on site. If borrow or
spoils sites are needed, the DEIR should analyze the impacts associated with these project features. The
impacts assoctated with grading must be analyzed including, but not limited to the likely significant
tmpacts of soil erosion and loss of topsoil, and topographic changes, among others. Also, the DEIR should
include a deseription {and graphic) indicating where cut and fill will ccour and at what depths/heights.
Indirect impacts associated with the grading on air quality and possibly truck trips to framsport excess soils
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offsite must also be analyzed. A detailed description of afl Project components that could contribute to
geophysical impacts must be the basis for the analysis.

Biglogical Resources and Wetlands (see also Hydrology, Drainage and Water Qualitv below)

We agree that every potential impact listed in the Checklist should be analyzed in the DEIR. This detailed
analysis of potentially significant impacts to biological resources should be prepared by a qualified,
independent expert hired by the County. In addition, we recommend that interdisciplinary teams of
hydrologists and biologists (and other experts as warranted) work on these sections together to ensure
complete analysis of the impacts of water quality, development and site alteration on species  Any
technical reports prepared for the applicant must be the subject of a thorough peer review in order for the
information to be relied on for the DEIR.

The DEIR must also include a wetland delineation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (see below).
Mitigation measures for impacts to biological resources should be supported by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Deferral of mitigation
measures untif after local approvals have been completed and federal and state permitting processes have
begun is not appropriate and would be inconsistent with the proposa!l to coordinate this Project DEIR with
the NCCP/HCP and SAMP efforts. Any changes necessary for the project to receive federal and state
permits should be made during the local approval process. The best way to ensure project consistency
with the NCCP/HCF and SAMF is to delay the Project DEIR until further progress has been made on these
planning documents and their draft EIS/EIRs.

Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality

We agree that every potential impact listed in the Checklist should be analyzed in the DEIR. This detailed
analysis of potentially significant hydrology, drainage and water quality impacts should be prepared by a
qualifted, independent expert hired by the County. In addition to a hydrologist, we recommend an
interdisciplinary team of hydrologist and bioclogists (and other experts as warranted) work on these sections
together to ensure complete analysis of the impacts of water quality on aquatic species. Any technical
Reports prepared for the applicant must be the subject of a thorough peer review in order for the
information to be relied on for the DEIR.

The proposed project could result in substantially aitering the site and downstream resources with respect to
its current hydrologic conditions. Significant impacts to the hydrologic regime and water quality are likely
as a result of extensive grading, alteration of topography and erosion, among other impacts,

In addition, this section of the DEIR (and/or biology) must include the following:
# adelineation of all wetlands verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A map indicating

the location of delineated wetlands with an overlay of project development features should be
included in the DEIR.

A4

an analysis of the project’s impacts to wetlands as a result of grading, placement of utilities,
polluted runoff from streets and trails, and use of groundwater and surface water. Redirecting
drainage patterns on the property may indirectly result in impacting existing wetlands, streams
and riparian vegetation on and off-site.

» anavoidance alternative consistent with the requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the California Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

a discussion of the standards by which regulatory agencies evaluate proposals for
development which may directly or indirectly impact wetlands.

\;f'



site development standards which include Temporary and Permanent Best Management

\d

Practices that will be relied upon to meet water quality standards.

% Methods for treating and retaining on-site storm water runoff from all new impervious surface
areas, including roads, parking areas, rooftops, driveways, generated by storms.

> Mitigation measures and alternatives should include state of the art practices to reduce

impacts to water quality including the incorporation of grassy swales and cisterns into project
design.

The DEIR should analyze adopted BMPs as well as state of the art natural systems to address water quality
1mpacts.

As a final note, the Checklist fails to place a check under 5d, flooding. If the site is subject to flooding, this
potential impact must be addressed in the DEIR.

Air Quality

We agree that every potential impact listed in the Checklist should be analyzed in the DEIR. This detailed
analysis of potentially significant air quality impacts should be prepared by a qualified, independent expert
hired by the County. Any technical reports prepared for the applicant must be the subject of a thorough
peer review in order for the information to be relied on for the DEIR. Mitigation measures and alternatives
should be considered that would reduce air quality impacts including: reduced development; clustered
development; jobs-housing balanced development; transit oriented development; and the like.

Transportation/Circulation

The Checklist indicates there would be no impacts of the Project on air traffic. However, no evidence is
provided concerning the current capacity of airparts in the region to handle additional demand. The
potential impacts of the Project on increased air traffic demand must be considered in the DEIR.

The transportation analysis must include an evaluation of the impacts associated with the consiruction
period activities of the project and cumulative projects in the area (e.g. truck trips, construction employee
trips, staging areas, etc.). This analysis requires a detailed description of the construction activities
associated with the project as well as cumulative projects (e.g. length of canstruction employee trips; need
for off-site disposal of excess soil, etc.). The impact analysis must include all trip generating components
of the project, including the schools and non-residential uses.

Finally, the DEIR should include mitigation measures and alternatives to the Project that would increase
use of transit.

Public Services, Utilities and Facilities

We would urge that the DEIR provide sufficient details concerning all public services and facilities to
allow analysis of potential impacts and determine the appropriate locations of key facilities (e.g. schools,
reservoirs, etc.). The NOP indicates that key decisions concerning the location of some essential services
may not be determined until the tentative map stage.

These analyses must also describe whether the project or cumulative development will exceed the
reguirements or standards of any of the agencies charged with jurisdiction over public services.

In addition, these sections should refer to if completed, or provide if not yet completed by LAFCO,
“service district reviews” pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act. These service reviews provide
essential information about the status and ability of service districts to provide services fo new development
without impacts to existing service.



Agsthetics
The accepted approach to analyzing visual and aesthetic impacts is as follows:

(1) Describe the criteria for significance thresholds;

{2) Characterize the existing conditions on the project site and the surrounding area by photograph and
description, and select key viewpoints within the area, including scenic corriders and landscapes.

(3) Using photomontages or visual simulations, illustrate the change in character of the project site before
and after project implementation.

(4) Identify feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reducs or eliminate significant impacts.

(5) Where mitigation measures are proposed, use the simulations to illusirate the change in character before
and after project mitigation measures are imposed (e.g. development siting, landscaping at various stages of
growth, setbacks, clustering, reduced scale and height of structures, building color medification, etc.)

Because of the sensitive visual nature of the region and in this case, the change from open space to
development, a thorough visual analysis must be done. In addition, the impacts of light and glare on
wildlife in the area must be analyzed.

Cumulative Analysis

An EIR’s cumulative analysis must consider the impact of the project combined with other related projects,
including past, present, and probable future projects. The DEIR must analyze cumulative impacts for all
environmental factors including, but not limited to: land use and planning; aesthetics, biological resources,
hazards, public services, utilities/service systems, agricultural resources, cultural resources,
hydrology/water, noise, recreation, air quality, geology, population/housing and transportation/circulation.
At a minimurm, the cumulative analysis should inclade:

1) A description of the geographic study area for each envirenmental topic. This description should
include maps of each study area and a rationale for the study area.

2} The threshold of significance for a significant cumulative fmpact to oceur.

3) Within each study area, a description of the cumulative projects or plan-based development
assumptions.

4) An analysis of cumulative impacts, which is quantified where feasible (e.g. acres of types of
habitat lost; total pollutanis generated; etc.).

5) Mitigation measures to address significant curnulative impacts, including proposed County policy
changes.

Other Sections (Noise, Hazards and Cuitural Resources)

We concur with the Checklist as to the approach to Noise, Cultural Resources and Hazards, with one
exception noted below*. Again, experts should be retained by the County to peer review any technical
reports submitted for the DEIR by the applicant.

*Noise impacts on species must also be analyzed in the DEIR.
Alternatives

An alternatives analysis is at the heart of the DEIR. CEQA emphasizes that an EIR must analyze a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, that would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening the project’s significant impacts. Pub. Res. Code
Section 21100(b}4); CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(2). While the NOP indicates that a number of
alternatives will be analyzed, we recommend that the following additional alternatives be included in the
analysts:

1) A “mitigated” alternative. None of the alternatives listed appears to address the combination of site
constraints (slopes, biological resources, etc.) with “smart growth” design principies to address impacts

7



associated with air quality, traffic and sprawl-type development patterns. At least one alternative should
be a “mitigated alternative™ that addresses all potentially significant impacts and is based on a composite
constraints map of the site. Ideally, an independent “urban design team™ would work with the County and
the EIR consultant to develop this alternative based on a constraints map. Such a mitigated alternative
would alter the development pattern to avoid constraints and reduce or avoid other significant impacts of
the project. Simply reducing the density of the project, but spreading that development over the entire site,
does not result in an environmentally superior project. This alternative should also meet all agency
permitting requirements (e.g. U.S. Army Corps, Dept. of Fish and Game, Regional Water Quatity Control
Board, etc.) and be consistent with the NCCP/HCP and SAMP efforts.

2) An Infill Alternative. An alternative should be evaluated that directs all new housing development into
existing cities and urbanized areas. This alternative should consider both cities and unincorporated areas of
the County a potential infill areas. Such an alternative would address impacts including loss of agricultural
land and open space, impacts to biological species and their habitat, and potentially air and traffic impacts,
among others.

3) A “Watershed Protection™ Alternative, This alternative would direct development away from intact
watersheds including the watershed of the San Mateo Creek and Cristianitos Creek, among others. This
alternative could be combined with (1) above.

Sufficient information about the alternatives should be provided to allow comparison of the alternatives to
the project and to one another. Again, delaying the Project DEIR until the NCCP/HCP and SAMP Draft
EIS/EIRs are completed would facilitate this section of the Project DEIR.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Again, we appreciate being consulted on the scope of work for the DEIR. Please keep the following
persons informed of any and all contracts, notices, hearings, staff reports, briefings, meetings and other
matters related to the proposed project. We are pleased to respond to any questions you may have
concerning our comments on the NOP.

Dan Sitver

Endangered Habitats League

8424-A Santa Monica Blvd. #592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

Very truly yours,

\ el Wl

Terrell Watt, AICP

. €. Dan Siiver, EHL
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From the Desk of: DAVE HUBER

Washington Alloy Co.
Welding Products Division
(949) 443-4204

647 Camino de los Mares
108/ 250
San Clemente, CA 92673
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Mach 22, 2003

To: Mr. Chuck Shoemaker, Senior Planner
Planning & Development Services Department
300 N. Fiower Street P.0Q. Box 4048
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

From: Barbara Rosenbaum
15 Fontaire
Trabuco Canyon, Caiifornia, 92679

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report # 589

Project Title: General Plan Amendment/Zone Change ( PA 01-114)
The Ranch Plan

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation. You are right. It does have " potential
significent impact’ in many important areas which will affect quality of life for ail
of Orange County. This is the last remaining large piece of land to be developed.
it is very important to plan carefully.

The Ranch Plan is the last piece of the Orange County N.C.C.P. process. To the
Ranch’s credit, it chose to be part of the Natural Communities Conservation
Plan process. Even Supervisor Tom Wiilson’s South County Outreach and
Review Effort will make recommendations about the Ranch Plan to the
Supervisor this year. | plan to be part of the Southern California Association of
Governments’ discussion in it's regional COMPASS process involving citizens
and groups all over southern California. More than six million people will be
added to our area by 2030 so we are part of the greater region whether we like it
or not.

1) Roads will be very important shapers of the planning. 1 see in the City of San
Juan Capistrano’s Strategic Transportation Plan that Crown Valley may be
extended east and then south to Ortega Highway.There’s also the possibility of
a bigger North River Road which will parallel Ortega Highway.

i see that the Toll Road might extend south through the unincorporated land
behind San Juan Capistrano, down behind San Clemente, either t rough San
gnofre State Park and into Camp Pendieton or more directly to I/5 through San

lemente.

| see that Christanitos may extend to Crtega Highway from San Clemente.

All of these roads could encourage more housing, runoff problems, cut off animal
corridars, chop up open space and parks.

Air Quality is also part of the road building problem.

2) One road that might serve more useful purposes to more people could be the
extention of Antonio Parkway ( [ read it may be a six to eight lane road) along
the Ladera development, across Otetga Highway, onto La Pata through to Pico

in San Clemente. San Clemente is already part of a widening of Pico with a
modified ramp access to I/5.
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This would help with the traffic of a proposed regional SJC High School and
atlow traffic to flow parallel to I/5 in both directions.

As you know there is a coalition opposing the extention of the 241 Toli Road.
The public in the two cities have not decided which roads would better serve the
traffic congestion problems.

San Juan Capistrano would be happy because the truck traffic for the Prima
Descheca landfill could go north onto Pico instead of on Ortega Highway.

3) Which brings me to housing connected to road building.

It seems to me, with the projection of a population of 6 million persons, that
housing has to be more dense, affordable, and creative. Estates and goif
courses scattered in the back country will not meet the housing needs.

I read about 2 KB Home Corporation which has done very well building
affordable condos in California. ( Article is enclosed).

Orange County needs this kind of housing to survive economically.

A road such as Antonio/La Pata extention could allow this kind of housing to
be built there with the future prospect of other modes of transportation other
than cars. Air quality , homes with fewer garages, people traveling shorter
distances; ail would help solve some of the impacts of air pollution and traffic.

4) This Kind of pianning would also lessen the impact of water usage and energy
needs IF the County asked builders to install water saving devices in homes;
ask for water conservation measures; contain water runoft of goif courses; and
water reclamation plants in the communities is good pianning. All of these
water-saving measures are already in use in other cities.

There is no reason why homes , businesses, or condos can’t have solar
panels if the buildings are sited correctly. There is no reason why the gasses
from the landfill can’t be used for area energy uses.

As you already know, the courts are questioning the ~ paper water * figures

builders have given for subdivisions being planned. Water availability has to be
documented accurately today.

5) The N.C.C.P. process is there to make sure that the best land for the unique
habitat found there is permanently protected. The Ranch land has one of the
most complete mosaics of the Coastal Mediteranean fiora and fauna found in
the world. It is fifth on the world’s globally significent listed areas. This special
area should not be fragmented or partitioned by roads or estates. The Resource
Agencies will have all of the species documentation necessary to identify where
this area is in the near future.

Already, through fragmented bad planning, Orange County and the Planning
Department has allowed homes to be built in the foothils near the national
forests or in the watersheds of the Santa Ana Mountains and the Trabuco Creek
watershed. Even the San Juan Creek is aiready highly impacted by upstream
pollution from too much building with no environmentai safe guards. The
wetlands and seasonal flood plains are no longer there to filter the runoff and
protect the water quality at the beaches.

The animal corridors are not protected in the foothills in a continuous way in
order for the keystone habitat specie of the mountain lion to survive. The
mountain lion is the balance for the over abundance of deer and coyotes.
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Why are these animals being shot, poisoned or trapped? Because they are being
pushed off the land by too many people and homes. Buffer zones between
homes , foothills, and the forests need to be planned carefuily. Enough fand to
sustain them. The Ranch has the opportunity to protect this special area for all
of Orange County and future families.

The Orange County Planning Department has the responsibility to encourage the
Ranch in every way to create this special place. We are lucky in Orange County
to have the national forests so nearby. Let’'s not ruin a good thing by allowing
building in the foothills or contamination of the watersheds which we and the
animals need to survive.

The Ranch has said that it wants to continue as a working Ranch. Help the
Ranch to become a National Heritage.

The Nature Conservancy and the Trust for Public Land have tried to dialogue
with the Ranch to buy or manage the special areas to the Ranch’s monetary
benefit. How can we compare the money gained from housing to an area that
the Ranch would be known for years to come all over the world?

Please take seriously my comments and suggestions. This is an opportunity
for the Planning & Development Services Department to demonstrate to the
public that you can do a good fair professional job with the Ranch Plan.

Don’t let outside influences mentioned in the newspapers shape your
decisions.

i am counting on all of you to do a good job and show the citizens of Orange
County that you are professional and have vision for the best land use of the
Ranch Pian in Orange County and into the next 30 years!

Very Sincerely, JMW CMJW«,{Z
Barbara Rosenbaum

(949)635-0760 Fax- (949)635-0307  E-mail - barbrosey@aol.com
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'dentification of Preliminary Strafegies

The City has identified two specific objectives for the STP.
Primary: !dentify transportation sirategies that divert through traffic from the community.

Secondary: After diversion sirategies hove been achieved, reduce the remaining troffic congestion
within the community.

With the background information as a foundation. coupled with consideration of the primary and secondary
transportation objectives, pretiminary stratagies were identified.
Primary Strategies

1. Extension of La Pata from Avenida Pico to Ortega Highway.

2. Extension of Foothill Transportation Corridor South [FTC-S} ta -5,

3. Extension of Crown Vailey Parkway east to ETC-S 1o connect to Oso Parkway forming a loop. This
is a planned facility of the MPAH.

4. Extension of Avery Parkway to Ortega Highway. This highway was deleted from the MPAH in
1995,

5. Extension of a highway from Crown Valley Parkway extension fo Ortega Highway.

6. Highway connections to
Riverside County narth of

Ortega Highway. PR
L tonEmbar
7. Southbound 1-5 off-ramp at 0 RIVERSIDE

Stonehiil Drive.

The following additional strategies
address the secondary objective of

reducing congestion once the %

- » - ' 't
maximurn through traffic diversion 't B
has been achieved. This is an AN

T

)
e
.‘

important understanding, since the
following strategies may atiradt
additional traffic if the diversion
strategies have not been imple-
mented:

s

Secondary Strategies

8. Eastbound free right turn lanes
at Del Obispo and Camino
Capistrono interseciion.

9. Traffic signal coordination

pion on Ortega Highway and
downtown.

10. Majer reconstruction of Ortega
Highway/1-5 Interchange.

11. Widening Ortegu Highway to by Q . # ;
four lanes to eastern city limits. | \ g

Stratage Transportatien Plan 3
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MAPPING IT OUT: Sarah and Willie Kim of £ Anaheim look at arailable Zots mszde a Fomamz af‘ice. KB FHoeme, whzcn buiil
more than 25,000 homes last year, pos

The buiider hopes

to broaden its reach
beyond its traditional
California core while
constructing more
lower-priced condos.

By J2sU3 SANCHEZ
Timeg Stafy Wriler

Since Southern Califor-
mia's housing bust more than
a decade ago, X8 Home Corp.
nas kept a laser-iike focus
on chuming out affordably
priced houses for frst-time
puyers. The strategy has paid
off handsomely for ih
Loz Angeles-based company,
wiieh on Friday reported an-
sther double-digit increase in
quarterty profit,

But maintaining  steliar
growth is likely to come much
narder for the pation’s ffth-
argest home bulder.

The new-home-building in-
dussry 15 bracing for a sales

slowdown this vear, and a pro-
jected rise in mortgage rates
‘would knoek a uhpmusmcn
ate mumber of entry-igvel buy-

sied a 24%

gurin in fourth-quarter profit.

C an buﬂd r maintain its growth?

RS Home has enjoyed s

teady year-over-year aarmings growth, but the proportion of first- time

puyers ameng all buyers in Cem:‘orma nas dropped &s home prices have soarad, posing a

chailenge 1o KB and other entoy-i

Quaztarfy aarnings

evel builders.
Average pr:ce of KB home in
GEanRHs}

Cafl.srma
5350 -

T8, Cn‘.h;‘}}""i‘l Azgm. of Hexitors

Porcentage of first-time
buyers in Cahfurma
Al [

]
[+
o
iy
¢
L]
Ik
N

Iy i

ars markst, Th&

guL of the 1
could make X8 Home mor
viinerabie than rivals such as

and  Pulle
which Ceﬁl nomes

Lennar Corp.
Homes [no

anly offer entry-level product.
shen you are geing to hurt
rmore than the other builders,”
zaid James F, Wilson, a hous-
ing industry analyst at JMP
Securities.

In California - 3 Home’s

far Angeles Times

largest and most profitabls
market - a shortage of devel-
opable land has compmmdea
the challenges. With the cost
of housing lots nsmg aven
msterthan pome prices, B3 1s
[Ses A8 Home, Pags C2)

o v R
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! {KB Hm,fmm Page 1 }

.

ﬁnding it tougher to bufld the

reiat;rvely low-priced dwellings

: Lts ‘customers demand and still

generate the proﬂt Wall Stmet
ej{pects‘ . T lEenp

" KB Home says xt hasa three—

year supply of lots in California,

-« bt the company is running out

il F}oﬁd&?’* :%‘%gA

_of places where it can profisably:
build entry-ievel products. Last
year, KB’s average selling price
in California was $318,306, up

““more than 12% from 2001. Dur—,

to nearly $349,000. o
. - Bruce Karatz, KB's chief ex-.
ecutive, said the company was'

" responding 't the rapid appre-

cigtion By dramaticany boosting
constmction of “lower- priced
coTido which even-
tua}ly could’ account for 25% of
the properties X8 builds in Call-

. fornia, upf from 1ess than 10% last'.

'I'his would be B signiﬁcant,, :
; chang‘e for X8, which 15 best DEVELGPMEN‘I‘S K.B whzch built the Sterra Lakes
!mown “tor: ‘producing singiem'i_

Km“es, i c&n pack more homes

4 " tnto thé same area than it can
. with' detached houses,

thus
maint&ining its sales volume and
appesl ‘to its ‘core customers,

mcluding ymmg couples and im-x
‘migrant families. In Rancho Cu-’ S

ca.mangu, tor example, the com”
pany is seling condos starting at

_slightly more than $200,000 —

- “Hearly $60,000 less than the price

"o detached dwenings in the”

* ' s&me devélopment. g

« 7 Far, enhylevel btxyers *con-“'

CF

' dos even! ‘are “going to be
" > the only type ofhousing thaf: will.
,. be left,” Earatz saldiy .

{11! At the same time, Kamtzalso
has continued to wean KB from

= 1t long dependence on Califor-
nia. Inrecent years, the company

has bought smaller home build-

‘f ersin fast-growing states such as
Arizons, Nevada, Texas and |

'K:B aequired

CoIony Homes — the second- ' _
Iargest home builder iri Atiamta,,& levels this year despite a dip In

— for ‘an undisclosed price in ¢ &
deal that would allow KB to tap
into the nation’s largest new-
home market. Last year,’ pri~.
vately owned “Colony genérated

S B e
e s

a LS .f’; S

_ Tevenue of‘$244 mﬂhon d built;

Eansn 'E‘W~Aua=xazn Laz Angeles Timez

eommumty in Fonifma pasted another double-dzgit proﬁ tgain.

Caixfonﬁa now accoants for

" about 23% of EB's completed

units, compared with nearly 76% .

in the mid-1990s. In fact, last ™,
year the company cie}lvemd )

more houses in Texas — 7,873 -

than it did ‘in Califomla, Wfthf

- 2.t : _,

5,344, - : ;
“A lnt o{ t.he thmgs they have
done haveé’ improved” thelr,
business model, said Bob Cur~,

ran, an analyst who follows the”
-housing industry fer‘cmcﬁt firrn "

Fitch Ratings, =050
. KB, which iast yea.r butlt
meore than 25,000 dwellings, has

posted double-digit earnings
growth for at least five years, On’

Friday, the company sald net in-
come in the quarter ended Feh.”
28 rose 24% to $52.8 million, or
$1.25 a share, from $42.7 million,

or 95 cents, a year earlfer. Rev- -

enuerose 20% {o 31.09 billlon. KB
.Home shares rose 27 cents to
close Friday at $45. 490n the New

' York Stock Exchange, %

] Kar&tzsaidhe expectedKBs
revenue to grow at double-digit

" new-home sales nationwide and
8 potential rise In morigage
rates. KB Home is counting on’

growing primarﬂy by expanding
its share. of 4 shrinking. market.

by, stepping” up” its pacé of ~
new developments. He said KR

pianneci to open 90 ccmmumties
for sale during the current quar-
"ter, about triple last year's count.
C&rtainty EB Home is In far
bett,er shape today than it was |
when Southern California’s real |
estate market collapsed in the
earty 19905, when the company,
thert’ known™ as Raufman &
Bmad, “budlt housing primarily
ona spegplative basis. Now, KB
aperates & highly efficient pro-
ductlofi method that churns out
units g afber they have been
sold.ﬁ‘w OF A ’
What's more, KB Home s fo-
cus’on entry-ievei buyers and-
homeowners who trade up for
the ﬂmt time has made g differ-
ence, setting the company apart
from most of the other major
public:y owned builders. .
Akthou@ risks of a slowdovm
in the  entry-level market havein-
creased recently, KB’s proper-
ties® Tationiwide still sell for less
than the average of many other
new homes, That has enabled
EB 13 atfract a bfg share of for-
met &;mr!;meni dwellérs as well .
as minorities’ and “immigrants, |
who maks’ ‘up about one-third of :
its buyers nationwide. . '; L
“The tmiriigrant . popula on
continues to be a strang compo- -
net of the homé-biifing grotp,”
Karatz satd S50 s A 1




Contacted for comment, Pa-
tricia Shoemaker conffrmed that
she works for PCR but said she is
not a biclogist. She said she
could not comrnent on the suit.

lanning and Development
Services Department spokes-
man Brian Murphy said neither
Chuck Shoemaker nor anyone
else in the department had seen
the lawsuif, and that no one
there could comment on active
litigation.

A planning  department
staffer said Patricia Shoemaker
had not been empioved by PCR
when the reports were written,
The first report was completad
in December 2000, and the sec-
ond July 25, 2002, She began
working at PCR on Aug. 12, 3602

Chandos is a longtime Tra-
bueco Canyon resident who has
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Conflict of interest by

a planning official is
alleged in one suit. The
other involves animals.
By JaNeT Finsoy .

Times Styff Writer

Two lawsuits have been filed
chailenging approvals of devel-
opment at Orange County's ru-
ral edge that would require
ehopping down nearly 500 trees,

The first suit, fAled Wednes- )

day in Superior Court in Santa
Ana by the Endangersd Habi-
tats League, alleges that county
officials did not adequately ad-
dress habitat concerns for en-
dangered or threatened species,
and did not provide erueial wild-
life corridors between a central
Orange County nature reserve
and a proposed South County
nature reserve. -

The second lawsuit, fled
Thursday in the same court by
loeal activist Ray Chandos, al-
leges conflict of interest by a Key
county planning department of-
fictal because his wife's firm was
paid to prepare environmental
documents. .

Chuck Shoemaker s chief of
the environmental planning divi-

slon that reviews impact reports |

on proposed developmenis. PCR
Services Corp. of Irvine, whers
his wife, Patricla, works, was
paid by developer Rutter Corp.
of Irvine to prepare biological
studies for an environmental im-
pact report averseen by her hus-
band's division. s

Chandos said that based on
the environumental renort, Chuck
Shoemaker prepared a staff re-
port recommending approval of
the 162-home Saddle Creek and
Saddle Crest projects on 398
acres along Santiago Canyon
and Live Cak Canyon roads, and
recommended i to the Orange
County Planning Commission.

The commission voted ¢ to o
on Dec. 18 to approve the report,
over opposition from arborists,
environmentalists and nearby
residents, -

On Jan. 28, the Board of Su-
pervisors unanimously approved
the projects, along with 14 pages
of zoning changes to the area,
which abuts Cleveland National
Forest.

L MR T

Sk B |
Trees vs. homes

Two lawsuits have been fled
challenging county approval of
two developments that woeold
fell nearly 500 live caks and
other irees, .- .. . - -

4 Saddle Crest devefo-.pment
£ Saddle Creek development

i

" - Los Angeiles Times

fought for decades to preserve
the area's rural character.

“I'm alleging [in the suit] that
we didn’t get a fair hearing at the
Flanning Commission, and that

. the county shirked its duty to in-

dependently analyze and review
the application prepared on this
project, in that the head of envi-
ronmental planning st “the

" eounty had 2 Gnancial Interest in

the EIR, through his wife.” )
- Btate codes administered by

the Fair Political Practices Com-
-~ mission bar puble employees

from acting on a matter in which

they, a spouse or a family mem- -

ber have a financial interest:

County  conflict-of-interest
codes prohibif public employees
front engaging in “any business,
transaction or activity, or [hav-
Ing] & Ainancial activity in confiict
with the proper discharge of offi-
cial duties or [which] would tend
6 impair independences of judg-
Inent or action i the perform-
ance of official duties.”

Chandos also alleges that top
managers at the debt-ridden de-
partment, including former Di-
rector Tom Mathews and Shoe-
maker, signed of on major
changes in the area’s strict zon-
Ing because the. department

uits Seek to Block
Canyon Projects

4
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needed the permit fees and other

revenues that would be gener-
ated by such developments,
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The Economic Costs &
Censequenes of Sprawi

While the environmental impact of sprawl is clear, what is often overlocked is the
severe economic price that over-development exacts from the American taxpayer,

Today, the malls and isolated housing communities thar charactenize sprawling
development bring with them significant costs that often result in higher federal,
state, local. and property taxes for us all. In fact, whenever developmen: takes place
far from an urban center, there are high costs assccized with linking new homes and

businesses to established public infrastructure.

And mote often than not, existing taxpayers (and not the new users of public
services or the developers) end up subsidizing additional roads, extended fire and
police service, and sewer and water systems that serve businesses and residences
outside community boundaries.

Your Tax Dollars at Work

raw Lovalon % ) ¥i - "
LA dhe iy iyl L GO ehwe Hy 5 n . - . -
Farmiand developed: 12,651 acres 7.35% acres Cansurnes 45% less land
Annual fiscal impacts Negative Positive s
an general fund: $19,067,709 $15.121,592 Cost 127% less
Total infrastructure $513.681.094 $138.270,087 Infmsmz:me COsts
cast 45% less
Citizens drive 65% less, air

* . -y 1] '

Total VMT® per day: 1,711,124 600,635 pollution cut by 50%

*YMT Vehicle Miles Traveled

Note: this a comparison between two diFerent scenarios for Virginia Beach. Virpinia,
1980-201G. Source: Virginia Sprowl Costs Uy Al repart

{Primary source: I9%0 $tudy by Siemon, Larsen, Furdy. et ali

In response to the growing environmental and economic crisis created by taxpaver-
subsidized sprawl, the Sierra Club is launching new efforts to protect our natural
world from rapid development by encouraging communities to consider the tax
impact of growth — and by requiring developers to share the costs of extending
public services to newly developed areas.




Who Pays for Sprawl? You Do.

State of Catifornsa, Oept of Fublic Works

The idea that development suengthens the local tax
base -- & fact in the 1980s -- has turned into eday’s
fiction. Often. increases in tax revenue are eaten up by
the costs to the community of delivering new services,
including water and sewer lines, schools, police and fire
protection, and roads for people who live far away from
existing infrastructure. Here are some examples:

¢ The city of Fresno, California has doubled in size
since 1980, producing 356 mullion in yearly revenues.
Haowever, the cost of public services has risen to $123
million due fo increased infrastructure costs brought
on by sprawi and over-development.

e Providing services to new development has grown so
costly in Prince William County, Virginia, near
Washington, 1.C. that even though the county has the
highest property-tax rate in the state, each new home
builr results in a 51,688 shortfall in tax revenue.

»  Berween 1970 and 1993, Maine spent over $338
miliion building schools in newly developed areas,
even though the aumber of public school students
declined by 27,000.

Aggravating this growing problem is the fact that in
most areas, developers are not required to share o the
public costs of new construction. For example, if a
development company constructs 2 new housing
comumunity far from existing infraswucture, a new road
will have ¢ be built to link the homes to existing
highways.

Yet in cases like this, the developers are frequenily
not required 1o pay impact fees to help cover the expense
of constructing the access road. In the end, this leaves
taxpayers with a multi-million dollar bill for the road, and
encourages greater sprawl and further over-development
by real estate and construction special interests.

Please Support the Sierra Club’s Campaign to Stop Sprawl

When isolazed housing communities spring up on the suburban landscape, the costs of
public infrastructure like sewer and water sevvice ave not fully offser by the axes paid
by the new wsers. Instead, sprawl forces higher taxes on existing vesidents, sometimes
as much as $1,500 in addivional taxes each vear.

Once a rew office building or aparoment
complex is completed in o suburban area,
the developers walk away with a sizeable
brofit while taxpayers are left with the bill
for roads, schools, and water and sewer
lines to service the new consmruction.

In additon w increasing

air pollurion and global
warming, it is estimazed that
sprawl costs the average
driver $755 each year in fuel
and time lost in maffic
congestion broughe on by
over-development.

For more information about the Sierra Club and its conservation efforts,
please visit our website at www.sierraclub.org,
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March 25, 2003

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

ATTENTION: Mzr. Chuck Shoemaker
Dear Mr. Shoemaker:
The Heart and Soul Coalition (Coalition) is pleased to submit the following

comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report #589 (DEIR) for The Ranch Project (Ranch).

The Coalition urges the County to delay the DEIR on The Ranch Project until work
can be completed on the DEIR and DEIS for the important southern Orange County
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA.

The County has been encouraging state and federal resource agencies to complete
their work on an NCCP/SAMP for this important portion of south Orange County.
This process was designed over a decade ago to provide a balance between economic
and environmental goals, and a framework for preserving the ecosystem while
allowing development in the most appropriate locations.

Once completed, the SCORE (South County Outreach and Review Effort) process can
continue with its next phase of activity. As County Supervisor Tom Wilson told
your Planning Comumission last October, he looks forward to reconvening the
5CORE group soon to continue its collaborative work, based on the input expected
from the state and federal agencies, so it can achieve substantial consensus on a
viable plan for The Ranch Project. This public participation process is essential to
ensuring a viable plan. We cannot risk losing this important opportunity.

Rancho Mission Viejo is one of the last remaining natural treasures in Orange
County. It supports many rare and unique plants and animals, including the golden
eagle, mountain lion and steelhead trout. The 23,000-acre Rancho also contributes to
two of our important water sources ~ San Juan Creek and the San Mateo Creek. This
special land is truly a “globally significant ecological jewel,” as identified by the
respected Conservation Biology Institute.

T S T Y
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Orange County planners have the opportunity - working with Supervisor Wilson
and his SCORE process, with state and federal agencies, with organizations like ours,
and with the community and other interested parties ~ to design a Ranch Plan that
will balance the needs of the developer and the need for new housing, with the need
to preserve this last remaining special land in south Orange County, retain land for
open space, parks and the protection of natural habitat, minimize impacts of growth
and traffic congestion on our communities, and preserve our quality of life.

RMYV and others have developed vast areas of southern Orange County over the past
30 years. We now have serious traffic congestion and other problems to deal with as
impacts from new development are considered. However, by working together with
the landowners, The Heart and Soul Coalition is committed to finding “win-win”
solutions that can avoid, minimize and mitigate such impacts to the benefit of all
involved parties and the public overall.

The County has a unique opportunity to preserve our remaining natural treasures,
our history, and our clean air and clean water for our children and future
generations. The fate of this historically rich land is at stake and its future is in the
hands of all of us who live, work, play and raise families in this County.

The Heart and Soul Coalition is an organization representing 1,000 local individuals
and groups, and several state and national groups representing almost 3 million
individuals ~ dedicated to preserving South Orange County’s scenic landscapes and
natural treasures, such as Rancho Mission Viejo, for our children and future
generations.

On behalf of our many members from across Orange County, the state and nation,
we thank vou for the opportunity to provide comments on the many impacts we
foresee from The Ranch Plan. Please let me know if you have any questions and
please direct all future materials and notifications to me below.

Sincerely,

Q:@'”gjm %{ﬁ;»u//\fi/—\-
Bre

a Stouffer
Project Manager

Copy to: Orange County Supervisor Tom Wilson



ORANGE COUNTY CHAPTER

P.O. Box 54891 Inine, CA 92619-4891 ocenps.org

Tasttctn Beach

March 19, 2003

Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit volunteer organization that acts to
preserve California’s native flora. The Orange County Chapter of CNPS (OC CNPS) works {0
increase public awareness of the significance of native plants and to preserve the remaining areas
of native vegetation in Orange County. We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
Notice of Preparation for Draft Environmental Impact Report # 589, also known as the “Ranch
Plan.”

OC CNPS has worked for preservation of Rancho Mission Viejo lands for nearly twenty years.
We were active in the grass-roots movement in the mid-1980s that persuaded the Ranch to
preserve, rather than develop, the area that is now the Donna O’Neill Land Conservancy at
Rancho Mission Viejo. We have made comments on rare-plant and habitat issues at many stages
since then, and our Vice President, Celia Kutcher, represents us on Supervisor Tom Wilson’s
SCORE Committee.

OC CNPS is aware that many rare plants, animals and habitats exist on the Ranch. Many are
now rare because they have been extirpated elsewhere. We expect the EIR to fully recognize this,
and to offer alternatives and mitigations that will fully offset any significant impacts. In
particular:

1) We expect the EIR’s biological report to include in-depth distribution studies within Ranch

boundaries of all plant species listed in the attached table. Little is known of the distribution of
many of them within the NCCP Southern Subregion in general and on Ranch lands in particular.

Nedirated inthe Procorvating nf Califhenin’e Native Elara
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2) Weexpect the EIR 1o describe all mitigation measures in adequate detail, and to identify on a
map the locations where all mitigation measures will be implemented. This will allow public
comment on the content and appropriateness of the mitigation measures. [t will also ensure that
the EIR properly addresses any potential impacts to existing resources that may occur as a result
of the mitigation itself. In certain cases, CEQA lead agencies in Orange County have permitted a
project proponent to postpone specifying mitigation measures until after certification of the EIR,
when consultations with the USWFS, CDFG, Corps of Engineers and other agencies commence.
While the efficiency of this approach is appreciated, it effectively prevents the public from
reviewing and commenting on the actions proposed, and for this reason we believe that it is
contrary to the letter and spint of CEQA, and unsupported by California case law.

3) Since the area to be impacted may be massive, and is likely to entail significant impacts to
farge areas of intact habitat, we expect that all exterior slopes adjacent to preserved open space
areas shall be restored using appropriate, locally native plani species. Such a measure would help
provide the "maximum feasible mitigation” for significant impacts, as required by CEQA. The
County Fire Authority has approved numerous locally-native plants for use in fuel modification
zongs, so there's no reason why those zones cannot be appropriately restored.

Finally, OC CNPS favors an alternative that excludes any form of further development within the
Cristianitos/Gabino/La Paz watershed and within the Cafiada Chiquita and Cafiada Gobernadora
watersheds, with restoration and enhancement of all abandoned development sites within those
areas,

Respectfully,

ce:
William E. Tippets, Environmental Program Manager, California Department of Fish and Game
lieene Anderson, Southern California Conservation Coordinator, CNPS

Karen A. Evens, Assistant Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service




CNPS-LISTED & LOCALLY-RARE PLANTS KNOWN OR
EXPECTED WITHIN RANCHO MISSION VIEJO BOUNDARIES

Compiled by Orange County Chapter CNPS, March 2003

: : RN I
SCIENTIFIC NAME - COMMON NAME GNP PG>
_ ) ] - LIST | recion
Abronia mantima e PRedSandVerpena .
Aphanisma blitoides  Aphanisma B
Asplenium vespertinurn .1 Western Spleenwort b4
Astragalus braunfoni . Braunton's Mikvetch -
Alriplex coulteri “ Coulter's Saltbush _
Atriplex pacifica e : _SouthCoastSaltoush 18
Atrnplex panshi ~ Parsh's Brittlescale 18
Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii ~ Davidson's Saitbush 18
Brodiaea fiifolia . TheadleavedBrodiaea .~ 18 |y
Calamagrostis densa - 3an Diego Reedgrass [ localy .y
. rare
Calochorius catalinae  Catalina Mariposa Lily A y
, Calochortus weedu var._intermedius o In%ermedzaie Mariposa Lily 1B y
Camissonia lewisii  Lewis’s Evening Primrose | '3 y
Centromadia (Hemrzoma) parryi ssp. austraiis !SouthernTarptant 4B y
Chaenactis glabriuscula var. orcuttiana ‘Orcutf's Pincushion 1B
Chonizanthe procumibens - Prostrate S;Jtrzeﬂower locally y
fare
Comarostaphyiis ¢ d:vers#aﬂa $5D. d:vers:foira L Summer Ho fly . 1B y
Convolvulus simulans . Small Flowered Moming Glory 4 |y
Deinandra (Hemizoniaj paniculata  Paniculate Tarpiant 4 4
‘ chhondra occidentalis . Western Dichondra 1B y
" Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae | Blochmann's Dudieya 1B y
Dudfeya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia ca Mountains Dudieya | 1B
Dudleya mutticauls . ManyStemmedDudeya 1B [y
Dudleya viscida . Sticky Leaved Dudleya | 1B |y
Euphorbia misera .. CiffSpuge 1 2 T
Fritiliaria biflora ' Chaocolate Lily locally ¥
! rare
Harpagonella palmer " 'Palmer's Grappiing Hook 4 y
Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata Graceful Tarplant 4
Horkelia cuneata 35p. pubem!a B Mesa Horkeiza 1B y
_ 4 des Decumbent Gol denbush 18
_ Juncus acu!us ssp Ieopofdu N 4 )
Lasthenia g abraz‘a 55p. coulter b 1B
_Lepidium virginicurn var. robinsonii ! Robinson's E‘-’eppergrass iB
~ Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum - Ocellated Humboldt Lity 4 ¥y
 Lycium californicum_ ~:California Boxthorn 4 1
: Microseris dougias:: var, platycarpha ¢ Small Flowered Microseris 4
- Mimulus clevelandii Cleveland's Bush Monkeyflower 4
Nama stenocarpum . MudNama 2 Y
Navarretia prostrata ... Prosirate Navarretia 18
Nofina cismontana oo .. (ChapamalBeargrass 18 ¥
Ophioglossum califomicum I California Adder's Tongue 4
Perideridia gafrdnen ssp. gafrdnen S ;_Gatrdner_s Yampah 1B
Polygala comula ver. fishiae ' 4 y
Quercusdumosa . Nuttail's Scrub Oak 18
Quercus engeimannff o 7 | Engelmann’s OaK 4 y
7 f{’cmneya coulter - ) 1 Coulter's Matzma Papoy 4 ¥
Satureja chandlen ._....|.SanMiguel Savory i ALY
Selaginsila cinerascens 5 Ashy Spikemocss tocally y
i rare
Senecio aphanactis " Rayless Ragwort 2 y
_S:daicea neomexicana - _ Salt Spring Checkerbloom 2 y
Suseda taxifolia ) ~ Woolly Seablite ) 4 y
‘ ”i“etracoccus diolcus Parry's Te{raccc_gys 1B y
Viguiera purissima - La Purisima Sunflower focaly y
: L rare
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3/16/03

Planning and Dev. Services Dept.
Envirnonmental Planning Services Div.
300 Norih Flower

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Att. Chuck Shoemaker

Re: The Ranch Plan (PA 01-114)

We have reviewed the project Planning Areas of Rancho Mission Viejo
and here are our concerns:

The Planning Areas 1 - 8 as proposed will have a severe, negative
impact on the surrounding areas.

Their iccations as seen on the map cut into much needed open space.
They are too close to Caspers Wiiderness Park  Riley Wilderness
Park,Upper Chiguita Conservation Area and Donna U'Neili Land
Conservancy with a minimal buffer area.

¥ any development should occcur it should be located next to already
developed areas such as Ladera and Las Flores.

This development proposal has to be scaled way back and not allow for
14,00 dwelling units and all the commercial usas.

The pian for open space is inadequate and the present design doss not
allow for workable wildlife corridors. This will impact survival of all
wildiife in the Santa Ana Mountains and Cleveiand National Forest.The
present design shows narrow areas with little or no connectors between
them.

As siated before, residential/commercial areas should be located next {o
already developed sites and the rest should be left alone.

Sincerely

we T

lise M.Byrnes
Vice Chair

Cal.Trails & Greenways Foundation
£.0. 1029

San 'Juan Capistrano,CA 82683
(949) 493-4222

FAX (949) 493-1228
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26 March 2003

Attn:  Chuck Shoemaker

O.C. Planning and Development Services Dept.
360 N. Flower 5t
Santa Ana, CA 92702

Comments on the Notice of Prepuration for the General Plan Amendment/Zone Change for the Ranch Plan
From: Paul Carlton, Member SCORE
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Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the General Plan Amendment/Zone Change
for the Ranch Plan.

Let us all recognize that the Ranch Plan covers the last large area, 22,800 acres, of
undeveloped land in South Orange County.  While the Ranch Plan has many positive
attributes, it also has many negatives. Some of the positives are: & Regional Park along
the course of the San Juan Creek of 1,079 acres, 13,161 acres of open space(albiet largely
open to grazing and possibly subject to future GPA/Zone Changes) and the basic premise
that this whole area will be planned and approved as one overall project. I have beena
member of Supervisor Wilson’s SCORE team, and we have heard from many experts;
building, urban infrastructure, geological, water quality, environmental requirements and
many more. The process has been most interesting and informative. The conclusions 1
have arrived at after this process follow. However, unfortunately we still do not have the
recommendations of the Resource Agencies; the California Department of Fish and
Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Agency, and the Corps of Engineers. Their
recommendations will be the most important in the final decision as to what is preserved.

First, the most important consideration in wildlife planning is to have a large area.
Second, wildlife areas which are important, but not large, should be connected by wildlife
corridors to the large areas which allow our wildemess critters to travel and survive,
Third, there are areas in the Rancho which contain Endangered Species which by law
must be preserved. To their lack of vision and credibility, I understand the Rancho
Mission Viejo Co(RMVC). has tried to legally overcome provisions in the Endangered
Species Act which are so critical to the continued existence of several species that live in
the Rancho. The Cleveland National Forest(Trabuco District) which is adjacent to the
Rancho Mission Viejo covers some 164,000 acres, but too little of it is land which can
sustain our native deer population, and if not enough deer, no mountain lions. Much of
the former territory in South Orange County necessary for mountain lions, deer and
smaller wild critters has been developed. A greenbelt shouid exist from Saddleback to
Trestles which would give natural open space to our wild critters and pative plants,

So what do I see as to how the Rancho should be developed? First I believe that
the arca cast of the proposed eastern extension of Toll Road 241, should be kept in two
large preserves. (I do not believe the Toll Road 241 should be extended through to 1-5.
La Pata should be extended to Pico in San Clemente. Los Rambles should be another
avenue to take some traffic off I-5) The RMVC proposes that in Planning Area 9A that
there be 100 (or more?) sites for CEO’s and their like, financially, to have mini ranchos
in the O'Neill Ranch. This to me is not an O’Neill Ranch. To me an O’Neill Ranch
should be the one area in the property which is really a Ranch; where cattle graze and the
O'Neill Ranch heirs have their “homestead”, no non-family CEQ’s please. While the
(’Neill heirs may understand the dangers of brush fires, these CEQOs, with their financial
power, would want elimination of the chappare! when they first face a brush fire near
their homes and they would probably get it. I support the idea of a real O'Neiil Ranch.

A small portion of the Ranch could be set up as an Historic Site with a simulated 1800°s
ranch home, corrals and other accoutrements which would be open to the public. We
should not forget the legacy of the the O’Neill family and the Rancho Mission Viejo and
the cattle raising which occurred in Orange County in the past; our children and
grandchildren shonld be able to know what a different place the old Rancho was before
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“development”. If the O’Neill heirs should decide they no longer want to have a cartle
grazing ranch, an Historic Site should be establighed as a State Park.

. In addition to the O’Neill Ranch, as described above, I believe we should have an
enlarged Dona O’Neill Land Conservancy east of the proposed Toll Road 241 eastern
route. This area should be set aside with the purchase of a conservation easement from
the RMVC to include: Planning areas, 9C, 9D, and 9E. In addition, Planning Areas 4,
6,7A, 78, and 8A, proposed by the RMVC as residential should be included in the Dona
O’Neill Land Conservancy conservation casement. This land should not be open to
grazing. This Conservancy should be 2 “refuge” for our dwindling number of wild
critters, several of which are threatened or endangered.

TRW has a long lease on Planning areas 8b and 8¢ which contain a secret “star
wars” complex. I would presume that this area is most important to the military,. Why
not have the RMVC sell this acreage with all its expensive buildings and equipment to
TRW or the Defense Department.  “Star wars” has a long way to go. This area abuts
Camp Pendleton, more military. It should bring a good price to the RMVC. The
Marines on Camp Pendleton have done 2 good job in protecting wild critters and |
believe they would continue to do so should they have “control” over Planning areas 8b
and 8c. [ also understand that the Marines are not comfortable with residential
development in these two planning areas.

In the western portions of the Rancho, I believe there are two most important
environmental concerns.  First, Planning areas 10a and 10b which are home {o the
largest local population of the Endangered Gnatcatcher have been set aside by the RMVC
as open space. These areas back up to open space set aside with the Ladera Project and
should provide an area in which the Gnateatcher should survive. However, the RMVC
proposes cattle grazing in this area and this area should not be imperiled by cattle

The second environmental concern in the western portion of the Rancho is the
need for wildlife corridors. Essentially, there should be both a northern and a southern
wildlife corridor. In the southern wildlife corridor, Planning area 5 at its southemn
exiremity should be reduced by one quarter of a mile to allow for wild animals to pass
from the San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano open spaces and the Prima Desecha
landfill{to be a Regional Park)into the present Dona O’Neill Land Conservancy and
thence onwand to the enlarged Dona O’Neill Land Conservancy with access to the
Cleveland National Forest. Christianitos Road from Pico to Ortega should remain as it
is, a delightful two lane road through a pristine part of Old California. RMVC plans to
have Christianitos Road as 2 major arterial should not be approved. In the northern
wildlife corridor, there needs to be a half mile wide corridor south of the Teosoro High
School from the Planming area 10a to the Planning area 12a and a reduction of Planning
areas 3a, 3b and 3¢ on their northern boundaries to allow wild animal passage to Caspers
Regional Wilderness Park and and on to the Cleveland National Park. Sufficient
setbacks in these areas are necessary to protect our only really Wildemess Park in south
Orange County, Caspers Regional Wilderness Park.

‘The principles of “Smart Growth” tell us that new deveiopment should be
contiguous to existing development. Therefore [ agree that if there has to be
development in the Rancho, that it must be confined to Planning Areas i, 2(amended
above), 3(amended above) and 5(amended above). According to what SCORE was told,




Rage tved: BSEB/OG 4 1 GOPN; G GEHST GE05 - - CURRBENT DLANNING DIVISION |

FROM :SIERR CLUB OCEAN INSTITUTE FAX ND. 19496619585 Mar. 26 2093 B2: 26PN

the RMVC plans to put Senior Housing in much of Planning Area 1, as much as 6,000
units or almost half of the housing units planned. Affordable housing as required would
seem well suited in this area. Also SCORE members were told that to have a financially
viable city there should be a commercial/light industrial area within city limits. It seems
most logical to have this area in Planning Area 3d which is already partially
industrialized and also contains & Ranch complex which really should be in Planning
Area 9. Planning Area 3¢ has, I believe, been set aside as a sports complex which would
fit in most appropriately with the Regional Park in Planning Area 13. Therefore, the
majority of Planning Areas 2, 3 and 5 would be gvailable to the RMVC for residential
development. The County authorities may decide to develop every natural open space
that exists in South Orange County. If they do, South Orange County will not be the
wonderful place to live that it presently is. Pollution problems will prevail. There will
ALWAYS be demand for property on which to build in South Orange County. The
choice is there. Develop it all or keep a good portion of it in natural open space.

I was most impressed with the LAFCO presentation by Dana Smith. To create a
city it is necessary to have population of considerable size and to have a “financial” base.
The city ] would see is a combination of Las Flores, Ladera and Rancho Mission Viejo.
These three communities would most likely have the financial resources to have a
financially viable city.

Finally, although I am an activist in the Sierra Club, locally the Sierra Sage Group
of South Orange County, regarding the SCORE process, I do not, repeat, do not represent
the Sierra Club. The ideas expressed above are my own and do not represent the
position of the Sierra Club.

I love this area. I appreciate the fact that as a member of SCORE I was able to
see the hinterlands of the Rancho Mission Viejo and to hear the varied positions
expressed during this process. 1 hope that there will be an amicable solution to the
rational development of the Rancho Mission Viejo and that Supervisor Wilson will be
able to carry his Supervisor colleagues along with a plan that very closely resembles what
I have outlined above.

Sincerely,

Paul Carlton
Member of SCORE
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Comments of Talega Associates, LLC - Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft

Environmental Impact Report No. 589 (The Ranch Plan)

Dear Mr. Shoemalker:

We represent Talega Associates, LLC (“Talega Associates”), owner of the Talega
master planned communty (“Talega Project”™) located in and adjacent to the City of San
Clemente and the real property that is the subject of the Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft
Environmental Impact Report No. 586 {The Ranch Plan) {“Notice of Preparation”), dated
February 24, 2003. The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Notice of Preparation.

The Talega Project is a mixed-use, master planned community consisting of
approximately 4,000 residential units, 13.2 acres of commercial uses and 67.8 acres of business
park uses, The Talega Project is the subject of a comprehensive First Amended and Restated
Development Agreement by and between Talega Associates, LLC and City of San Clemente,
dated February 27, 2002 (“Development Agreement”™). The Development Agreement grants to
Talega Associates and its successors the vested right to develop the Talega Project in accordance
with the Development Agreement and certain Jand use entitlements set forth in the Development
Agreement. To date, approximately fifty-five percent (55%) of the Talega Project has been
developed or is under development. Vesting tentative tract maps have been approved for the
rematnder of the Talega Project. Talega Associates is concerned that the proximity of the area
encompassed by The Ranch Plan to the Talega Project may compromise the delicate balance
achieved with regard to infrastructure required to accommodate the Talega Project and other
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issues, resulting in significant unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to a
level of insignificauce.

The spectfic comments of Talega Associates on the Notice of Preparation are set
forth below:

A Construction of SR-241. The Notice of Preparation contemplates
construction of the extension of SR-241 through the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan. For
example, in the discussion of Infrastructure IImprovements, the Notice of Preparation at page 10
provides that, “The Project reflects the extension of the SR-241 toll road because it is depicted
on the master Plan of Arterial Highways.” The Ranch Plan also proposes a new interchange at
the junction of the proposed Christianitos Road and SR-241 and deletion of the proposed Crown
Valley Parkway/SR-241 interchange. It is clear from the Notice of Preparation that construction
of the SR-241 extension and Christianitos Road/SR-241 interchange are integral infrastructure
improvements necessary to accommodate demands on the traffic circulation system posed by
The Ranch Plan. Traffic impacts associated with The Ranch Plan must be carefully analyzed in
view of the possibility that the proposed extension of SR-241 may not be constructed.
Appropriate alternative traffic infrastructure improvements must be identified.

B, Christianitos Road. The Ranch Plan includes the addition of Christianitos
Road to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways to extend from Avenida Pico northerly through
Christianitos and Trampas Canyons and connecting at an interchange with the proposed
extension of SR-241. This new road will provide a convenient route fo Interstate 5 via Avenida
Pico. The interchange at Avenida Pico and Interstate 5 is heavily impacted. The environmental
impact report for The Ranch Plan should assess traffic impacts on Avenida Pico, particularly as
such traffic impacts affect the Avenida Pico/Interstate S interchange. Reconstruction of the
Avenida Pico/Interstate 5 interchange to increase the capacity of the interchange may be
necessary to accommodate the traffic impacts associated with The Ranch Plan.

C. Avenida Talega. It is not clear whether the reference to reclassification of
Avenida Talega from a secondary arterial highway to a collector road “within unincorporated
Orange County™ at page 11 of the Notice pf Preparation refers to that portion of Avenida Talega
within the Talega Project or The Ranch Plan. Given that Avenida Talega will nrovide a direct
link between the arca encompassed by The Ranch Plan and the Talega Project (and City of San
Clemente), the impact of traffic generated by The Ranch Plan on the Talega Project and other
areas of the City of San Clemente may be very severc. The environmental impact report for The
Ranch Plan should thoroughly assess the impacts associated with such traffic and the mitigation
measures to address such impacts should include construction of traffic improvements by the
proponents of The Ranch Plan.

D. Local Circulation Network. The Notice of Preparation at page 14 provides
that “much of the local circulation network would be defined at the time tentative tract maps are
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processed.” This approach invites bifurcation of the environmental issues related to traffic
tmpacts, creating a piecemeal approach to assessmenti of the totality of such impacts in
contravention of the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000, et seq.). To
the degree known, assessment of the traffic impacts associated with the local circulation network
should be undertaken in the context of the environmental impact report for The Ranch Plan with
all other potential traffic impacts.

E. Regional Circulation Plan. The Notice of Preparation proposes deletion of
two arterial highways from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways. The Notice of Preparation
further provides at page 17 that deletion of the Avery Parkway/Trabuco Creek Road connection
will not require an amendment to the County Circulation Plan (presumably, the Circulation
Element of the Orange County General Plan) because that facility is located within the City of
Misston Viejo. Assessment of the impacts to the regional traffic circulation system, however,

must be addressed in The Ranch Plan environmental impact report.

F. Open Space Designation. The Notice of Preparation at page 17
erroneously characterizes the Orange County General Plan Land Use Element “Open Space”
designation as a “holding zone.” If true, the 13,544 acres of open space provided for in The
Ranch Plan would be available for future land use entitlement and development, requiring that
the proponents of The Ranch Plan make reasonable assumptions regarding such future
development and analyze such future development in The Ranch Plan environmental impact
report. The open space condition of the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan should be used as
the base iine for assessment of the environmental impacts associated with The Ranch Plan.

G. Surrounding Land Uses. At page 19, the Notice of Preparation sets forth
an inventory of land uses surrounding the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan. The inventory
of land uses includes the “Talega Valley” project, (presumably, the Talega Project). The
discussion, however, distinguishes between such surrounding uses and existing land uses “within
the study area.” The Ranch Plan wiil generate environmental impacts inciuding. but not limited
to, traffic impacts on most, if not all, surrounding uses. Accordingly, the study area for The
Ranch Plan environmental impact report must inciude all of the identified surrounding land uses.
Additionally, the environmental impact report should address environmental impacts associated
with proximity of the area encompassing The Ranch Plan to the Camp Pendleton Marine Base
and activities performed at the base. Finally, no mention is made of the Donna O’ Niell Land
Conservancy area. Please see the comments under Paragraph [ below regarding proximity of the
Donna O’Niell Land Conservancy area to the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan.

H. Environmental Analvsis Checklist Responses ~ Transportaiion/

Preparation at Section 7 ( Transportation/Circulation) provides that “The segment of Interstate 5
that is parallel to the project site operates at a deficient level of service.” As discussed above,
The Ranch Plan may produce significant traffic impacts on Interstate 5 and at least one Interstate
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5 interchange (Avenida Pico) that is presently operating at a level of service that is less than
optimum. The Ranch Plan must assess the traffic impacts such plan will generate with regard to
Interstate 5 and interchanges that future residents and commuters of the area encompassed by
The Ranch Plan will use.

L Donna O’Niel! Land Conservancy ( Talega Reserve Area). Environmental
impacts on the Donna O’Niell Land Conservancy area (Talega Reserve Area) associated with
development of The Ranch Plan should be assessed. Among other things, traffic circulation and
development setback miti gation measures should be analyzed as a means of protecting this

pristine wilderness area.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation. We look
forward to reviewing a revised Notice of Preparation that reflects the comments set forth above.

) Mm &//W

Gregory W/ Sanders
0f NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP

GWSidsh




Date: March 28, 2003

To:  Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

From: Thomas A. and Judith M. Gielow
459 East 18™ Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92627-3161

Re: The preparation of the EIR, environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR and related
issues — Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Draft EIR 583 “The Ranch Plan” General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change efc....

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

The proposal to proceed with development of the Rancho Mission Viejo property while that
same property is in the “good faith” process of NCCP program preparation seems premature,
“unfaithful”, and disrespectful to Supervisor Wiison.

As members of the League of Women Voters and of the St. Mark Presbyterian Church (U.S.A))
Ecophilians Environmental Group, we have been following the NCCP process and Supervisor
Wilson's task force on land use and water issues. We are very interested in the Rancho Mission
Viejo Development Plan, and believe that the Southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP
should be completed first, in order to set some parameters for development.

The proposed NOP contains 17 areas of important community impacts that the EIR must
address. We believe that each of those impacts has collateral impacts of significant importance.

We are concerned with survival of the biological treasures of unique plant and animal species
found on the property. How much habitat area can be taken away and still maintain a viable,
propagating species?

While we are concerned with the assurance of an adequate, reliable, exclusive, safe, affordable
and high quality drinking water supply, what impacts will there be to the groundwater supply
(recharge capacity), affordable cost of imported water, land use ~ golf courses, fire, exotic
versus unique native plants — and run-off effects on the water quality of local creeks and,
ultimately, the beaches? Or, what of the impacts on water from population, transportation, efc.

Likewise we are concerned about affordable housing, utilities, and services such as sewer and
refuse as they might impact the health of the environment and the people expected to live in it.

Sincerely yours,
Thomas A. and Judith M. Gielow

7] S B sl
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March 20, 2003

Attention: Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Mr. Shoemalker:

The following comments on the Notice of Preparation (“NOP™) of Draft Environmental Impact
Report #3589 (DEIR) for The Ranch Project (the Project) are submitted on behalf of the Sierra
Club, the Friends of the Foothills and the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC). The
Sierra Club and NRDC support the County’s requirement that an EIR be prepared for the Project
and appreciate this opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the EIR.

Other units of the Sierra Club may be submitting additional comments under separate cover, and
all of these comments are incorporated by reference into this letter.

To avoid redundancy, the Sierra Club and NRDC hereby incorporate the comments of the
Endangered Habitats League as if repeated verbatim herein.

The DEIR for the Project should be deferred until the completion of the draft EIS/EIRs for the
South Orange County NCCP and SAMP. Important information relevant to the description of
the Project and an adequate impacts analysis of the Project will be developed during these latter
processes.

The impacts of proposed golf courses on Biological Resources and Wetlands and on Hydrology,
Drainage and Water Quality warrant full analysis.

The Project DEIR should analyze the full range of impacts to the adjacent San Onofre State
Beach and Camp Pendleton, inctuding the impacts of noise from current uses of Camp Pendleton
on sensitive noise receptors.

The impacts of cumulative degradation or 10ss of habitat and habitat linkages for listed species,
species of concern and broadly acknowledged keystone species resident on or dependent on
resources of the Project area, including but not limited to southern steelhead trout and mountain
lion, should be analyzed in the context of quality of and trends for habitat on Camp Pendleton,
San Onofre State Beach. Cleveland National Forest, county regional parks, and local land
conservancies including but not limited to the Donna O’ Neill Land Conservancy. That is, the
analysis of such impacts should not be limited to the immediate Project area.

Impacts from plant and animal exotics commonly associated with projects of this tvpe in coastal
southern California should be analyzed for the Project area, the NCCP and SAMP reserves, and




other natural open space, including but not limited to land conservancies, regional parks. state
parks, Forest Service and other tederal property for which impacts by exotics may reasonably be
anticipated.

The Project DEIR should analyze impacts on surf and beach quality in South Orange County and
North San Diego County. including economic impacts for local municipalities and the state park
system and also impacts on current or soon-to-be begun projects to restore water and habitat
guality i local creeks and surf (including but not limited to San Juan and San Mateo Creeks).
Surinider Foundation, CalTrout. San Diego Trout and Trout Unlimited are good sources of
information on such projects.

The DEIR should analyze how natural and prescribed {ire regimes for fire-dependent habitat in
NCCP and SAMP reserves, regional parks, land conservancies. state parks and federal lands will
be constrained or otherwise impacted by the Project alternatives and how those impacts will
affect the short-term and long-term functioning and stability of such habitat. The creation of
roads and their impact on increased frequency of human-started fires should be analyzed.

The DEIR should analyze impacts on wildlife due to mtrusion on natural open space and
subsequent culling by governmental agencies and private landowners, including but not limited
to rabbits and coyotes. The recent killing of covotes at the Talega development adjacent to the
Donna O’Neill Land Conservancy is a recent example of such impacts.

‘1he DEIR should analyze impacts on wildlife, habitat and waterways due to the creation of roads
and subsequent traffic on those roads. As with all alternatives analysis, every reasonable effort
should be made to provide specific, measurable data.

The DEIR should analyze impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge capacity.

The DEIR should analyze the anticipated impacts of pesticides, including herbicides. typically
associafed with residential, commercial and infrastructure developments of the kind described in
the NOP, including but not limited to impacts on water quality and biological resources.

‘The analysis of cumulative impacts throughout the Project DEIR should include impacts from
the proposed Foothill-South toll road 241 extension. This includes but is not limited to Land Use
and Planning, Agriculture, Geophysical, Hydrology and Drainage, Water Quality,
Transportation/Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, Biological Resources, Aesthetics,
Cultural/Scientific Resources, Recreation, Mineral Resources, Hazards, Public Services and
Utilities and Services Svstems.

An infill alternative should be analyzed as detailed in the comments of the Endangered Habitats
League.

‘The Project DEIR should analyze the hazards of building more residential and commercial
development in proximity to the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS).

We appreciate being consulted on the scope of work for the DEIR. Please keep the following
persons informed of any and all contracts, notices, hearings, staff reports, briefings, meetings and
other matters related to the proposed project. We are pleased to respond to any questions you
may have concerning our comments on the NOP.

3



A

Grail Prothero

Conservation Chair, Sierra Sage Group
Sierra Club

29302 Sandalwood Court

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

Bili Holmes

Chair, Friends of the Foothills
33281 Acapulco Drive

Dana Point, CA 92629-1005

Brittany McKee
Conservation Organizer
Sierra Club

PO Box 3942

San Clemente, CA 92674

Bill Corcoran

Southern California Regional Representative
Sierra Chub

34335 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 660

Los Angeles, CA 90010

Andrew Wetzler

Project Attorney

Natural Resources Defense Council
6310 San Vicente Blvd.

Ste. 250

Los Angeles, CA 90043

Sincerely,

00 Gnes

Bill Corcoran

Ce: Gail Prothero
Bill Holmes
Brittany McKee
Andrew Wetzler
Heather Hoecherl



March 23, 2003

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmenta! Planning Services Division

300 N. Flower Street

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

“When a condition or a problem becomes too great, humans have the proteition of not thinking about it.
But it goes inward and minces up with a lot of other things already there and what comes out is discontent
and uneasiness, guilt and a compuision to get something—anything—before it is all gone.”

John Steinbeck 1961 The Winter of Our Discontent

The destructive greed of developers for the last decade in Orange County and their ability
to manipulate government to their advantage is unconscionable. It must stop. The Ranch
Plan is illegal. All of the laws demanding the Orange County Supervisors vote to turn
down the requested zoning change are on the books. Rancho Mission Viejo's zoning
change must be stopped. The NRDC, the Nature Conservancy, the Sierra Club all wish
to work with state and federal agencies to purchase this last precious open habitat
ecosystem. They need a willing seller. If the zoning is changed, no organization can
afford to pay the new price per acre. For over one hundred years the land has been taxed
for ranching and agriculture. Why do they get to change it now? If the zoning is
changed, Califorma’ wilderness becomes a memory. And our Orange County
Supervisors should be indicted.

We ask instead that Orange County Supervisors use the full force of the law to protect
this land that we love. The last decade of development in Orange County has been a
disgrace. The million year old canyons and rolling hills of the Lagunas are gone. The
teal blue of the ocean with up stream development is no longer a healing environment
and often is posted as unsafe for humans to enter. The mountain streams of our
childhood where water could be tasted straight out of the stream are gone. It is believed
that only twelve mountain lions stand between a wilderness echo system with balance
and a wasteland of look alike strip malls and houses with rooftops and paved asphalt that
send polluted runoff into our water table, our streams and our ocean, destroying those
ecosystems. Any decisions made about a zoning change must take into account what has
already happened to open space in Orange County. We oppose a General Plan/Zone
Change for Rancho Mission Viejo. Orange County open space is built out.

The entire 23,000 acres must remain zoned open space for agriculture, ranching and
acquired critical habitat linking Cleveland National Park with Camp Pendleton and
. preserving San Onofre State Park for visitors to enjoy the wilderness.

The laws exist to stop the zoning change. The Federal Endangered Species Act is only
one of the ways. Title 16 Section 1531-1545. Itis law, honor it. But we are talking
about much more than endangered species.




The plan that is proposed will determine the land use for the next thirty years. The
developers say that 14,000 homes, a 16 mile toll road, paved roads in the infrastructure
and commercial development the twice the size of South Coast Plaza is what Orange
County needs in this 23,000 acres, We say 1s that Orange County’s open space is built
out. Smart Growth is possible, Oregon is an example. Since 1975 Oregon’s
population has grown by 50% but it has used only 2% more land because of its laws
that protect its open space. 29 ELR 10418, Any General Plan for Orange County
must consider the intent of Congress in its Title 16 Conservation Laws. It 1s illegal to
pollute our waterways and the ocean. It s illegal to destroy our watershed without
guaranteeing protection of wildlife, plants, fish, birds and animals. In the last decade,
critical habitat has been ambushed and destroyed in Orange County from all sides. All
wildlife in this area is in jeopardy. The mountain lion is not an endangered species, but it
will not survive in Orange County with loss of 23,000 acres that it currently has that
connects its range of open habitat from Cleveiand forest to Camp Pendleton. The
mountain fion is part of an ecosystem. What happens then to the deer, the raccoons, the
possum and all wildlife as paved roads pollute and cut off the water heads of San Juan
Creek? What happens to the Steelhead trout happens to the delicate reef ecosystems as
more and more spills create more and more days that the water isn’t even safe for humans
to enter. The Federal Conservation Law exists. It must be enforced.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the State of California Department of Fish
and Game are the guardians of our state wildlife. These agencies give permits each vear,
establishing the number of “take” that the specie will withstand. The government and not
an individual landowner owns our wildlife. As neighbors if not actually tenants in
common with the Oneil family now known as Rancho Mission Viejo for nearly a hundred
years, how do you plan to protect your ward, the wildlife, which has moved freely
between state and national parks and the Rancho Mission Viejo land zoned for
agriculture and ranching?

We are not talking just of endangered species such as, the knatchacher, steelhead trout,
but of mountain lions, raccoons, possums, deer, geese, frogs, abalone, octopus, in other
words all of the wildlife the state owns on any property. You have the authority under
Umnited States law going back to English Commeon Law. This is not Scotland where a
landowner owns the right to any wildlife on his property. In this country the state and
federal government own the wildlife. You have the legal precedence of easement by
prescription to demand the zoning of RMV remain as it has been, ranching and
agriculture to ensure wildlife a place to dwell in Orange County. Orange County open
space 1s built out. See Easement by prescription Section 318 of the Code of Civil
Procedures. Enforce it.

We oppose the GPA zoning change for Rancho Mission Vigjo on the grounds that
Southern California cannot support the drinking water needs of its current population.
We already rely on water brought in from the Colorado River and Northern California.

Senator Kuehl's Bili SB221 demands a plan be presented for water acquisition for any
new development of over 500 houses. Our California senators are rightfully concerned



about the limits of a Mediterranean climate to support continued population growth,
especially in the old paradigm relying on urban sprawl of individual homes.

Senator Costa’s Bill SB610 states,
(5) Furthermore, California’s overall water delivery system has become less reliable over
the last 20 years because demand for water has continued to grow while new supplies
have not been developed in amounts sufficient to meet the increased demand. (6) There
are a variety of measures for developing new water supplies including water reclamation,
water conservation, conjunctive use, water transfers, seawater desalination, and surface
water and ground water storage. (7) With increasing frequency, California’s water
agencies are required to impose water rationing on their residential and business
customers during this state’s frequent and severe periods of drought. (8) The
identification and development of water supplies needed during multiple-year droughts is
vital to California’s business climate, as well as to the health of the agricultural indastry,
environment, rural communities, and residents who continue to face the possibility of
severe water cutbacks during water shortage periods. (9) A recent study indicates that the
water supply and land use planning linkage, established by Part 2.10 (commencing with
Section 10910) of Division 6 of the Water Code, has not been implemented in a manner
that ensures the appropriate level of communication between water agencies and planning
agencies, and this act is intended to remedy that deficiency in communication. (b) It is the
intent of the Legislature to strengthen the process pursuant to which local agencies
determine the adequacy of existing and planned future water supplies to meet existing
and planned future demands on those water supplies.

Seawater desalination? Water reclamation? Are we going to wait until like Hong Kong
we flush our toilets on Tuesdays? The State Law exists. Enforce it.

Major General William G. Bowdon speaking for officials at Camp Pendleton has
requested that any change of plans for the Ranch not include housing near the base
because of military operations. (December 10, 2002 “Encroachment new concern for
military.” The Orange County Register.) Federal interest in this land means funds might
be available. We need a willing seller. If the zoning changes, no agency can afford to
buy it for the public.

The TCA is asking for 100 million dollars of tax payer’s money to fund a sixteen mile
privately owned toll road through this land. That acquisition would also be made after
the land becomes more expensive. Once again the tax payer is asked to subsidize the
wealthy,

The General Plan Amendment looks to the next thirty years. We suggest it look also to
the last thirty years. How much of Orange County used to be orange groves, avocados,
strawberry fields and wilderness habitat? Fifteen years ago [ saw a mountain lion on
Laguna Canyon road. The wilderness corridors still existed. Rancho Mission Viejois a
critical connection between the open habitat of the Cleveland National forest and Camp
Pendleton. It must remain ranching, agriculture and open habitat. We need land for
locally grown agriculture. It 1s hard to predict the next thirty years. But scientists teil us,
the world has at our current dependency perhaps forty years until all of the o1l of the earth
has been used. We will no longer fly fresh strawberries from Argentina to Pavilions



using our current technology. Fossil fuel will be a resource of the past. We hope a new
invention will save us. We’re working on it. Maybe it will. Maybe in forty years
airplanes, cars, technology as we know it, will be finished and the lights will go out.
Perhaps you are reading this letter and saying, “Another doom sayer tree hugger.” Inthe
Jast 100 years, human ignotance, waste and greed has used up 96% of our California
redwoods. The paving of Orange County until recently was less obvious. Now we have
all watched the landmovers destroy our rolling hills, canyons, streams, replacing them
with tedious urban sprawl. Oregon has shown us how to conserve open space. Orange
County will be a ghost town wasteland if we can’t ship water and food in. Last year in
Antarctica an iceberg the size of Rhode Island broke off and floated to sea. Scientists are
stunned. The primary explanation they have is global warming. It is not easy to predict
the next thirty vears. If the zoning is changed, it will not take thirty years to pave our
last wilderness, it will be destroyed immediately.

The Nature Conservancy wants to assist the public to buy the critical habitat of Rancho
Mission Viejo. It needs a willing seller. The developer wants you to change the zoning
of his land so it will be worth more to be developed as residential and commercial land.
We must protect this wilderness connection of the Cleveland National Forest with Camp
Pendleton. You have the laws you need. Our grandchildren’s future is in your hands.

Chief Seattle’s letter to the President in 1854 = _If we sell you our land, remember that the air is
precious to us, that the air shares its spirit with all the life that it supports. The wind that gave our grapdfather his first
breath also received his last sigh. The wind also gives our children the spirit of life. So if we sell our fand, you must
keep it apart and sacred, as a place where man can go to taste the wind that is sweetened by the meadow flowers, "

ﬁer&ly,
Rsay /et

Mami Magda

Chairman of the Land Acquisition Committee
460 Oak Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92631

949-494-1373



Chuck Shocemaker

Pianning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Service Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

This letter is in regards to the Rancho Viejo Development proposal and the preparation of the
Environmental Impact Report for this development. | would like to voice my corcern for this development and
my strong support for environmental stewardship and responsibility. Please consider the following peints when
conducting this report.

1. The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Ranch Project (DEIR #589) should be delayed unti the

DEIR/DEIS for the southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP are completed. This would facilitate the
development of the Project description, a reasonable range of alternatives, and impacts that should be

analyzed.

2. An infilt alternative should be analyzed that directs new housing development into existing cities and
urbanized areas.

3. Impacts to San Onofre State Beach, regional parks, Cleveland National Forest, Camp Pendleton, adjacent
land conservancies should be fully analyzed.

4, "™Impacts and cumulative impacts by the proposed Foothill-South toll road should be analyzed™

5. The project description in the Notice of Preparation is inadequate and would benefit from information about
biclogical resources and reserve design that is currently being developed under the NCCP and SAMP.

6. The impacts of goif courses, pesticide applications and exotic piants and animals on the Project area and
contiguous natural open space areas, including but not limited to impacts on water quality and biological
resources, should be analyzed.

7. impacts to local creeks and beaches should be analyzed, including impacts on continuing or currently
planned projects to restore water quality and habitat.

8. Impacts to fire regimes on protected or proposed reserve areas should be anaiyzed.
9. impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge capacity should be analyzed.
10. Impacts to habitat linkages should be analyzed.

These points are critical and should not be ignored or overicoked, Overdevelopment and development
without concem for the consequences to the environment have occurred too many times. We need to take a
responsible, caring attitude toward the environment around us, and realize the undeniable link and
codependence between us and our environment.

Thank you for hearing my concerns.

Sincerely,

Valgrie Dencker
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Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Flanning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Service Division

300 North Flowsr Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Mr. Shoemaksr

rticle spoke in delicious det
v's “Mother of All Bombs.” In
G he lcs nge County’s nature inventory, the
sed developnment ¢f Kancho Missicon Viedo would have an
t far worse than a mall-full of MCABs.

After a military war, a country can reclaim and rebuild.
But develcpment’s MOABs place a crust of concrete and steel
over the land that lasts forever. Then, they leak manmade
polliution into the waterways and water tables and the very
air that ensure the kill. The countryside can never be
reclaimed.

As resource professionals, your offices know the global

value of Rancho Mission Viejo’'s remaining wildlands and

their plant and animal copulations. Rancho Mission Viedjo

has encrusted encugh of the county with i1ts concrete and

steel. It is my hope that we can work with the RMV Company
Te

a win-win purchase of these precious

At the wvery least, {'m asking that the Draft Envirommental
Report for the Ranch Project (DEIR #582) be delayed until
the DEIR/DEIS for the southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP

%

are completed. We must approach this proiect with
reverence I¢r the resources that would be destroyed by the
proposed develcopment MOARs

206 Calle de Anza »San Clemente, CA 892672
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March 24, 2003

Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Service Division

300 North Flower St.

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

RE: Rancho Mission Viejo development proposal
Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

[ hope you will take into consideration my comments regarding the last of our beautiful
Orange County lands still open and without development:

Please know that I speak in unison with thousands of others regarding the importance of
analyzing further -

I. Impacts to habitat linkages which would affect the ability of
the remaining Bobcat’s to survive in this area next to Cleveland National
Forest.

2. Impacts on local creeks and beaches so that we do not duplicate
the horrendous urban runoff affecting our beaches to the north.

3. The Draft Environmental Impact Report for above should be delayed

until NCCP and SAMP are completed.

We are talking about an international area of biodiversity. And. all possible solutions and
alternatives must be examined so that future generations can enjoy at least a small part of
what Orange County was before extensive development, It is possible to develop
existing urban areas and not destroy the last remaining open space. Thank vou for vour
consideration and attention to this crucial situation.

Sincerely,

1L

o L M__//f\}
(f:}:fnda A. Hernandez

8232 Munster Dr. (
Huntington Beach, CA 92646




Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Pianning Service Division

300 North Flower Street

Sarda Ana, CA 92702-4048

I'would like to propose that the below 10 points be included in the Environmental Impact
Analysis for the Rancho Mission Viejo development proposal.

1. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Ranch Project (DEIR #589) should be
delayed until the DEIR/DEIS for the southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP are completed.

This wouid facilitate the development of the Project description, a reasonable range of iternatives,

and impacts that should be analyzed.

2. An infill alternative should be analyzed that directs new housing development into axisting cities and

urbanized areas.

3.Impacts to San Onofre State Beach, regional parks, Cleveland Nationa! Forest, Camp
Pendleton, adjacent land conservancies should be fully analyzed.

4. impacts and cumulative impacts by the preposed Foothill-South toll road

should be analyzed.

5. The project description in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is inadeguate and would benefit
from information about biological resources and reserve design that is currently being developed
under the NCCP and SAMP.

6. The impacts of golf courses, pesticide applications and exotic plants and animals on the

Project area and contiguous natural open space areas, including but not limited to impacts on
water quality and biological resources, should be analyzed.

7. Impacts to local creeks and beaches should be analyzed, including impacts on continuing or
currently planned projects to restore water quality and habitat.

8. Impacts to fire regimes on protected or proposed reserve areas should be analyzed.

9. Impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge capacity sheuld be anaiyzed.

10. Impacts to habitat linkages should be analyzed.

Vou,
08sC

] {ichael J.
601 Calle Miguel
San Clemente, CA 92672




Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Service Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

The foliowing are environmental impacts I feel should be taken into consideration for Rancho Mission
Vigjo:

1. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Ranch Project (DEIR #589) should be delayed
until the DEIR/DEIS for the southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP are completed. This would
facilitate the development of the Project description, a reasonable range of alternatives, and impacts that
should be analyzed.

2. An infill alternative should be analyzed that directs new housing development into existing cities and
urbanized areas.

3. Impacts to San Onofre State Beach, regional parks, Cleveland National Forest, Camp Pendleton,
adjacent land conservancies should be fully analyzed.

4. Impacts and cumulative impacts by the proposed Foothill-South toll road should be analyzed.

5. The project description in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is inadequate and would benefit from
information about biological resources and reserve design that is currently being developed under the
NCCP and SAMP.

6. The impacts of golf courses, pesticide applications and exotic plants and animals on the Project area and
contiguous natural open space areas, including but not limited to impacts on water quality and biological

resources, should be analyzed.

7. Impacts to local creeks and beaches should be analyzed, including impacts on continuing or
carrently planned projects to restore water quality and habitat,

&, Impacts to fire regimes on protected or proposed reserve areas should be analyzed.
9. Impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge capacity should be analyzed.
10. Impacts to habitat linkages should be analyzed.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jelf Petersen
32641 Caribbean Dr.
Monarch Beach, CA 92629
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March 24, 2003

Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Dept.
Environmental Planning Service Div.

300 N. Flower St.

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Chuck Shoemaker:

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Ranch
Project (DEIR #589) should be delayed until the DEIR/DEIS for
the southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP are completed. This
would facilitate the development of the Project description, a
reasonable range of alternatives, and impacts that should be analyzed.

An infill alternative should be analyzed that directs new housing
development into existing cities and urbanized areas.

Impacts to San Onofre State Beach, regional parks, Cleveland
National Forest, Camp Pendleton, adjacent land conservancies

should be fully analyzed.

Impacts and cumulative impacts by the proposed Foothill-South
toll road should be analyzed.

Th.e project description in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 1s
inadequate and would benefit from information about biological
resources and reserve design that is currently being developed under

the NCCP and SAMP.

The impacts of golf courses, pesticide applications and exotic plants
and animals on the Project area and contiguous natural open space
areas, including but not limited to impacts on water quality and.
biological resources, should be analyzed.

1524 E. RIO VERDE DR.
WEST COVINA. CA 91791
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- Impacts to local creeks and beaches should be analyzed, including

impacts on continuing or currently planned projects to restore water
quality and habitat.

Impacts to fire regimes on protected or proposed reserve areas
should be analyzed. |

Ir'i_lpac_:ts to groundwate.r supplies and recharge capacity should be
analyzed.

Impacts to habitat linkageé should be analyzed..
Respectfully,

Rick Kemenesi




CREED
Coalition for Responsible and Ethical Environmental Decisions

March 24, 2003

Charles Shoemaker, County of Orange Senior Planper
‘Tim Neely, Manager of Environmental Planning Services

A confusion of due dates for public comment on Notice of Preparation for Draft EIR 589 General Plan
Amendment Zone change (PAolol14) SCH#2003021141 has prompted calls to CREED of concems
that our issues are expressed to you. I have compiled the following urgent expressions We really need
the completion of environmentsl documents now in process before we make specific recommendation.
The preservation of sensitive and endangered habitat areas is of highest priority to us. Also:

Care in saving corridors for the larger animals to and from the National Forest .
Open space for human recreation and solitude.
Concern about the effects of large influx of populations on our transportation corridors.

Allowance for low income housing(not government projects, but inclusion in the planning for
residential areas to be built by private contractors or non-profit organizations)

Protect the San Mateo and San Juan creek watersheds for preservation of our clean beach and clean
surf, the only surf that is not closed frequently during the summer on the southern California coast.

Our general perspective is that the land in agricultural zone that should be modified to protect the
above interests, but should not enter the planning phases which establish value as other than agricuiture
until negotiations for purchase of the environmentally valuable habitat have been completed, because
we cannot afford to pay development land prices. Orange County is asked by the Ranch owners to
give them the billions of doflars in value of a rezone. A portion of that value must be retained by the
value, in preserve arca and recreational area....in open space. Otherwise, a rezone is a taking of valuc
from the quality of life of the county residents and tax payers. Some land must be preserved under
CEQA, and some purchased by our conservation organizations .....or by State/Federal grant.

Lyn Harris Hicks, for CREED {J/;,_- /vé% /"A“"é

Crend stocring group londers serve us Viaison t0,” do wot “reprevent“identif ving extities below.

AMavicuse @ - heowpitsl adeid - medical and busi soministration od

omis Davey . educator, former director of child-education programs of the Ocoan Institute, Dana Point

Lym Harris Hicks : Soroptizist Int’l; former News Editos, Daily Sun Post, Capistrnc Bxy newspaper

Stsve Nethorlly : community activist, sationslly published journalist

Rjcardo Wicol: sechirect, San Clemente Rotary Ciuh Director, former San Clemente Planning Commissioner

Merifpm Oring: elucxtor; past prosident, Americsa Assn. of University Women, San Clemente-
Capistrano Bsy Brench; first intervenes group opposing licensing of San Onofre I & I

205 Caille De Anza, San Clemenie, CA, 92672
Tel/Fax 949-492- * creedmail@cox.net



Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Service Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

[ am writing this letter in regards to the Environmental Impact Report that you intend to prepare
for the Rancho Mission Viejo development proposal. I believe that it is absolutely essential to take
into consideration the huge environmental impacts that this massive development will inflict.

The impacts to out last remaining open space are so far reaching that I will only list the following
points without making this letter too long-winded

The impacts to the surrounding regional parks, adjacent land conservancies, the San Mateo
Wilderness, San Onofre State Beach and Cleveland National Forest should be analyzed to the
fullest capacity.

There an alternative should be analyzed whereupon any new housing and commercial
development is shown to be closer to existing urbanized areas.

The cumulative impacts of the proposed Foothill-South toll road should be analyzed.

Impacts to local creeks and beaches should be analyzed, especially in conjunction with the
impacts the Talega project has had on these elements to date.

The impacts of golf courses and all the pesticides, herbicides, and the runoff pollution needs to
be fully analyzed.

Impacts to habitat and their linkages, as well as wildlife corridors should be fully analyzed.
Impacts to endangered species and their habitat should also be analyzed.

In conclusion, the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Ranch Project (DEIR #589)
should be delayed until the DEIR/DEIS for the southern Orange County NCCP and SAMP are
completed. This would facilitate the development of the Project description, a reasonable range
of alternatives, and impacts that should be analyzed. 1 believe this project as it stands is far too
destructive to our local environment. It will adversely affect our quality of life for those of us who
live in South Orange County, and it will destroy far too much precious wildlife habitat.

Sincerely,




46 Primrose
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

March 23, 2003
Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental impact Report #589

| strongly oppose any general plan amendment for the area. This plan will have
devastating impacts to the environment that cannot be mitigated to a level below
significant. An EIR should not be prepared until the SAMP/MSAA and
NCCPF/HCP have been completed.

The plan is inconsistent with the plans and goals of the community. This
amendment has the potential to impact a lot more cities and communities than
San Clemente, San Juan Capistrano, Rancho Santa Margarita and Mission
Viejo. Cities such as Dana Point, Lake Forest, Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel and
Aliso Viejo will also be indirectly impacted by the proposed project.

The general plan amendment has the potential to impact the entire county and |
firmly believe that there has been not been an adequate amount of public
involvement for such a farge project. The focus has been geared towards oniy 4
south county cities. A project this large has the potential to impact not only all the
cities along the Route 5 corridor but also those inland starting at the Route 405
interchange ail the way down to the southern end of San Clemente. Route 5 is a
regional facility and currently can barely handle the traffic generated from Ladera
Ranch and Rancho Santa Margarita how is it going to accommodate traffic from
a project of this magnitude?

This project has so many fatal flaws and it is evident that South County residents
do not want this project. There is no benefit to the impacted communities from a
project of this magnitude.

This is a poorly thought out proposal and as a resident who has lived in Orange
County for 29 years | urge you to reject Rancho Mission Viejo's proposal and
leave the general plan as it is currently written. Their plan will ravage Orange
County and we will become a smog infested, traffic congested, water polluted
version of Los Angeles County. Is that the type of environment we want to live in
and raise our children in? | think NOT!!

Sincerely,

Dawn Kukl



PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT
300 N. FLOWER STREET
P.O. BOX 4048
SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 92702-4048

REVISED
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

DATE: March 23, 2004
SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #589

Project Titie: General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka The Ranch Plan)
Applicant: Rancho Mission Viejo
Contact: Chuck Shoemaker Phone: (714)834-2552

On February 24, 2003, the Orange County Planning & Development Services Department {County) prepared an Initial Study for
the Project and determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is necessary. The Notice of Preparation (NOP), which
included a copy of the Initial Study, was distributed for a 30-day review period. Since the NOP was distributed, certain
modifications to the Project have been made. The County has elected to prepare a Revised NOP that outlines those changes
and solicit input from Responsible and Trustee agencies regarding those changes. To facilitate your review, a copy of the NOP
that was previously distributed is attached for your reference.

The County of Orange is the lead agency for the Project and will prepare the EIR under the terms and requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)} and the implementing Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act
{(Guidelines). iIn order for the concerns of your agency to be incorporated into the Draft EIR, we need to know the views of your
agency as to the modifications to the Project relevant to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
project. Prior comments provided to the County by your agency on the scope and content of the Draft EIR will be addressed
and need not be repeated. Responsible and Trustee agencies must consider the EIR prepared by the County of Orange when
considering a permit or approval of the project. The project description, location, and an analysis indicating the probable
environmenital effects of the proposed action are contained in the attached materials.

The purpose of this notice is: (1) fo serve as the Notice of Preparation to potential Responsible and Trustee Agencies required
by Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines; and (2) to advise and solicit comments and suggestions regarding the preparation of
the EIR, environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR, and any related issues from interested parties other than potential
Responsible and Trustee Agencies, including interested or affected members of the public. The County requests that any
potential Responsible or Trustee Agency responding to this notice respond in a manner consistent with Guidelines Section
15082(b}.

Because an NOP for the Project was previously distributed and comments have already been submitted to the County regarding
the Project, any comments submitted in response to this Revised NOP should be limited o address only those changes to the
Project as described in this Revised NOP. There is no need to resubmit the comments previously provided on the original NOP
for those aspects of the Project that have not changed.

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.4, Responsible and Trustee Agencies must submit any comments in response to this notice
no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. The County will accept comments from these Agencies and others regarding
this notice through the close of business, April 23, 2004.

Alt comments or other responses to this notice must be submitted in writing to:

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, Caiifornia 927024048
Submitied by:

W\ ok -

FimMeely , Director U

Attachment: 2003 NOP




INTRODUCTION

The County of Orange (County) will be the Lead Agency under the California Environmental
Policy Act (CEQA) for the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Project. Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a Program EIR “...may be prepared
on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:
(1) Geographically, (2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In connection
with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a
continuing program, or (4) as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing
statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be
mitigated in similar ways.”

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS

Rancho Mission Viejo
28811 Ortega Highway
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

PROJECT LOCATION

The approximately 22,815-acre project site is located in south Orange County and constitutes
the remaining undeveloped portions of the Rancho Mission Viejo located within unincorporated
Orange County. The planned community of Ladera Ranch and the cities of Mission Viejo, San
Juan Capistrano, and San Clemente surround the Project area on the west; the City of Rancho
Santa Margarita bounds the northern edge of the Project area; the southern edge is bound by
Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendieton in San Diego County; and Caspers Wilderness
Park and the Cleveland National Forest bound the property on its eastern edge. The regional
location and local vicinity maps are depicted in Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively, of the attached
2003 Notice of Preparation (NOP).

SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Ranch Plan is a proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change that would include
up to 14,000 dwelling units and other uses within a development area of approximately
7,694 acres. Approximately, 6,000 of the 14,000 dwelling units would be senior housing. The
remaining 15,121 acres of the 22,815 acres within the project site would be retained in open
space. Development is proposed to occur over a period of approximately 20 to 25 years.
Infrastructure would be constructed to support all of these uses, including road improvements,
utility improvements, and schools. Ranching and agricultural activities would be retained within
a portion of the proposed open space area.

The project applicant is requesting (in Planning Application number PA01-114) a zone change
from A-1 General Agricultural and SG-Sand and Gravel Extraction (for portions of San Juan
Creek) to PC-Planned Community zoning district for the entire project site. In addition, several
elements of the County of Orange General Plan would need to be amended in order to allow for
implementation of the project, including the Land Use, Transportation, Resources, and
Recreation elements. A Development Agreement between Rancho Mission Viejo and the
County is also intended to be processed concurrent with this project.



MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROJECT SINCE THE 2003 NOP WAS CIRCULATED

Since the NOP was circulated in February 2003, there have been certain changes to the
proposed Project. This revised NOP is being circulated to inform agencies and the public of the
changes and provide an opportunity for comment. The following are the modifications that have
occurred since the 2003 NOP was circulated:

Changes to the Project Acreage

Originaily, the Project site contained 22,850 acres. Since the NOP was circulated,
approximately 35 acres west of La Pata Avenue south of Ortega Highway were sold to
Whispering Hills, LLC, which then granted an access easement over a portion of the property to
the Capistrano Unified School District. This access easement was needed for the San Juan
Hills High School. This reduced the overall acreage of the site to approximately 22,815 acres.

Changes in the Land Use Designations Requested

While the overall nature of the Project and the proposed uses has not changed, the specific land
use designations being requested as part of the General Plan Amendment and Planned
Community Zoning have been revised. This change is a result of further coordination with
regulatory and resource agencies, direction provided by the County of Qrange, and more
detailed planning by the project sponsor.

The General Plan Land Use designations initially requested included 9,206 acres of 1B-
Suburban Residential, with the remaining 13,554 acres in land use category 5-Open Space.
These designations are referenced on pages 5 through 17 of the attached 2003 NOP. In
conjunction with the 1B-Suburban Residential designation, overlay land use categories
identified with the PC-Planned Community Zoning District allowed development of supporting
uses of Urban Activity Center, Business Park, Neighborhood Center, and the O'Neill Ranch
(estate housing with a golf course and 120 casitas located in Planning Area 9).

Revised General Plan land use designations (detailed by Planning Area) are described in the
General Plan Summary Table (see Exhibit 1) and graphically depicted in Exhibit 2; both exhibits
are attached at the end of this Revised NOP. The original and revised proposed General Plan
tand use designations for the project are summarized as follows:

Original Generai Pian Request Proposed General Plan Request
1B-Suburban Residential (9.296 acres) 1A-Rural Residential (1,761 acres)
5-Open Space (13,554 acres) 1B-Suburban Residential (8,382 acres)

3-Employment (80 acres)

5-Open Space {11,765 acres)
6-Urban Activity Center (827 acres)
Project Total (22,850 acres) Project Total {22,815 acres)

The revised General Plan land use designations are intended to provide greater land use
definition and clarity with the Ranch Plan project. The overall project residential component
remains at a 14,000 dwelling unit maximum. The development proposed for Planning Area 9
(100 estate lots and 120 casitas) is now contained within the 1,761-acre 1A-Rural Residential
designation but with a majority of the estate area maintained as open space. The revised
General Plan land use designations contain a greater proportion of development designations



and a smaller open space designation area than the original General Plan request. This is due
to the large amount of land placed in the 1A-Rural Residential designation. The ratio of
development to open space is clarified and refined in the PC-Planned Community Zoning
District regulations.

The PC-Planned Community Zoning District land use categories previously proposed are also
referenced on pages 5 through 17, and Exhibit 4, of the attached 2003 NOP. Revised PC-
Planned Community Zoning District land use categories detailed by Planning Area are
contained in the Ranch Plan Statistical Table, attached to this Revised NOP as Exhibit 3. A
new Ranch Plan PC Development Map is also attached as Exhibit 4 to this Revised NOP. The
original and revised PC-Planned Community District fand use categories are summarized as
follows:

Revised PC-Planned Community
Total Development Use: 7,694 acres

Original PC-Planned Community
Residential Category: 8,610 acres

Residential (14,000 dwelling unit max.)
O'Neill Ranch Overlay

Urban Activity Center Overlay
Neighborhood Center Overlay

Residential Use (14,000 d.u. max.)
Urban Activity Center Use
Neighborhood Center Use
Business Park Use

Business Park Overlay Golf Resort Use
Golf Resort Overlay
Open Space Category: 14,240 acres

Project Total: 22,850 acres

Total Open Space Use: 15,121 acres
Project Total: 22,815 acres

The revised PC-Planned Community District regulations contain essentially the same Ranch
Plan project and use categories as originally requested but without use of the overlay
categories. Minor use adjustments in overall planning area acreages and in acreages of non-
residential categories have been made as depicted in the Ranch Plan Statistical Table, but do
not change the overall Ranch Plan land use concept or employment to housing ratio. The
estates and casitas proposed in Planning Area 9 are now contained in the residential use
category. The revised PC-Planned Community District regulations contain a larger proportion of
open space and smaller proportion of development area use than represented in the revised
General Plan designations. This is due in part to the larger commitment of open space use in
certain Planning Areas, as noted below. 1t is also due to the more specific definition and
commitment of land use as a part of zoning regulations. The General Plan reflects a policy level
of planning whereas zoning regulations are intended to be more specific.

Since the initial project filing, the project was the subject of review by the regulatory and
resource agencies in coordination with the Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat
Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) and Special Area Management Plan/Master Streambed
Alteration Agreement (SAMP/MSAA) planning activities. This coordination resulted in some
reductions in the size of the areas designated for development in portions of Planning Areas 2,
3, 7, 8 and 9 to protect natural resources in those areas. Other changes have been made for
greater clarity regarding land uses proposed and consistency between the General Plan land
use designations and Planned Community Zoning District land use categories. These changes,
along with more detailed planning since the initial project filing, have resulted in revisions to both
the requested General Plan designations (as described above) and the PC-Planned Community
Zoning District regulations regarding land use categories.



Modifications to the Circulation Proposal

There are three changes in the proposed circulation system. The first change pertains to
Chiquita Canyon Road. The 2003 NOP identified Chiquita Canyon Road as a proposed
addition to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) and the Circulation Plan component of
the Transportation Element of the General Plan. The project proposes to construct the road in
the same basic alignment previously shown, but rather than designating it as an arterial
highway, the facility would be a local road. This is in recognition of the Orange County
Transportation Authority's (OCTA) policy not to show private or gated roadways on the MPAH.

The second change has to do with Ortega Highway. The 2003 NOP reflected a proposal for the
deietion from the MPAH of Ortega Highway east of Antonio Parkway to the connection with the
proposed New Ortega Highway. Although Ortega Highway is not an arterial highway, it is on
the MPAH because it is a state highway. State highways cannot be deleted from the MPAH.
The project is now requesting that Caltrans abandon this segment of Ortega Highway and that
New Ortega Highway and the connecting segment of Antonio Parkway become the designated
state route. The California Transportation Commission would have to approve this request.
Should the CTC approve the request, the MPAH and Circulation Plan would be revised to reflect
the change. There would not be a change in function from what was originally requested.

The third change in the circulation proposal is associated with the original request to delete the
connection of Trabuco Creek Road and Avery Parkway from the MPAH. This area is outside of
the project limits and is the subject of another study. At the request of the City of Mission Viejo,
this request was dropped from the project.

Recreation Element Amendment Modification

The 2003 NOP stated that Figure Vil.1 of the Recreation Element, the Master Plan of Riding
and Hiking Trails, would be amended to designate specific locations/ alignments for proposed
trails and staging areas within the project area. Specifically, it stated that in Planning Area 13,
the riding and hiking trail would be along the south side of the creek. It has been determined
that establishing an alignment for the trail does not require an amendment to the General Plan.
The alignment depicted and discussed in the Master Plan of Riding and Hiking Trails does not
specify which side of the creek the trail is placed, only the general alignment.

Resources Element Amendment Modification

The 2003 NOP stated that Figure VI-3 of the Mineral Resources component of the Resources
Element would be amended to remove the designation of mineral resources within San Juan
Creek. The reason for the amendment request was the project’s proposal to locate the Rancho
Mission Viejo Regional Park within this area. Once implemented, the recreational land use
would not be consistent with the extraction of sand and gravel resources. However, the
designation of a mineral resource zone is not a commitment to mine these resources.
Therefore, the figure in the General Plan will remain unchanged and the EIR will address the
loss of availability of the resource in this area as a result of the proposed land use.

Request for Removal of Acreage from the Agricultural Preserve
The removal of 12,354.59 acres from RMV’s Agricultural Preserve by means of a cancellation of

the Williamson Act contract was identified as a component of the project in the 2003 NOP. |t
identified that notices of non-renewal had previously been filed for all the areas that would be



removed from the Agricultural Preserve. The project is now only requesting the removal of
approximately 1,900 acres from the Agricultural Preserve pursuant to the cancellation process.

Processing Approach

At the time the project applicant submitted its application for a General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change (GPA/ZC) for the Ranch Plan in November 2001, the applicant's goal was to
process the project concurrently with the two regional planning efforts underway for the area.
These efforts include the Southern Subregion NCCP/HCP being prepared by U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the County of Orange, in cooperation with the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the SAMP/MSAA, being prepared by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers {ACOE) and the CDFG. Although this goal has been achieved in part, such
as with the concurrent identification of a consistent set of project alternatives, there have been
substantial delays in the completion of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA, and their respective
environmental documents. The Notices of Intent (NOls) which were published by the resource
agencies for those planning efforts in 2001 anticipated the release of draft environmental
documents sometime in 2002. When the 2003 NOP for the GPA/ZC was issued, it was
anticipated, in spite of the delays already encountered, the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA
programs would keep pace with the GPA/ZC processing. However, other regional planning
efforts (e.g., the Riverside County MSHCP), as well as the major fires experienced in the Fall of
2003, have competed for the attention of the resource agencies.

Also, the regulatory underpinnings of the NCCP/HCP have been affected by federal judicial
decisions involving critical habitat designations and the “No Surprises Rule” (Spirit of the Sage
Council v. Norton), issues which still remain unresolved. The No Surprises Rule is intended to
provide regulatory certainty in exchange for conservation commitments, and it has been a major
incentive for landowners such as the project applicant to voluntarily participate in NCCP/HCP
planning efforts.

The foregoing events not only have introduced uncertainties into the timeframes for completing
the planning processes, but have also placed increased demands on staff at the participating
resource agencies. At the same time, budgetary problems and related cutbacks have further
affected the ability of those agencies to maintain processing schedules.

Meanwhile, plans for the proposed Ranch Plan project have been refined and preparation of the
Ranch Plan EIR has moved forward, utilizing the baseline environmental data that has aiready
been gathered, and the framework for environmental analysis that has been established,
pursuant to the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes to date. In order to prevent further
delays in the planning effort for the Ranch Plan area, and to protect the significant investment of
time and resources to date in that effort, and by virtue of the project applicant’s right under
CEQA to define its project and the project objectives, the Project applicant has requested that
the County move forward with processing of the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change
(GPAJZC) for the Ranch Plan even though NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA programs may not be
complete by the date of County action on the proposed project.

Notwithstanding that the GPA/ZC would be processed before completion of any NCCP/HCP or
SAMP/MSAA, the proposed project and the process that has been utilized to develop and
evaluate the proposed project and the other alternatives (1) provides a plan for development
and a framework for conservation that will help to achieve the major benefits originally
envisioned by those planning programs for the Ranch Plan area, and (2) provides a
conservation plan that would be complementary to any such programs that are completed in the



future. Therefore, the proposed EIR can move forward without jeopardizing the preparation of
the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA.

Length for Implementation
The 2003 NOP identified the project phasing to be over 30 years. The current phasing concept

is that the project would be constructed over 20 to 25 years. This timeframe is also reflective of
the planning horizon used for local and regional planning programs.
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The Ranch Plan Screencheck Program EIR

Revised NOP Respondents “The Ranch Plan”

State Agencies

Caltrans District 12
Department of Conservation
Department of Fish & Game

Department of Health Services
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Governor’s Office of Planning & Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Robert Joseph, Chief, District 12

Paul Frost, Associate Oil & Gas Engineer
William E. Tippets, Deputy Regional
Manager

Karen A. Goebel, Assistant Field
Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Cor Shaffer, District Engineer

Greg Holmes, Unit Chief

Scott Morgan, Senior Planner

Local Agencies (County, City, Special Agencies)

Public

City of Mission Viejo

City of Rancho Santa Margarita
Foothill/Eastern Corridor Agency
County of Orange Integrated Waste
Management Division

Orange County Fire Authority
SDG&E

Damien Shilo, Tribal Chairman

Matthew Vespa & Terrell Watt
Judith M. Gielow

Barbara Rosenbaum

Paul Carlton

Marni Magda
Kelsyen Leedom
Greg Sumter

Greg Koch

llse M. Byrnes

Dawn Montano
Marianna H. Handler
The Rodgers Family

Appendix A
Revised NOP & Responses to NOP
Page 1 of 1

Charles E. Wilson, Director of Community
Development

Kathleen Haton, Planning Director

Macie Cleary-Milan, Deputy Director

John Arnau

Gene Begnell, Battalion Chief
Christopher P. Terzich, Senior
Environmental Specialist

Residence or Representing

Juanefo Band of Mission Indians,
Acjachemen Nation

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

St. Mark Presbyterian Church Ecophilians
Environmental Group

League of Women Voters of the
Capistrano Bay Area

SCORE

Laguna Beach

San Juan Capistrano

Jurisdiction not given

Anaheim

California Trails & Greenways Foundation
Aliso Viejo

Sewanee, TN

Mission Viejo



CALIFORNIA
CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF OIL,
GAS, & GEOTHERMAL
RESOURCES

5816 CORPORATE AVE.

SUITE 2490
CYPRESS
CALIFGRNIA
90630-4731

PHONE
714/816-6847

FAX
714/816-683513

INTERNETY
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Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Orange County Planning and Development Services Department
P.O. Box 4048

300 N. Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Notice of Preparation for the General Plan Amendment/Zone
Change (PA01-114) (aka. The Ranch Plan) draft
Environmental Impact Report, SCH No. 2003021141

Subject:

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources (Division) has reviewed the above referenced Notice of
Preparation. The Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and
plugging and abandonment of oil, gas, and gecthermal wells in California.
The scope and content of information that is germane to the Division's
responsibility are contained in Section 3000 et seq. of the Public
Resources Code (PRC), and administrative regulations under Title 14,
Division 2, Chapter 4 of the California Code of Regulations. We offer the
following comments for your consideration.

The proposed project is located outside the administrative boundaries of
any oil field. However, there is one idle well and nine plugged and
abandoned wells within the project boundaries. These wells are identified
on Division map W-I-4 and records. The Division recommends that all
wells within or in close proximity to project boundaries be accurately
plotted on future project maps.

Furthermore, if any additional abandoned or unrecorded wells are
damaged or uncovered during excavation or grading, remedial plugging
operations may be required. If such damage or discovery occurs, the
Division's district office must be contacted to obtain information on the
requirements for and approval fo perform remedial operations.

To ensure proper review of building projects, the Division has published
an informational packet entitled, "Construction Project Site Review and
Well Abandonment Procedure” that outlines the information a project
developer must submit to the Division for review. Developers should
contact the Division's Cypress district office for a copy of the site-review
packet. The local planning department should verify that final building
plans have undergone Division review prior to the start of construction.
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Determination of the adequacy of any proposed methane mitigation measures for the
project is beyond the Division’s authority. However, the Division recommends that any
plugged and abandoned well be vented if a structure is to be built over or in proximity to
awell.

If any structure is to be located over or in the proximity of a previously ptugged and
abandoned well, the well may need to be plugged to current Division specifications.
Section 3208.1 of the PRC authorizes the State Oil and Gas Supervisor (Supervisor) to
order the reabandonment of any previously plugged and abandoned well when
construction of any structure over or in the proximity of the well could result in a hazard.
The cost of reabandonment operations is the responsibility of the owner of the property
upon which the structure will be located.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Draft
Environmental impact Report for The Ranch Plan. If you have questions on our
comments, or require technical assistance or information, please call me at the Cypress
district office: 5816 Corporate Avenue, Suite 200, Cypress, CA 90630-4731; phone
(714) 816-6847.

Sincerely,

o
%«:’ﬂ ffi?jf

Paul L. Frost
Associate Oil & Gas Engineer

cc: State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research
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1,761 acres of rural residential uses, 8,382 acres of suburban residential uses, 80 acres of
employment uses, 11,765 acres of op;zm gpace and 827 acres of l{rban activity center usz.
Although these figures indjcate a reduction in the acreage of dc&gnafed open space, the I'flOP
asserts that, with refinements to the mapping and land use within residential areas, a pertion of
this designation will be maintaived for open space and will result in an increase to a total of
approximately 15,12] acres of open space throughout the RMV property.

Although the Ranch Plan was origindlly proposed to be processed concurrently with the
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA plans, the applicant is now requesting that the developument of
the GPA/ZC for the project advance although the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA plasis may not
be completed by the time of project dpproval. According to the NOP, the proposed project
would provide a framework for consbrvation that would help to achieve the major berafits
originally eavisioned by the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA plans and would provide
conservation planning that would bejcomplementary to any plans developed in the futare.

The Department is a Trustes Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Enviropmental Quality Act (CEQA); Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. As a Trustee
Agency, the Department roust be cofisulted by the Lead Agency during the preparation and public
revicw for project-specific CEQA documents. As a Trustee Agency, the Department reviews
CEQA documents on proposed projécts, comments on the project impacts, and deterrtines
whether the mitigation measures or altemnatives proposed are adequate and appropriate. Pursuant
to Section 1802 of the Fish and Game Code, the Departrment has jurisdiction over the
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants and habitat 1.ecessary
for biologically sustainable populativns of those species. Under the California Endar gered
Species Act (CESA), it is the policy:of the State to conserve, protect, restore, and enbance any
endangered species or any threatened species and jts hahitat (Section 2052 of the Fisk and Game
Code}. A CESA Permit (Section 208 of the Fish and Game Code) or, if applicable, a
Consistancy Determination (Secticy 2080.1 of the Fish and Game Cods), must be ob:ained if the
project has the poteatial to result in “take” of species of plants or animals listed unde- CESA,
either during construction or over the life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve,
protect, enhance, and restere State-listed threatensd or endangered species and their kabitats,
Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to 2 project and mitigation mcasures
may be required to obtain a CESA Permit! The Department also administers the NCCP program
under Section 2800 et seq of the Fish and Game Code,

The primary concen and mandate of the Service is the protection of fish, wildlife, ard plant
resources and their habitats. The Service comments on any public notices for Feders! permits or
licenses affecting the Nation’s watefs (e.g., Clean Water Act, Section 404 and River and Harbor
Act of 1895, Section 10) pursuaat to the Figh and Wildlife Coordination Act, The Service is also
responsible for administering the Féderal Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amendad (Act).

! Reviziana o the Fish ang Game Code, effective January 1998, may raquire that the Department issus a
seperate CEQA dacument for th fgsyance of a 2081 parmit unless the project CEQA document addrosses
all project impacts to listed spedies and spoctien a mitigation manftering and repariing progiam that will
meet the requirbments of & 2081 permit, For thase reasons, the:
4. blolegical mitigation moditoring and reporting praposais should be of sufficiant detall and
resclution to satisfy the gequirements for a CESA Pemmit. and
5. & Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for plants fisted as
fare unidar the Native Plant Protoction Act,

4
'

3
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Section 9 of the Act prohibits the “take” of any listed species by any person 'sszject o118 ™
jurisdiction of the Upited States. Take incidental to an otherwise lawiful.actiwa'1ty may i:fa
permitted only purswant to the pertinent language and provisions ju Section 7 and Secuon 10 (2)
or thwongh a special rule under Section 4 (d) of the Act.

Specific Comments .

Tha NOP indicates that a larger commitment of open space would result from future rc:finac} '
mapping of the project, ultimately designating approximately 15,121 acres of open spice within
the RMV property. Although this would be an increase from the approximately 14,240 acres
desigoated in the original proposal, it is unclear what uses would be aliowed within th:se refined
mapping areas and if these uses would preclude these areas from being coasidered suiable for
conservation of biologicel resources. The DEIR should specify the proposed allowable uses
within these areas and analyze potengial direct, indirect and curnulative effects on biological
IES0UrCes. i

The Wildlife Agencies are concerned with the advancing of the GPA/ZC process aheid of the
developmeat of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA. plans. The partics to the NCCP/HCP and
SAMP/MSAA are still developing reserve designs, and associated impacts and conservation
levels are still being analyzed and refined. The purpose of these conservation effotts is to protect
and congerve sensitive resourees in southern Orange County while siill allowiag appropriate
levels of economic development. The GPA/ZC process does not require consistency with
NCCP/HCP and/or SAMP/MSAA grinciples and, if approved before these conservat on plans,
could hinder or even preclude these lconservation planning effors.

Per CEQA. Section 15130, 2 projcct}s cumnulative impacts discussion must be included in the EIR
when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. The discussion niust include
a list of past, present and probable fature projects, including those that are ouiside the control of
the Load Agency. We are concerped] that the processing of the GPA/ZC prior to the NCCP/HCE
and SAMP/MSAA plans would corstrain the analysis of comulative effects, The NCCP/HCP
and SAMP/MSAA processes are considering effects of proposed projects beyond the boundaries
of the RMV property. Without the benefit of the completed analysis of the Jarger NCCP/HCP
and SAMP/MSAA plan areas, the cumulative effects analysis performed for the Ranch Plan

would require assumptions on impekts to conserved/preserved areas that are still being
developed, ’

We stongly recommend the GPA/ZC be processed concurrently with, if not after, ths
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA plans to ensure the appropriate consideration of impicts to
sensitive resources and, especially, ihe identification and evaluation of a range of ressonable
alternatives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (b), project altematives discussed in
the EIR should include those that can avoid or substantially lessen significant effects, even if
those altematives would impede thé attainment of project objectives or be more costly.

!

1
i
i
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Ceneral Commnents

To enable Wildlife Agencies staffs mé adequately review and comment on the proposec ij_mt
from the standpoint of the protection jof plants, fish and wildlife, we recommend the feldowing

information be inchxied in the DEIR;

1. A complete discussion of the pu;rpose and need for, and description of, the proposed project,
including all staging areas and dccess routes to the constraction and staging areas.

2. Acomplete list and assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project
acea, with particular emphasis upon identifying State or federally listed rare, threatened,
endangered, or proposed candidate species, California Species-of-Special Concern and/or
State Protected or Fully Protected species, and apy locally unique species and seasitive
habitats. Specifically, the DEIR should include:

a. A thorough assessment of 'Ram Natural Communities on site and within the ares of
impact, following the Department’s Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rave Plaats
and Rare Natural Communities (Attachment 1; revised May 8, 2000),

b. A current inventory of the lf:iaiogical resources associated with each habifat type op site
and within the area of impdct The Department’s California Natural Diversity Data
Base in Sacramento should be contacted at (316) 327-5960 10 obtain curren information
on any previously reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significznt Natural
Arcas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code.

¢. An inventory of rare, threatencd, and endangered species on site and within the area of
impact. Species 10 be addressed should include all those which meet the CI3QA
definition (sce CEQA Guidelines, § 15380).

d. Discussions regarding seasonal variations in use by sensitive species of the project site
as well as the area of impact on those species, using acceptable species-spezific survey
procedures as determined through consultation with the Wildlife Agencies. Focused
species-specific surveys, conducted in conformance with established protocols at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or
otherwise identifiable, are required.

3. A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to wdversely
affect biological resources. All facets of the project should be included in this assessment,
Specifically, the DEIR should iprovide:

4. Specific acreage and descriptions of the types of wetlands, coastal sage scrub, and other
sensitive habitats that willior may be affected by the proposed project or project
alternatives. Maps and tables should be used to summarize such information.

b. Discussions regarding the regional setting, pursuant 1o the CEQA Guidelir.es, Section

15125(a), with special emphasis on resources that are rare or unique to the region that
would be affected by the p‘m_;ect A completo discnssion of how this projent affects the

APR-23-2004 01 : 440M TE IS OAC A= ——
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Southern Orange County NCCP planaing effort must be provided. This discuision is
eritical to an assessment of environmental impacts.

{
¢ Detailed discussions, inclmﬁng both gualitative and quantitative analyses, of the .
potentially affected listed and sensitive species (fish, wildlife, plants), and their habitats
on the proposed project site] area of impact, and altemnative sites, including information
pertaining to their local status and distribution. The aaticipated or rezl impac's of the
project on these species a.naE' habitats should be filly addressed.

d. Discussions regarding indir;act project impacts on biological resources, meluding
resources in nearby public knds, open space, adjacent natural habitats, ripari:n
ecosysiems, and any designated and/or proposed NCCP reserve lands. Impects on, and
maintenance of, wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to nndisturbed
habitats in adjacent areas, should be fully evaluated and provided. A discussion of
potential adverse impacts fiom lighting, noise, human activity, exotic species, and
dramage. The latter subject should address: project-related changes on drainage pafterns
on and downstream of the project site; the volume, velocity, and frequeney of existing
and post-project surface flaws; polluted runoff; svil erosion and/or sediment ation in
streams and water bodies; and post-project fate of runoff from the project site.

The Wildlife Agencies are toncemed about the effects of artificial night figh ting (ANL)
on the fish and wildlife species that use natural habitats adjacent to developiient areas.
Species’ behaviors are tiedito ight and darkness in daily and seasonal life cveles. The
ecelogical effects of ANL are profound and increasing. The direct illumination and the
sky glow (i.e., light pollution) created by ANL distupt important behaviors nad
physiological processes with significant scclogical consequences (ANL Conference
2002, Moore 2000). Species using the natural areas adjacent to developmert will be
subjected to increased levels of light and may be adversely impacted. For example,
ANL can affect bird behaﬁor, migration, and physiology (Tefler et al. 1987. Marsden et
al. 1980, Bakken and Lee 1992), ANL can affect neotropical migratory birds on their
northern spring migrations: (Ogden 1996), billions of moths and other nocturnal insects
are killed each year ar lights (ANL Conference 2002), and lights upset the tshavior of
sankes apd other nocturnal animals (Lieberman 2002). Both temporary an permanent
changes to the illwmination of an area may affect amphibian reproduction, inraging,
predator avoidance, and sdcial interactions (Buchavan 2002). Miilions of tirds die or
suffer Injuries from collisions with buildings lit at night as they journey noth and south
(FLAP 2002). |

Based on these potential ::ffects on biclogical resources from ANL, and giten that much
of the project area is currently undeveloped and/or without artificial lighting, the DEIR
should provide environmehtal baseline information for the project area and address the
potential project-related direc:, indirect and cumnlative effects of lighting «n flora and
fauna in the project vicinity. Lighting of golf courses, commercial arcas ard other oon-
residential facilities adjacent to native habitats should be avoided. Use of hack- and
sicle-ghielded lighting fixtures should be required as a standard project feature
throughout public use are#s to minimize indirect effects and to reduce cumulative
effects of lighting for the projscz. Areas that require lighting for safety cor siderations

i
i
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should be clustered to reduce the nsed for added lights and to further minisnize amount
of edge effects. Dervelapmeﬁt areas showdd be focused in or pear currently lighted areas
to avoid the introduction or éxpansion of light pollution aad to minimize adv:rse effects
on wildlife and the function bf preserved habitats.

e. Discussions regarding possible conflicts resulting from wildlife-human inter:ctions at
the jnterface between the development project and narural habitats, The zor.ng of areas

for development projects ar]othar uses that are nearby or adjacent to patural sreas may
inacveriently contribute to wildlife-human interactions.

£ An analysis of cumnlative effects, as described nnder CEQA Guidelines, Se stion 15130.
General and specific plans, and past, present, and anticipated fature projects, should be
analyzed conceruing their impacts on similar plant communities and wildlifi: habitats.

g If applicable, an analysis of|the effect that the project may have on completion and
implementation of regionaljand/or scbregional conservation programs. Undler Section
2800 through Section 2840;of the Fish and Gams Code, the Department, through the
NCCP program, is coordindting with Joeal jurisdictions, landowners, and the Federal B
Government 10 preserve lodal and regional biojogical diversity. Coastal sage scrub is g
the first natural communityito be planned for under the NCCP program. The
Deparyment recommends that the Lead Agegcy cnsure that the development of this and
other proposed projects do Lot preclude long-term preserve planning options and that
projects confonm, with othef requirements of the NCCP program. Jurisdictions
participating in the NCCP program should assess spacific projects for consistency with
the NCCP Copservation Guidelines, Additionally, the jurisdictions should quantify and
quulify: 1) the amount of coastal sage scrub within their boundaries; 2) the acreage of
coastal sage scrub habitat rernoved by individual projects; and 3) any acrezge set aside
for mitigetion. This information should be kept in an updated ledger systen.

4. Mitigation measures for adverse projeci-related impacts on sensitive plants, atimals, and
habitats, Measures to fully :w:zid and otberwise protect Rare Natural Comrmunitics
(Attachment 2) from project-rélated impacts. The Department considers thest communities
as threatened habitats baving Hoth regional and local significance.

Mitigation measures should e:i-zphasizc avoidapce, and where avoidance is infrasible,
reduction of project impacts, For unavoidable bmpacts, on-site preservation i perpetuity of
the affected habitats shonld bejachieved. The Wildlife Agencies generally do not support
the wge of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts on rare,
threatened, or endangered species. Studies have shown that these efforts are vxperimental
in neture and largely unsuccessfil.

This discussion should ingiudgé measures to perpetually protect the targeted hubitat values
where preservation and/or restoration is proposed. The objective should be tv offset the
project-induced qualitative anh quaptitative losses of wildlife habitat values. Issues that
should be addressed include restrictions on access, proposed land dedications, monitoring
and management programs, control of illagal durmping, water pollution, increased human
intrusion, ete. Plans for restodation and revegetation should be prepared by persons with

1
i
1
1
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cxpertiss in southers Californiaiecosystems and pative plant r&vcgetaﬁ_on techmigques. Each
plan should include, 2t 2 minioahm: (a) the location of the mitigation site, (b) the plant
spectes w be used; (¢) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; (d) time of year that
plaating will occur; (¢) a description of the irrigation methodology; _(f} measures {) control
exotic vegetation on site; (g) success criterie; (h) a detailed monitoning program; ()
contingency measures should tHe snceess criteria not be met; and (j) identificatior. of f,he
entity(ies) that will gnarantes achieving the success criteria and provide for conservation of
the mitigaticu site in perpetuity!

i
Mitigation measures to alleviate indirect project impacts on biological resousces mmst be
identifi=d in the DEIR, including measures to minimize changes in the hydrologi: regimes
on site, and means to convey rimoff without damaging biological resourses, incliding the
morphelogy of on-site and downstream habitats.

5. Descriptions and analyses of a range of alternatives to ensure that alternatives 10 the
proposed project are fully considered and evaluated. The analyses must include alternatives
that avoid or otherwise reduce impacts to sensitive biclogical resources, Specifi:
alternative locations should be evaluated in areas of lower resource sensitivity where
sppropriate. :

The Wildlife Agencies have respondibility for the conservation of wetland and riparia: habitats.

It is the policy of the Wildlife Ageneies to discourage development in or conversion of wetlands.

We oppose any development or conversion which wovld resolt in a reduction of wetlind acreage

or wetland habitat vajues, unless, ata minimum, project mitigation assures there will be “no net

loss” of either wetland habitat valuel or acreage. Development and conversion include but are

* pot limited to conversion to subsurface drains, placement of fill or building of structures within
the wetland, and channelization or rjeznova} of materials from the streambed. All wefiands and
watersowrses, whether intermittent or perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial
setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and snaintain their value to on-site and
off-site wildlife populations. ;

i
'

If approptiate, a jurisdictional de}jn?éatian of lakes, streams. and associated riparian b abitaty
should be inciuded in the EIR, inchiding 2 wetland delineation pursuant to the U.§. Fish and
Wildlife Service definition (Cowardin et al. 1979) adopted by the Department. Please note that
wetland and riparian habitats subject to the Deparmment’s authority may extend beyond the
Jurisdictional limits of the U.8, Army Corps of Engineers. .

H
The proposed project may require alLake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA! The
Department has direct authority unqer Fish and Game Code Section 1600 er. seq. regarding any
proposed activity that would divert; obstruct, or affect the natmral flow or change the bed,
channel, or bank of any river, strearn, or lake. The Department’s issuance of 2 SAA for a project
that is subject to CEQA requires CEQA compliance actions by the Departent 2s a Responsible
Agency. As 2 Responsible Agencyiunder CEQA, the Department may consider the County’s
(Lead Agercy's) CEQA documentdtion. To minimize additfonal requirements by the
Department pursuant to Bection 1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA, the docurmentation should fully
identify the poteatial impacts to the] lake, stream or riparian resources and provide afequate
avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issunnce of the agreement. A
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SAA uotification form may be obtained by v?nung to the Department of Fish and Game, 4949
Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, California 92123-1662, or by calling (858) 636-3160, or by
accessing the Department’s web sitel at www.dfg.ca.gov/1600. The Department’s SA.A Program
holds regularly scheduled pre-pro;ec]t planning/early consultation meetings. To make an
appointment, please call our office at (858) 636-3160.

The Departroent finds that the pmpcised project would not be de minimus in its effect: on fish
and wildlife resources per Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.

|
The Wildlife Agencies appreciate tHa opportunity to comment on the NOP. Please contact Ms.
Iill Terp of the Service at (760) 43319440 or Mr. Warrea Wong of the Department at (§858) 467-
4248, if you bave any guestions or domments concerning this letter.

Smcezeiy,
@/ %\/ v é/w P t. f‘) f :ﬁ‘/
Seg$ Karen A, é William E. Tippets  / /
Assistant Field Supervisor , Deputy Regional Manaée/
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service | California Department of Fish a1d Game
Attachments (2)
: Deparrment of Fish and Gazw
R. Rempel :
M. Valentine ;
State Clearinghouse
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Thc following mwmcndatxons are intcndedtahelpﬂtm who prepare and review environmental
docunnents determine when & botanical survey is needed, who should be considered qualified 15 conduct
such surveys, how field surveys should be conducted, and what information should be containzd in the
mqmmmmmmmdﬂmhadagmaesmtmﬂwmum of surveys that are
natcmdumd according to these puidelines,

1. Bohﬁﬁmmmmmmadammmemmeﬂmofmwmjmumm
rute, threatened, sad endavgered plants and plant communitics. Rare, threatencd, and endangencd plants are not
necesssrily Hmited to those species which have been listed” by state and federal agencies but sheuld inelude
myspmdxs,bmdmnﬂnuﬂahledam,mbeshownmbetam,mmtwod,mdfmmdanguadmdathe
following definitions:

Aspeeios,wbapecm,orwnﬁyofp!amm *endangered” when the prospeets of ite survival and rproduction are
in irmmexdiate jeopardy frow one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over exploitation,
predation, competition, or disease. A plant is "thréatencd” when it is likely to become endangeres in the
forescenble fture in the sbscnce of protection measures, A plant is “rarc™ whet, although not pre zently
wmmmmm«mumﬁmmmmmwm
tange that it may be cidangered if its eavironmicat worsens.

- Rare gatural comyaunities are those conmunities that are of highly limited distribution. These communities may
or may not coutain rare, threatened, or endangered specics. The most carrent version of the Califrnia Natural
Diversity Databasc's List of Califomia Terrestrial Natura! Coramunities may be nsed as a guide 19 the names and
Mofmmmumum

pA nmmmmmamm ﬁﬂdmymm:ﬁwmﬂwmm&m&&:w&m@m
cadangered plants will be affected by a proposed project when:

a. Natual vegetation occurs on the site, it is unknown if rare, fhreatened, or endangeved plants or habitats occur
on the site, and the project has the potential for divect or indirect effects on vegetation; or

b. mmmmmnymmmmmmmmmmmmfmmmm

. assessment is Ixckiog.

3. Botanical consultants should possess the following qualifications:

a. Expericace conducting floristic ficld sutveys;

b. Koowlodge of plat taxononty and plant commumity ecology;

¢. Pamiliarity with the plants of the sres, including race, threatened, and endangercd species

d memmuwmmm&@mmuummmwpmmmmmnmw;md,
e. E@mmwmﬁxmﬂymﬂg@%ofdﬂdupmﬁtmmﬁﬁphﬁspecmandmme

4, Fﬁdmmshmﬂd&mduﬂadmammﬂmtwﬂhcawanymmm«mgmd specics that
may be present, Specifically, rave, threatened, or endangered plant surveys should be: _

4. Conducted in the ficld st the proper time of year whean rare, threatened; or endangered specasambcfh
evident and identifiable. Usually, this is when the plants are flowering.

-
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When tice, threatened, mmmmmmmm%w@o{mmmmmmm -
MM¢dem(mm3muwammmmm
identifiable at the time of the survey. . '

b. Floristic in neture. A flotistic survey requires that every plant observed be identified to ths extont uecessary
to determine ids rarity and listing status. In addition, & sufficient number of visits spaced throughout the
gmwingmmamnmywm&lydmmﬁmwhuplmueﬁumtmmlnorda'topmpedy
characterize the site and document the completencss of the survey, a complete list of plants observed on the
sitcshouldbcimiudadhm}'botmicﬂmtveympoﬁ.

¢ Conducted in a manter that is consistent with consegvation ethics, Collections (voucher sp cimens) of rare,
threatened, or endangered species, or suspected rare, theeatened, ov endangered species sheuld be made only
when such actions would notjwpa:diwtbncmﬁnuadmoﬁhamuhﬁmmdinumwﬂh
applicable state and federal pemnit requirements. A eollecting permit from the Habitat Cop servation Plapni
Branch of DFG is required for collection of state-Jisted plant species. Voucher specimens should be
deposited at recognized public hexbatia for future roferezice. Photography should be used ¢ docunent plane

ification and habitat whenever possible, but especially when the population cannot withstand collection

of voucher specimens. ' -

d. Conducted using systematic field techniques in all babitats of the site to ensure & thorough coverage of
potential impact areas, : .

coupleted and sabmitted to the Naural Divecsity Dtabase. Locations x5 be best docmented vsing globsl
wﬁmm(@amwenmm,ﬁwmsMMMumm

3. Reparts of botanical ficld survoys should be ineluded in or with environmental assessmoats, negative
declarations and mitigated negative declamtions, Timber Harvesting Plags HPs), EIR's, aud BIS's, sud should
contain the followiog information: : . B

a. Project description, including a detailed mayp of the project location snd study area.
. A writicn description of biological setting referencing the commumity nomenclature used ind a vegetation

map,
¢. Detajled description of survey methodology.
d. Mofﬁddwmdmlmm-hmmtmﬁdd,w.
e Rmhpfﬁ&mw%d@ﬁhdmaﬁwﬁﬁehﬂhudﬂﬁrm&hphﬂwmﬂaﬁmfmd.

. mmmgadmpwﬁduﬁ?ﬁdﬂuandmpsdoéumenﬁugmh&mbamdaﬁm }
£ An assessment of potential impacts, This should include & map showing the distribution ¢f plants in relation

10 proposed activities.
g Discusgion of the significance of rare, threatened, or endasgered plant populations in the yroject anca
considering nearby. populations and toeal species distribution. ~

¢ b. Recommended measares to avoid impacts, : : '

L Alist of all plants observed on the project srea. Plants should be identified to the taxononic level necessaty
todmﬁmwhaherwuotﬂnymmu,ﬁxmed or endangered, ’

J. Deseription of reference site(s) visited aod phenological development of rare, theeatened, ot endangered
plant(s). .

k. Copies of a1l California Native Species Field Survey Forms or Natural Cormmunity Ficld Survey Forms.

L. Name of field investigator(s).

§. References cited, persons contacted, herbaria visited, and the location of voucher specimens.

MY YT R A e Awa— .
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ATTACHMENT 2

Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural
Communities in Southern California

Sensitivity rankings are determined by the Department of Fish and Game, California Natural iversity
Data Base and based on either number of known occurrences (locations) and/or amount of habitat
remiaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these top priority rare natural communities are as
follows: ‘

S1#  Less than 6 known locations and/or on ims than 2,000 acres of habitat remaining,
82#  Ocans in 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining,
83.#  Occurs in 21-100-known Yocations and/or 10,000-50,000 acres of habitat temainirg,

The number to the right of the decimal point afier the ranking refers to the degree of threat posed to that
natural community regardless of the ranking. For example: .

81.1 = verythreatened
822 =

$3.3 = po current threats kngwr

Sensitivity Rankings (February 1992)
Rank Community Name

Si.1 Mojave Riparian Forest
Sonoran Cottonwood Willow Riparian
Mesquite Bosque
Elephant Tree Woodland
Crucifixion Thorn Woodland
Allthorn Woodland
Arizonan Woodland
Southerm California Walnut Forest
Mainland Cherry Forest
Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest

- Desert Mountain White Fir Forest

Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chagparral
Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland
Mojave Desert Grassland
Pebble Plains
Southern Sedge Bog
Cismountane Alkali Marsh

CDFG Attachment 2 for NOP Comment Letters Page L of 2

CHEMI D LA R o AFMRA Pt ——— e o




B4/23/2684 14:81 5584674299 DFG SOUTH CCAST REG FacE 13

. 512 Southern Foredunes
- Mono Pumioe Flat ‘
Southern Interior Basalt Flow Vernal Pool

S2.1 ' Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub
Sagebrush Steppe
Desert Sink Scrub *
Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral
San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal Pool
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal Pool
Alksli Meadow
Coastal Brackish Marsh
Transmontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Modoc-(Great Basin Cottonwood Willow Riparian

. Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub

Mojave Desert Wash, Serub
Engelmany Oak Woodland
Open Bogelmann Oak Woodland
Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland
Island Oak Woodland -
California Walnut Woodland
Island Tronwood Forest
Island Cherry Forest
Southern Interior Cypress Forest

Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

§52.2 Active Coastal Dunes
Active Desort Dunes
Stabijlized and Partially Stabilized Desert Dunes
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Sandfield
Mojave Mixed Steppe '
Transmontane Freshwater Marsh
Coulter Pine Forest !
Southern California Fellfield
White Mountains Fellfield

823 Bristlecone Pine Forest
l.imber Pine Forest

CDFG Attachment 2 for NOP Comment Lattars Page2 of 2
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U8 Fish and Wildlife Segvice CA Dept, of Fist & Game
Carlshad Fish and Wildlife Office IFIRRLS 4949 Viswridpe Avenve o
6010 Hidden Valley Rosd . FISHE CAME San Diego, Calitarmia 921231662
Carishad, California 92009 g (858} 467-420)
(760) 4319440 ; FAX, (338) 467-1235
FAX (760) 918.0638 ; :

In RBeply Refer To: ;

FWS/CDPG-0OR-812.3 ;

M. Chuck Shoemaker ' p—

County of Orange ; APR 2 8 2004

300 N. Flower Street :

PO, Box 4048 :

Santa Ana, California 927024048

E

Rer  Revised Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General
Plan Amendment/Zone Chagge (PA 01-114) (.k.a, The Ranch Plan) in the (County of
Orange, State Clearinghouse Number 2003021 141

Dear Mr. Shoemaker ‘

*

i
The California Department of Fish and Game (Departzoent) and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) (collectively, “Wildlife Aéencies“) staffs have reviewed the sbove-referenced Revised
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Daft Environmentsl Impact Report (DEIR) for the General
Plan Amendment/Zope Change (P4 01-114)(Ranch Flan) in the County of Orange (ounty).
The project is within the plagning afeas for Orange County’s Southern Subregional Matural
Community Couservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) and the Spe=sial Area
Management Plan/Master Streambeid Alteration Agreement (S AMP/MSAA) that are currently
being developed in consultation with the project proponent, the Rancho Mission Vieio Company
(RMYV), the County, Army Corps ot Engineers (ACOE) and the Wildlife Agencies.

The County previously circulated 1 project NOP for review in February 2003, The original
submittal proposed a Zone Change (ZC) from General Agricultuwre and Sand and Grs vel
Extraction t0 Suburban Residentialland the development of up to 14,000 dwelling urits and
associated development on approximately 9,296 acres of the 22,850-acre RMV property, The
femaining 13,554 acres would havel been dedicated as open space. The revised project also
proposes to amend the General Plag zoning from General Agriculture and Sand and *3rave]
Extraction to Planned Community on the 22,815-acre project site. The reduced project acresge
reflects the deletion of 35 acres from the planning area for the Whispering Hills deveiopment
adjacent to La Pata Avenue. The project would also include General Plan Amendments (GPAs)
to the Circulation, Recreation, and Mineral Resources elements of the General Plan. According
to the NOP, the revised project would result in the development of up to 14,000 dwe ling unirs,
]
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State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

ahiorrus [
Department of Tirgpunt
Healik Services

SANDRA SHEWRY
Director

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Governor

April 19, 2004

Chuck Shoemaker

Orange County Planning and Development Services Department
PO Box 4048

300 N. Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

The Ranch Plan (State Clearinghouse No.: 2003021141)

Our office received the Notice of Preparation for the proposed 14,000 development
referred to as The Ranch Plan. A summary of the project, as presented on the State
Clearinghouse web site, is attached to this letter.

The Department requests that the water agencies supplying this proposed development
demonstrate that they have an adequate source of water to reliably supply any new
connections to their existing water system. Demonstration of the adequacy of water
supply should be determined prior to the approval of new parcel maps for this
development and construction of additional water supply/treatment facilities needed to
supply this increased water demand. The demonstration of water supply adequacy
should also include a summary of the water agencies water rights and contracts that
ensure that existing customers and newly approved customer water demands will be
reliably supplied. Our office has not received any documentation from local water
agencies that demonstrate their capacity to supply these proposed new water system
demands.

In accordance with Section 1164550 of the Heaith and Safety Code, any modifications
to the water agencies existing system that adds sources of supply, treatment, and/or
significantly alter their existing distribution system will require a water su pply permit from
our office as presented in the code section below:

Do your part to help California save energy. To learmn more about saving energy, visit the following web site:
www.consumerenergycenter org/flex/index.htm

Southern California Drinking Water Field Operations Branch, Santa Ana District
28 Civic Center Plaza, Room 325, Santa Ana, CA, 92701
Telephone: (714) 558-4410 Fax: (714) 567-7262
Internet Address; www.dhs.ca.govipsiddwern/




The Ranch Plan (State Clearinghouse No.: 2003021141)
Page 2
Aprii 19, 2004

§116550. Changes requiring amended permit

(a) No person operating a public water system shall modify, add to or
change his or her source of supply or method of treatment of, or change his
or her distribution system as authorized by a valid existing permit issued to
him or her by the department unless the person first submits an application
to the department and receives an amended permit as provided in this
chapter authorizing the modification, addition, or change in his or her source
of supply or method of treatment.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Notice of Preparation. If you have
any gquestions, please contact me at (714) 558-4708.

Shaffer, P.E., T5
istrict Engineer
Santa Ana District

Enclosure

cc:  Orange County Public Health

State Clearinghouse — Office of Planning and Research
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General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka: The Ranch Plan)

City Cross Street SQ;?::?M Description

The Ranch Plan is s proposed Ganerat Plan Amendment and Zone Change that would inclt

East of the City of up to 14,000 dwelling units and other uses within a development area of approximately 7.8

San Juan acres. Approximately 6,000 of the 14,000 dwelling units would be senior housing. The remail
Capistrano inthe  Notice of 15,121 acres of the 22,815 acres within the project site would be retained in open space.
‘icinity of Ortega  Preparation Development i8 proposed to ocour overa period of approximately 20 1o 25 years. Infrastruct

Highway E-of would be censtructed to support all of these uses, including road improvemerits, utitity
Antonio Parkway improvements, and schools. Ranching and agricultural activities would be retained within.

portion of the proposed open space area.

As proposed by Rancho Mission Viejo in its application to the County, the project would resu
the development, over approximately 30 years, of up to 14,000 dwelling units, 130 acres of u
East of the City of activity center uses, 258 acres of business park uses, 39 acres of neigﬁborhood retail uses, L
San Juan four golf courses, & proposed 1,079-acre regional park, and an approximately 13,161 acres ¢
- . . @ acre portion of which would infcude up to 100 home sites, a private golf co
Capistrano in the Notice of space area (a 42 : h ) . e

Vicinity of Ortega P}eparwation w;th.a. lirnited number of associated attached dwelling units, and equesirian facilities), Ranct
Highway E-0f Preparalion - ivities would aiso be retained within a portion of the proposed open space area. lnfragruc

Antonio Parkway would be constructed to support all of these uses, including road improvements, utility
imnprovements and schools. The number and locations of schools wili be further refined during

ertilement and environmental review processes. Existing agriculture uses may also be

expanded as a resuft of implernentation of the Project.

CEQAnet HOME | NEW SEARCH

Letbons Hupmrsner nsaanet oa oov/Proi Description.asp?ProjectPK=537994 4/20/2004



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 4
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research ‘ﬂ £

o
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State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit orem
Arnold -

Schwarzenegger * Actjiiz%{;ﬂmy

Govemor Director

Notice of Preparation

March 24, 2004

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: General Plan Amendinent’Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka: The Rench Pian)
SCH# 2003021141}

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the General Plan Amendment/Zone
Change (PA 01-114) (aka: The Ranch Plan) draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and confent of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with 4 reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process. :

Please direct your comments to:

Chuck Shoemaker

Orange County Planning and Development Services Department
P.0O. Box 4048

300 N, Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project,

If you have ary questions abont the environmental docwrent review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
{916) 445-0613.

Sincerely, -

o

Scott Morgan
Senior Pianner, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
¢c: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA $5812-3044
(916)445-0613 FAX(D18)323-3018 WWW,0PI.CR.Z0V
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Wutuinient vetaiis Keport
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2003021141
Project Title  General Plan Amendment/Zong Change (PA 01-114) {aka: The Ranch Plar)
Lead Agency Orange County
Type NOP Notice of Preparation '
Description  The Ranch Planis a proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change that would include up to
14,000 dwelling units and other uses within a development ares of approximately 7 654 acres.
Approximately 6 600 of the 14,000 dweliing units would be senior nousing, The remaining 15,121
acres of the 22,815 acres within the project site would be retained in open space. Development is
proposed to oceur over a period of approximately 20 to 25 years. Infrastructure would be constructad
to support 2 of these uses, inciuding road improvements, utility improvernents, and schools,
Ranching and agricultural activities would be retained within 3 portion of the proposed open space
area.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Chuck Shoemaker
Agency Orange County Planning and Development Services Department
Phone 714.834.2552 Fax
email
Address  P.0O. Box 4048
300 N. Flower Strest
City Santa Ana State CA Zip 92702-4048

Project Location

County

City

Region

Cross Streets
Parcel No,
Township

Qrange

East of the City of San Juan Capistrano in the Vicinity of Criega Highway E-of Antonio Parkway

Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

A-1 General Agricultural and 8G-Sand and Gravel Extraction to PC-Plannag Community

Project Issues

Geologic/Seismic: Traffic/Circulation; Biological Resources: Recreation/Parks: Publie Services;
Agriculiural Land; Crainage/Absorption: Air Quality; Aesthetic/Visual: Minerais; Population/Housing
Balance; Water Quality; Noise: Forest Land/Fire Mazard; Other lssues

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Depariment of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation: Department of
Fish and Game, Region 5: Office of Emergency Services: Native American Heritage Commission;
State Lands Commission: Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Department of
Housing and Community Development; Caltrans, District 12; Department of Toxic Substances Controf;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Ragion 8; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region g;
Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning

Date Received

03/24/2004 Start of Review 03/24/2004 End of Review 04/22/2004

Note: Blanks in data fisids result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Sent Via Facsimile
(Original to Follow by Mail)
Apri] 23, 2004
Chuck Shoemaker
County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

(714) 834-2552

(714) 834-4652 (fax)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

SUBJECT: Review Comments on Revised Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR No. 589) for Rancho Mission Viejo’s Proposed General
Plan Amendment and Zone Change (PA 01-114) Relating to the Proposed
“Ranch Plan” Development Project

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Revised Notice of Preparation
dated March 23, 2004 for the item referenced above, The City of Mission Viejo received the
notice on March 26, 2004. Qur comments on the enginal Notice of Preparation are noted in the
attached letter dated March 25, 2003 and are stil} applicable for discussion areas not specifically
discussed in this letter. The City’s Planning and Transportation Commission reviewed the
Revised Notice of Preparation at their April 12, 2004 meeting. The Commission’s comments
have been incorporated into the comments discussed below in this letter. The City of Mission
Viejo has concluded its review and has identified the following issues on the Revised Notice of

Preparation:

The Jand use designations for the Ranch Plan Project too broad. general and vague

The City of Mission Viejo finds that the General Plan and zoning land use designations for the
Ranch Plan project continue to be so road and general that they fail to provide a proper
definition and distinction of proposed land uses within the community. Land use designations
such as “employment” and “urban acyj vity center” can allow such a broad range of development
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types and development intensities. that the proposed General Plan Bymendment snd Zone Change
fail to serve as a clear guide to future development,

Because of this lack of land use specificity and because of the broad range of building
opportunities that can be allowed within these vague land use categorics, the City of Mission
Viejo questions if the envitonmental analyses will be adequate to identify and analyze potential
impacts, such as traffic congestion and noise, that rely upon development intensity assumptions.
Specifically, how will the environmental impact report be able to determine how the Ranch Plan
area will 1mpact existing streets and intersections and identify specific transportation
improvements, if the location, type and intensity of development are not clearly defined?

Further, the relationship between commercial and residential land uses must be fully analyzed.
The County shouid consider how this project will assist in fulfilling the County need for
affordable housing, and specifically how the Project is, or will be, consistent with the Housing
Element of the County General Plan, The commercial development contemplated by the project
will likely generate additional need for affordable housing, and such needs should be addressed
by the Project otherwise the impact and need for affordable housing could be shifted to ather
areas in the County and nearby cities, '

Recommendation;

1. Further revise and refine the land use categories for the General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change so that the type, intensity and location of land uses js clearly delineated
within the Ranch Plan community, This specificity should allow for a proper
identification of the ultimate pattern of development for the area, and allow for a proper
assessment of potential environmenial impacts, including cumulative impacts, that could
result from the development of these specific land uses,

2, Analyze the extent to which the Project will provide affordable housing and whether or
nat this will be sufficient to meet the demand it is Jikely to generate. In addition, the
County should analyze various development alternatives in the EIR for the project,
meluding different scenarios for development of in the "urban activity center” areas, as
well as alternatives that consider incorporation of affordable housing.

Is the Environmental Impact Report for the Ranch Plan project proposed to be used by y the
Co of Orange and the Applicant to environmentally clear future develo
enti subdivision maps and master plans?

The revised Notice of Preparation identifies that a Program EIR will be prepared to
environmentally clear the Ranch Plan project.  Could the Program EIR for the Ranch Plan
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change be used as environmental clearance for subdivision
muaps, master plans, conditional use permits and other development entitlements that are
subsequently processed and approved by the County of Orange? If 50, could there be a potential
that the Ranch Plan Program EIR could underestimate environmiental impacts, due to
assumptions in the technical analysis that underestimate the project’s development potential?

AT ST S A raa L e —
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As noted in our comment above, the City of Mission “'Viejo finds that the General Plan and
Zoning designations for Ranch Plan land uses are too broad and general, even though the overlay
districts have been eliminated from consideration.

Given the very broad nature of the land use categories, the City raises a concern that the
development assumptions used in the Program EIR technical analyses, could be significantly
different than what would be actually proposed for development, If this occurs, the Program EIR
could, for example, underestimate project-generated trips and underestimate required mitigation
1o impacted streets and intersections.

The City further inquires if the County of Orange will employ any mechanisms subsequent to the
Program EIR’s adoption, to track project trips and determine if supplemental traffic analyses
would need to be conducted for project-specific development approvals.

The City identifies two examples of this potential, in both residential and nonresidential land use
categories.

Residential Development; Since the environmental document for the Ranch Plan GPA and Zone
Change is a Program EIR, it does not appear to be governed under CEQA statute by 2 five-year
time limitation for applicability that a Master EIR is govemed by, Thus, if the Program EIR is
used for umbrella environmental clearance for development entitlements in the Ranch Plan area,
it could serve as the environmental clearance through the duration of the Ranch Plan’s buildout
horizon of 20 to 25 vears,

The revised Notice of Preparation identifies that 6,000 of the 14,000 dwelling units in the Ranch
Plan area would be senicr housing (page 2 of revised NQFP); other technical documents prepared
for the Ranch Plan project area identify that a significant portion of the 14,000 residential units
are assumed as senior housing or multi-family units. However, the land use summaries in the
NOP do ot distinguish a category for semior housing or malti-family units. The land use
catcgorieg are identified as Rural Residential and Suburban Residential, under which both single
family detached and mulri-family/senior housing could be developed, Further, Exhibit 3 to the
Revised NOP: the Ranch Plan Statistical Table, idemifies only a maximum dwelling unit
threshold for each Ranch Plan Planning Arca and for the total Ranch Plan, but does not
distinguish number of dwelling units by type of residential unit.

During the 20 to 25 year timeframe of development build-out of the Ranch Plan area, market
demands could dictate a change in the types of development that would be constructed in the
Ranch Plen area, 1.e., that all residential development be single-family construction. The current
designation of land use categories in the General Plan and PC zoning - Rural Residential and
Suburban Residential — would accommodate such changes.

However, if the project traffic study assumes a certain number or percentage of multi-family
units in the Ranch Plan analysis, the project traffic study would use a lower trip generation factor
than would be employed for single-family development, and total residential project trips could
be undercounted. More importantly, the cumulative effect of all the residential project trips upon

we4
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intersections and roadways located in the Ranch Plan ares and in adjacent junsdictions, could be
under-estimated and any additional mitigation not identified in the Program EIR.

Recommendation:
If the Program EIR is to be utilized for umbrefla environmental clearance for residential
development entitlements in the Ranch Plan area, the City of Mission Viejo recommends:

L That the Program EIR include narrative discussion confirming the specific residential
type and intensity, and associated project irips, that are cleared through the Program EIR
trzffic analysis;

b) That the Program EIR identify mechanisms to track and account for residential
development, by type, and the associated cumulative residential trips, as residential
development entitlements are submitted for approval;

) That the City of Mission Viejo be advised, through the Initial Sudy environmental
process of later activities, of any residential developraent entitlements that are submitied
to the County of Orange for the Ranch Plan areg, o be able 10 provide comments on
whether the circulation/transportation impacts of the later activities were fully analyzed
in the Program EIR, and whether subsequent and updated traffic analyses need to be

performed.

Non-Residential Development: The Revised NOP wentifies three major types of nonresidential
development that would be permitied by the Planned Community regulations: urban activity
center uses, neighborhood center uses, and business park uses. Exhibit 3 to the revised NOP
further identifies maximum square footage of each of these uses, for each of the prapased Ranch
Plan planning areas.

The City again inquires on the need to document the assumptions that are used in the Program
EIR twaffic smdy for nonresidential development, 1o dstermine if the traffic analysis
comprehensively accounts for the broad range of land uses that can be constructed under these
land use categories. For example, 3.48 million square feet of land uses are anticipated for “urban
activity center” uses in the Ranch Plan ares, According to the County of Orange General Plan
Land Use Element, the urban activity center land use designation covers a broad range of land
use opportunities, ranging from residential, commercial, office, industrial parks, and civic,
cultural and educational uses, Trip generation rates for these individual uses range significandy,
from 45 trips per thousand square feet for retail development, to 10 trips per thousand square feet
for office development,

Again, the City raises inquiry on how the Program EIR will be implemented 1o verify if the
assumptions for types of nonresidential development that are broadly identified in the PC
regulations, and the tvpes of nonresidentia) land uses that are assumed in the Program EIR traffic
analysis for traffic generation and project mitigation, will be compatible and consistent with
actual nongesidential development approvals as they are submitted to the County of Orange for
processing. And, further, whether the cumulative effects of all nonresidential project trips upon
intersections and roadways located in the Ranch Plan area and in adjacent jurisdictions, will be

L e I L T Y R —
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adequately estimated and mitigated in the Program EIR or rzquire supplemental waffic analyses
in conjunction with fater development activities.

Recommendation:
If the Program EIR is to be utilized for umbrella environmental clearance for all nonresidential
; development entitlements in the Ranch Plan area, the City of Mission Viejo recommends:

a) That the Program EIR include narrative discussion confirming the specific nonresidential
| type and intensity, and associated project wips, that are cleared through the Program EIR
traffic analysis;

b)  That the Program EIR identify mechanisms to track and account for all nonresidential
development, by type, and the associsted comulative trips, as development entitlements
are submitted for approval;

) That the City of Mission Viejo be advised, through the Initial Study environmental
process of later activities, of any nonresidential development entitlements that are
submitted to the County of Orange for the Ranch Plan area, to be able to provide
comments on whether the circulation/transpontation impacts of the later activities were
fully analyzed in the Program EIR and whether subsequent and updated traffic analyses
need to be performed,

How will the Ranch Plan project be phased, and how will the Environmental Impact
Report address the timing of infrastructure construction in relation to project phasing?

The revised Notice of Preparation states that the Ranch Plan area will be developed over a period
of 20 to 25 years. Will the Environmental Impact Report for the Ranch Plan project identify and
discuss how the Ranch Plan area will be phased? More importantly, will the Environmental
Impact Report for the Ranch Plan ures analyze how infrastructure improvements, such as
transportation facilities, will be phased with Ranch Plan development to insure that needed
mnfrastrocture is in hand to serve cumulative development needs?

The City’s desire is to insure that new development is phased in concernt with any new or
additional transportation/circulation improvements that are identified in the Program EIR traffic
analysis. The Program EIR should adequately address project phasing and identify if certain
infrastructure improvements, such &s traffic improvements, should be completed in sarlier phases
of project development to maintain adopted levels of service standards in the project study ares.

endation:
The City of Mission Viejo recommends that the Program EIR analyze and identify, or that the
Program EIR requite a supplemental traffic analysis that analyzes and identifies, the timing of
circulation improvements in relation to specific mfensities of Ranch Plan development, to ingure
l that adopted Measure M and Congestion Management Program (CMP) levels of service
f Iequirements are maintained on affected arterial roadways and intersections.
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How can Ortega Highwa3-be realigned with 4 direct connection to the San Diepo Freeway
and with minimal or ne impact to existing communities?

The revised Notice of Preparation identifies the Applicant’s proposal to amend the study area
circulation system relating to Ortega Highway. The City of Mission Vigjo Planning and
Transportation Commission has completed an initial review of the revised Notice of Preparation,
and has raised specific inquiry if the Environmental Impact Report will address all options for an
Ortega Highway realignment. In particular, if Outega Highway is to be realigned as part of the
Ranch Plan project proposal, it is important that any viable option include a connection to the
San Diego Freeway with minimal impact to existing communities,

0 ation:
In conjunction with the Environmental Impact Report’s technical analysis of Old Ortega/New
Ortega circulation options, inclade consideration of an Ortega Highway realignment that could
realign south of San Juan Creek or connect to an I-5 imerchange at Camino Capistrano,

Madifications to the Circnlation Proposal” New Orteca Highway/Old Ortega Highway

The revised Notice of Preparation identifies that the Ranch Plan project is requesting Caltrans to:

. abandon the segment of Ortega Highway (SR 74) east of Antonio Parkway to its
connection to the proposed New Ortega Highway; and,

. that the proposed New Ortega Highway and the connecting segment of Antonjo
Parkway from New Ortega Highway southerly to Old Ortega Highway, become the
designated state route.

The revised Notice of Preparation further states that the California Transportation Commission
has the suthority to approve this request.

Recommendation;
The Program EIR should address the following inquiries so that the transportation/circulation
components of the Ranch Plan project are more clearly understood:

|y Clarify if the project proposal is to:

. delete the designatian of Old Ortega Highway as a State Route — from Antonio
Parkway easterly to its commection to the proposed New Ortega Highway ~ with
the roadway continuing 1o exist and serve as a local route for traffic; or,

. if the project proposal is to truly abandon this segment of Old Ontega Highway
upon approval of the State Route relocation, so that no function of roadway would
be retained.

2) Clarify the role of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) in the County of
Orange’s request for rescission of a State Route and the submittal of an alternate state

QD - DRUTNAAA A4 T T N
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project prajosal for the identified segment of Old Ortega Highway. Specifically, does
Government Code 14528.7 require an additional agency, the OCTA board of directors, to
consider and authorize this request and submit a resolution Jointly with the County of
Orange to the California Transportation Commission to rescind the Statz Route
designation?

Circulation measures should be identified and analyzed to clearly detail their benefit as
part of the traffic study

The environmental review should clearly detail the benefits of proposed circulation mitigation
measures.  Assuming some mitigation weasures are requited to accommodate development
traffic, the project should provide a phasing plan testricting levels of development to completed
circulation improvements. This plan should be adjusted with the tracking and subsequent
analysis of future phases based on actual land-use as previously recommended.

Recommendation:
The environmental report should analyze what circulation improvernents are needed to maintain

the appropriate Levels of Services and provide a phasing plan based on restricting development
to completed improvements.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment or the meeti ng notice, We look forward 10 receiving
funre public meeting and hearing notices and reviewing the environmental documentation
assoctated with the project when available.

Sincerely,

CITY OF MISSION VIEIO

£. W/ Lo

Charles E. Wilson, AICP
Director of Community Development

Attachment

cc:  City Council
Planning and Transportation Commission
Demnis Wilberg, City Manager
Irwin Bornstein, Assistant City Manager/ Director of Administrative Services
Dave Snow, Assistant City Attotney
Shirley Land, Transportation Manager
Elzine Lister, Planning Manager
Dan Kelly, Rancho Mission Viejo

cdwpladvplan\enviranmental\Ranch Plan-Revised NOP Lir
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John Paul “L¥” Ledesma
Moyor
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City of Mission Viejo i

William 5. Crayeraft
Cowict! Meenber
Community Development Department oon ey

Lance R. Maclean
Conurucdi Member

Sent Via Facsimile
- (Original to Follow by Mail)
March 25, 2003 |
Chuck Shoemaker
Chief, Private Projects
County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 927024048

(714) 834-2166

(7T14) 8344632 (fax)

Dear Mr, Shoemaker:

SUBJECT: Review Comments on Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR No. 589) for Rancho Mission Vigjo’s Proposed General Plan
Amendment and Zone Change (PA 01-114) Relating to the Proposed “Ranch
Plan® Development Project

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation dated

February 24, 2003 for the item referenced above, The City of Mission Viejo received the

notice on February 26, 2003. The City’s Planning and Transportation Commission reviewed

the Notice of Preparation at their March 10, 2003 and March 24, 2003 meeting. The

Commission’s comments have been incorporated into the comments discussed below in this

letter. The City of Mission Vigjo has concluded its review and has identified the following

issues on the Notice of Preparation;

Comment;

1. The “Ranch Plan” submitted in the Notice of Preparation proposes the deletion of Crown
Valley Parkway east of Antonio Parkway from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways
(MPAH). Such a deletion would eliminate the possibility of a future connection to the

200 Civic Center » Mission Vigio, California 92691 949/470-3053
ntpyAwww.cl.mission-viejo.ca.us , FAX 949/951-6176
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Foothill Transportation Corridor at Crown Valley Parkway. The proposed deletion of
Crown Valley Parkway is contrary to an existing City of Mission Viejo policy position
opposing such an action. In addition, before such a deletion action could oceur, a separate
coopetative study administered by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
with participation of all affected agencies is required. It is our understanding that such a
cooperative study is just now being initiated. We intend to participate actively in such &
study. We would expect given the potential impacts to the future volumes on Crown Valley
Parkway m Mission Viejo, that a connection of Crown Valley Parkway to the Foothill
South would provide relief or an option to motorist, therefore making sense from a regional
circulation standpoint,

Requested Action: The County should structure its EIR to have an alternative that does
not assume thai the deletion of Crown Valley Pariway will be approved in the OCTA
cooperative process. We believe that there could be opposition to such a deletion proposal,
and we ask that the County pursue its EIR 589 in a manner that can adapt fo the findings of
the OCTA cooperarive process concerning Crown Valley,

This EIR's traffic analysis should include an analysis with their future 2025 “build-ows™
assumptions using the existing MPAH network to estabiish a "base condition” so thar any
proposed andfor appraved changes to the MPAH con be evaluated for the regional impacts
and the idertification of needed mitigations. This EIR needs to include mitigation measures
that may be required per the final outcome aof this or other MPAH amendments associated
with this project. Again, all of the changes will need 1o be approved through the above
referenced cooperative process before they can be assumed,

Comment:

2. The proposed “Ranch Plan”, in addition to eliminating an interchange at Crown Valley
Parkway, also appears to fail to provide for a future interchange to the Foothill
Transportation Corrider at either the existing or realigned Onega Highway per the
proposed in the Notice of Preparation. Exhibit SA, “MPAH Modifications (with Extension
of SR-241)", shows gnly a proposed interchange with Foothill Transportation Corridor at
Cristianitos Road, It is our understanding rthat the “Ranch Plan” was supposed to include a
direct interchange with “New Ortega Highway”. Is Exhibit 5A in error? If the exhibit is .
correct, then we would request a detailed traffic analysis of the Foothill Transportation
Corridor why such an interchange is not beneficial.

We question the statement made in the NOF that the interchange at Cristianitos Road would
be a replacement for the interchenge at Crown Valley Parkway, and we wonld request a
detailed traffic analysis of the interchange usage to show how the Cristianitos Road
interchange would successfully attract regional traffic that would otherwise have used an
interchange at Crown Valley Parkway. The lack of arterial commections to Foothill
Transpertation Corridor in the area shown are very likely o be inadequate to intercept and
attract regional traffic to the corridor.
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Requested Action: 7The County needs io provide early clarification as 10 the “Ranch
Plans” insegration with the Foothill Transporiation Corridor. As previously indicated the
EIR’s traffic analysis needs to address the lack of an Oniega Highway interchange and the
bengfits of the Cristianitos Road interchange especially in its referenced exchange for the
elimination of the Crown Valley Parkway imterchange. Again we would note the
requirement to amend the MPAH to consider these as viable sliernatives. There should
aiso be some discussion of the possible impacts including financial assumptions t6 the
Jeasibitity of the Foothill Transportation Corridors extension to the south with the proposed
modifications.

In addition, the EIR for the “Ranch Plan" needs a detailed construction phasing plan with
related traffic analysis to identify possible “imterim” mitigation measures within the limits
of adjacent agencies if the project proceeds withowt the construction of the Foothill
Transporiation Corridor and/or these limited interchanges.

Caomment:

3. The proposed “Ranch Plan” takes an established State Highway, Ortega Highway (State
Highway 74) and disconnects it, via a re-alignment to the north that requires a continuous
east-west travel comnecting o the Interstate 5 (I-5) to occur on a “jog” along Antonio
Parkway and then to any existing east-west connections such as Crown Valley Parkway and
Osc Parkway. This is a significant devistion from the MPAH whose impacts need to be
fully explored both from the standpoint of this project’s traffic and from the standpoint of
existing and projected future regional circulation and its impacts on the surrounding
communities. We would expect to see comments from Caltrans in review of this proposal
and we would request to be provided a copy of their comments on this matter. It seems
to us that Highway 74 is the only direct regional access route that feeds into South Orange
County from the Lake Elsinore area, and we would request a detailed analysis to determine
how the proposed jog in Ortega Highway would affect and potentially alter current access
patterns o I-5. This issue is further compounded by the previously noted omission of &
connection to the Foothill Transportation Corridor.

Requested Action: We request to be provided copies of any comments from Caltrans on
this matter and those from public safety agencies such as, but not limited to, the Orange
County Fire Awthority, in case they have any comments vbouw! response times in
emergencies, If this proposal is carried forward into the EIR, we request that the EIR
include a focused and detailed traffic analysis, which develops rraffic estimates of traffic
loadings on Ortega Highway (new and/or existing alignment) and the diversions to Antonio
Parkway, Crown Valley Parkway, and other facilities as appropriate, including intersection
analyses, and travel deiays 10 moiorists, with and without a "jog” in Ortega Highway, so
that we may clearly assess the change in traffic panterns, 1-5 freeway access patierns, and
rowte utilization resulting from such a circulation change.
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Comment:

4,

The traffic forecasts produced by EIR #589 need to produce realistic and credible forecast
traffic volumes and project impact volumes on arterials, intersections, and freeway and toll
road sections of interest to their logical limits identifying impacts that are not consistent
with the general plans of the surrounding cities. The traffic analysis for EIR #589 needs to
clearly demonstrate how the “Ranch Plan™ project traffic is routed to and from the project
area 10 access the suwrrounding regional system including the freeway/toll road system
(including project traffic volumes and impacts), We urge the County to establish an
ongoing consultation process, during the preparation of this EIR, on traffic and circulation,
to work with the adjacent agencies for their early review and comments before finalizing
the document. The cooperative study process for the proposed MPAH could serve the same

finction.

The traffic projections will need to properly incorporate and reflect any other active
proposed developments such as the Mission Hospital expansion project in the City. We
call 1o the County’s attention that traffic and revenue forecasts for Trausportation Corridors
Agency’s consolidation proposal for the Foothill/Eastern and San Joaquin toll road systems
will be coming available shortly, while this EIR is under preparation, and that the traffic
forecasts for the EIR will need to be compatible with the TCA forecasts. We also mention
that traffic forecasts are forthcoming from TCA’s South Orange County Transportation
Infrastructure Improvement Project (“SOCTIIP*) Foothill Transportation Corridor - South
environmental process, and projected traffic loadings from this EIR must be compatible
with those forecasts, The City itself also will be performing an update of its Geperal Plan
Circulation Element and will be preparing updated traffic forecasts as part of that effort.

Requested Action: We request the County acknowledge “wp from”™ our substantial
concerns about realistic future traffic forecasting, impacts, and realistic mitigation in all
areas of impact. We request the County establish a formal ongoing process of consuliation
during the preparation of this EIR on the subject of traffic and circulation, and that the
County permit the City of Mission Vigio and other adjacent communities to particlpaie in
such a process. As previously indicated this same cooperative process will be required if
the "Ranch Plan” carries forward ary alternatives that require modifications to the MPAH.

The EIR's traffic analysis needs to clearly document concurrent traffic forecasting efforts
identified above and ihe assumptions made' thal may be different from existing conditions
andjor assumptions established in the OCTAM-3 mode! including network, housing, and
socio-economic. The goal is 1o establish a credible set of freeway and anterial traffic
forecasis from current assumptions, which sensible impact and mitigation decisions can be

made.
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Comment:

5. The proposed arterial circulation system in the project area necdé to be carefully reviewed,

especially for the balance of regional circulation. We are concerned that the proposed
roadway system for the “Ranch Plan” may be oriented and laid out in a manner that
acmually discourages use of the Foothill Transportation Corridor, 'We understand that the
County’s planning process during the preparation of this EIR may consider and waork to
develop practical alternatives to the plan as it is proposed. We request that we be allowed
to have input to that process,

Requested Action: That the County, during the preparasion of this EIR, examine and
develop other alternatives 10 the proposed circulation system as presented in the Notice of
Preparation. These alternatives need 1o address previous identified regional traffic
changes. One specific issue that should be evaluated in the traffic study is the “Ranch
Plan*® and its wtilization of the Foothill Transportation Corridor. We request to have input
10 the County’s planning process during the time that those alternatives are explored by the
County.

Comment;

6. We are concerned that the Notice of Preparation does not make stronger mention of the

need for coordination between this County EIR for the Rancho Mission Viejo proposal and
the separate EIS/SEIR which is currently being prepared for the South Orange County
Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project ( “SOCTHP™), exploring circulation
alternatives including several alternative alignments for the TCA’s Foothill South project,
which would pass through the project area. We find noticeably absent in the 3" paragraph
of the Notice of Preparation itself any mention of the SOCTIP EIS/SEIR, even though that
paragraph seems to properly list the other ongoing FEIR/EIS efforts in the area with which
this EIR will be coordinated. The City of Mission Viejo has a keen interest in the Foothill
Transportation Corridor - South project, and we seek assurance that the range of land use
and circulation alternatives examined in the County’s EIR will not inadvertently preclude
or compromise any one of the Foothill South alignment alternatives that might ultimaely
emerge for implementation from the SOCTIIP process, We understand the County’s need
in its EIR to consider Ranch Plans both with and without a Foothill South, but if Foothill
South does go forward we need to be sure that the Ranch Plan with Foothill Scuth is
compatible with, complements, accommodates, and facilitates the Foothill South alignment

chosen.

Requested Action: The County, as it prepares its EIR, needs 10 provide more explicit
mention of the SOCTIP EIS/SEIR in its documenss, and provide for more explicit
coordination between the Ranch Plon aliernatives and Foothill Sowth altematives in the
SOCTIIP process. We also ask the County to maintain sufficient coordination in that regard
to assure that the Ranch planning and Ranch EIR does not proceed in a manner that could
resulf in incompatible recommendations from the SOCTIIP and Ranch planning processes.

]
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Comment:

7.

An ongoing concern for us in Mission Viejo is that the waffic forecasts provided to us in
recent studies by OCTA show increases i the neighborhood of 75,000 to 100,000 vehicies
per day on sections of I-5 in and near Mission Viejo that are already at capacity, and we do
not believe that's realistic. Essentially all the -5 interchanges in Mission Vigjo are at or
near capacity now. However, should results in the wraffic study for this EIR be put forth
tending to validate that such huge wraffic increases will ocour on I-5, we will need the EIR
to have a serious discussion of how the entire deficient I-5 freeway system is going 10 be
mitigated, including mitigations to all the interchanges to I-5 that will be deficient.

Requested Action: The County needs to scope the traffic studies in this EIR in o monner
that acknowledges up front and deals with the practical real-world congestion problems on
1-5 today, and on the routes leading to the I-5 interchanges, Should the high additional
traffic volumes alluded to above materiglize, the County’s EIR should include detailed
traffic analyses of how the entire -5 freeway system is going to be mitigated, including
mitigations 10 all the I-5 interchanges that will be deficient.

Comment:

8.

On Page 11 of the Notice of Preparation, Chiquita Canyon Road is described as a roadway
to be added to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways serving porth-south traffic demand,
but the description goes on to say that the road would be constructed as a two-lane collector
“with provisions that the roadway may be gated and accessible for Jocal traffic only.” We
are concerned that gating the roadway for local traffic only is inconsistent with having the
road on the MPAH. We request that this apparent inconsistency be explained or rectified

early in the EIR process.

Requested Action: The County needs 1o provide early clarification to us in writing, in
response {0 this set of comments, as to how this facility can be both (1) proposed for
addition 1o the MPAH, and (2) allowed to be gated. The City would likely have further
comment OF CONCern on this subject depending on the County's response, given the role that
this roadway appears to play in the circulation system in the project area.

Comment:

9.

On Page 11 of the Notice of Preparation, we note the mention of a deletion {from the
MPAH) of a proposed extansion of Trabuco Creck Road 10 a proposed extension of Avery
Parkway. As previously noted such MPAH proposed deletions would need to be processed
through the cooperative process overseen by OCTA.

P14
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Requested Action: The subject deletion should be included in any cooperative planning
process for amendments to the MPAH as previously noted. Any associated mitigation
measures need 1o be identified.

Comment: .

10.0n Page 23 of the Notice of Preparation regarding project objectives for Public
Service/Public Safety/Governance, and on Page 9 of the Environmental Analysis Checklist
Responses there is some discussion regarding public services. It is noted that the project
will increase demand for government facilities and service, especially facilities/services for
fire protection, police protection, schools, and roads, The project proposes 1o provide for
new schools and additional roadways, as well as, the need for an additiomal fire station and
police service. The southeast area of South Orange County lacks a regional justice center,
which might include a new Sheriff’s substation and/or court facility in the project area. We
request that the County address the future planning and phasing of all public services,
including the possible location of a Southeast Orange County Regional Justice Center in the

project area.

Requested Action: That the County address the future planning and phasing of all public
facilities and services, including the possible location of a Southeast Orange County Regional

Justice Center in the project area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the meeting notice, We look forward to
receiving fomure public meeting and bearing nofices and reviewing the environmental
docnmentation associated with the project when available.

Sincerely,

CITY OF MISSION VIEJO

Chot- €W/ o

Charles E. Wilson, AICP
Director of Community Development

ge:  City Council
Planning and Transportation Commission
Dan Joseph, City Manager
Dennis Wilberg, Assistant City Manager/ Director of Public Works
Shirley Land, Transportation Manager
Flaine Lister, Planning Manager
Dan Kelly, Rancho Mission Viejo

ed\advplanienvironmental\Ranch Plan-NOF Ltr
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CITY OF RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA
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CITY OF RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA

M.
Neil C Blais April 23, 2004
Mayor Pro Tempore
Jerry Holloway Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Council Members Planning and Development Services Department
L. Anthony Beall Environmental Planning Services Division
Gary Thompson 300 North Flower Street
James M. Thor Santa Ana, CA 927024048
City Manager
D. Yamcs Han, PhD, RE: Comments on the County of Orange Notice of Preparation

(NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) #589
for the Rancho Mission Viejo Project (The Ranch Project)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

Thank you for the oppartunity to review and comment on the Revised
NOP for @ Draft EIR for the proposed development of the Ranch
Project. The proposed developmert bounds the City of Rancho Santa
Margarita (City) on the northemn edge of the Project area.

Based on the City's review of the Revised NOP, the City has the
following concerns and cormments regarding the scope of analysis in
the EIR;

1. Circulation/Traffic Improvements

The Initial Study ltem 7. Transporiation/Circulation {pg. 4)
states that although the project assumes the extension of SR-
241, the EIR will evaluate the traffic impacts both with and
without SR-241. The City would like to request the following
circulation network to be included in the analysis of the EIR
with and without the extension of SR-241:

« 241 Imerchange at Anfonip Parkway: The proposed
development will inevitably increase the traffic demand for
the 241 interchange at Antonio Parkway. The EIR should
include current traffic demand in the area as well as a
worst-case scenario under the buiit-out scenario of the
proposed development.

» Delation of Crown Valley Parkway from MPAH: In the NOP
Project Summary Pg. 11 states that the proposed segment

of the Crown Valley Parkway east of Antonio Parkway
would be deleted from the MPAH, Without this east-west

30211 Avenida de las Banderas, Suite 101 » Rancho Sania Margarita = California 92688
Phone: (949) 635-1800 = Fax: (D49) 635-1840 « www_cityairsm.org
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The Ranch Project NOP
April 23, 2004
Page 2

travel route, north-south traffic demand on Antonio would
increase 10 get 1o an alternate east-west route. Please
include a thorough analysis of the increased traffic impact
on arterial highways with the deletion of Crown Valley
Parkway in the EIR. Also, please inciude an analysis with
Crown Valley Parkway in the EIR.

« Traffic impact on Avenida Empresa: As indicated above,

increased traffic demand on Antonio Parkway will impact
Avenida Empresa, a primary arterial, which connects to
Santa Margarita Parkway, a major arterial highway.
Please include in the EIR the impact on Avenida Empresa
with the development of the proposed project.

« Traffic impact on Avenida de las Banderas: Another local

circulation network that will be greatly impacted with the
increased traffic demand on Antonio Parkway from the
proposed project is Avenida de las Banderas. North-south
bound traffic on Antonio Parkway will increase traffic
demand for Avenida de las Banderas to connect to
alternate routes. Please include Avenida de las Banderas
in the cumulative circulation analysis of the EIR.

« Anaivsis of fraffic demand on Qso Parkway: The initial

study does not include the potential traffic impact on Oso
Parkway. Oso Parkway is an east-west arterial highway
conngcting to the northern end of the project site. Please
include in the EIR the traffic analysis on Oso Parkway and
the cumulative impact on this artena! highway with the
proposed development.

2. Schools and Public Services

The NOP Project Surmmary Page 10 states that the students
generated by the proposed project would require development
of three elementary schools, a middle school and may
necessitate the construction of a high school within the project
limits. Please inciude in the EIR the timeline and process of
the school development. The EIR should also include the
impacts on local schools within the Capistrano Unified School
District (CUSD) with the proposed development,

Furthermore, the Initial Study ltem 16: Public Services (py. 9)
states that the project would increase demand for government
facilities and sejvice because of the increased population in
the project site. It also indicates that there would be long-term
public cost associated with the maintenance of these facilities.
Please include in the EIR a detailed layout of how these

CRND e D DA FAA « IRGENM TEUE NP A - g e e
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faciliies will be funded. If there will be long-term public cost
that will impact adjacent communities, please include such
implications in the EIR. .

Thank you once again for the opportunity to respond to the notice of
intent to prepare a Draft EIR. Please forward a capy of the Draft EIR
and a written response to this lefter to Kathlgen Haton, Planning
Director, when it becomes available. In addition, the City would like 10
receive a copy of any public information and to be informed of any
public meetings or hearings related to this project.

incerety,

tzfeen Haton

Planning Director

oe D. James Hart, Ph.D., City Manager
George Wentz, Assistant City Manager
Tom Wheeler, City Engineer
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA=-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENE b b

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 12 P
3337 MICHELSON DRIVE SUITE 380 g
IRVINE, CA 92612-8804 ‘ -
PHONE (949) 724-2255 W

FAX (949) 724-2592

TTY (949) 756-7813

FAX AND MAIL
April 23 , 2004
M. Chuck Shoemaker File: IGR/CFE()A
County of Orange SCH#: 2003021141
Planning and Development Services Log #: 1210
Environmemnta! Services Division SR: SR-74. SR-241.1 %
300 North Flower Street ’

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Revised NOP for the General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka 1be
Ranch Plan)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised NOP for the General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change received April 5, 2004. The project site is located off Ortega Hig! o -
northeast of Interstate 5 and comprises the remaining 23,000 acres ovwned by the Rancho Miseic
Viejo Company. The project has been revised from the original NOP to include modificaticn: ¢
total acreage, land use designations, circulation, recreation and resource elements, processing
approach (will go forward without the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSA processes) and length of
implementation which is now stated as a 20-25 year horizon.

Caltrans District 12 is a responsible agency on this project and has the following comment:

1. Comments from the first NOP will remain the same (see attached). The Department wii,
continue to be available for consultation with the Lead Agency and the Project Proponent v
to the issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

2. The DEIR is being prepared to comply with CEQA only. However, since it can be expecied
that some Federal permits will be sought during the a project uf tlis scope, the project wil
likely need to comply with the Federal regulations as well (namely, Section 106 of the Nat
Historic Prescrvation Act of 1966).

“Catirons improves mobility acrass California”
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3. Caltrans advised the County to conduct the cultural studies for this project i accordance w v
normal Section 106 prucedures (by qualificd rescarchers who meet the standards set by b«
Sexgetary of the Interior).

Please continue to keep us informed of this project and other future developments, which
could potentially impact our transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need to
contact us, please do not hesitate to call Maureen El Harake at (949) 724-2086.

A Kreapr—

District 12
IGR/Community Planning Branch

Attachment

¢: Terry Pencovic, HQ IGR/CEQA
Terry Roberts, OPK
Raouf Moussa, Traffic Operations - South
Joe Harake, Traffic Operations ~ Toll Roads
Ahmed Abou-Abdou, Project Management
Sylvia Vega, Environ
Praveen Gupta, Environmental

"Caltrans improves moblity across Catifornia®
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STATE OF CALIFGANIATBUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY e
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
r‘.ﬂ;m:s::r::mou DRIVE, SLITE 280 .
P CA 92612 .
p iy (GABY 724-2899 . . ;%;
Fax {949} 7594950 ' :
TIY (949) 7887813 e
MAIL AND FAX

April 10, 2003

Chuck Shoemaker File: IGR/CEQA

County of Orange SCH #:200302114!

Planning and Development Services LOG: 1210

Environmenta! Services Division SR: SR-74,SR-241 | -

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: NOP for the General Plan Amendment/Zoue Change (PA 01-114) aks: The Ruan:h i75:

Dear Mr, Shoemaker,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the NOP received March 4, 01
General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114). The project site is locatec - -
Highway, northeast of Interstate 5 and comprises the remaining approximately 23,000 acres .

the Ranch Mission Viejo Company. The project consists of General Plan Amendment/Zone ¢ o
from existing A-1 Agricultural and Sand and Gravel Zoning to PC-Planned Community zoming o0
The PC zoning would overlay a IB-Subruban Residential and 5- Open Space zone Genersi i1 . .
Usec designation as atnended from its existing Land Use designation of Open Space.

There are a total of 13 Planning Area designations that will include:

Up to 14,000 DU’s;

130 acres of urban activity center uses:

258 acres of business park uses;

39 acres of neighborhood retail uses;

up to four golf courses;

a proposed 1,079 acre regional park;

an approximately 13,161 acre open space area (a 420 acre portion of which would 1ncii e
100 home sites, a private golf course with a limited number of associated attached dwe! -y
and equestrian facilities);

» Ranching activities would also be retained within a portion of the proposed open space i -

* And infrastructure supporting all of these uscs including road improvements, utilic FRTITP IR

and schools.
o Existing agricultural nses may also he expanded with implementation of the Project

> & & 2 & & =

Caltrans District 12 status is a responsible agency on this project and has the following comu. -

"Caltrany improves mobilivy across Califsrnin”



Mircelwved: 4 /22704 2:07PM; - QURAENT £PLANNING DIVIS] O

hiek Shnemaker
Anni 10, 2003
Page 2

Land Use and Transportation Elements of the General Plan

a) Deleting arterials from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) creates incons;w s
between the County’s Housing and Land Use Elements which states an “...intent.. to <o
both a phasing allocation of development commensurate with roadway and pubhic oo ..
capacities and an overall build-out development plan which can be supponce
implementation of the planned infrastructure system.” (p. 21, Land Use. 1) Al
guidelines tor Admmustration of the MPAH require that local agency General Plan Curea s
Elements to be consistent with the MPAH. The amendment process for the MPAH o oo -
cooperative Traffic Swudy in which all affeccted or impacted jurisdictions and aze
participate 10 determine the extent of the inter-jurisdictional issues. OCTA has imtiaied
.process, March 27, 2003, by conducting it's first meeting with the Technical Adfur -
Committee (TAC) consisting of the impacted agencies and jurisdictions. The results o
effart should be included in the EIR.

AL )

b) Caltrans supports the use of sustainableflivable communities Jand use concepts, such as Trass.
Oriented Development (TOD), for development and multi-modal transportation options thor
would accommodate the growth that will occur, while reducing the possible transportano
related impacts of this project.

!\.J

Traffic

a) Due to thc potential regional and  areawide significance of the 1mpas
Transportation/Circulation, the scope of the analysis for the Study Area needs to be expands -
cover the 7-5 Freeway hetween the San Diego/Orange County Line ang the !-»/1 &
Interchange.

b) Currently, interchanges along the I-5 within the study area are experiencing severe conge
and long delays with an F Level of Service. Caltrans along with OCTA arc working wsr .0
cities of Mission Viejo, San Juan Capistrano, Laguna Niguel in order 1o {mprove ceo-on.
conditions, Proposed improvements under discussion with the cities are expected o o
some congestion reliel w the cxisting cunditions but do not address future demand.

¢} Currently, no additional capacity enhancement is expected along the 1.5 Comdor <inve s .
within the Non-Competition Zone of the Toll Roads. The SOCTIIP Process is cuirernt’s
evaluating several altemnatives to provide capacity that wonld meet future traffic needs

d) Any deletion to the existing Orange County Master Plan of Arterial Highways such a. <7 -
Valley Parkway and Ortega Highway Interchanges at SR-241 may result in severc i
local and regional highway and artenal traffic circulation.

e) Furthermore, the proposed realignment of State Route 74 (Ortega Highway) o o
Antonio Parkway may result in severe operational deficiencies. This is due to discont
the route and diversion of a portion of the traffic to Crown Valley Parkway which 15 tor
to carry as much as 100,000 vehicles per day in the year 2025.

"Caltrans improves mobility across Colifornia”
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f)

Prior 1o issuing the DEIR, the County and/or their consultants will provide o ..,
Analysis for Caltrans review. Proposed mitigation to addiess wansponation/circulaucn o
will be a cooperative effort between the County, OCTA and Caltrans District 12 office

3. Design — Should SR-74 Ortega Highway be realigned, and continue to be designated .
Highway, it shall conform to the Highway Design Manual Guidelines and Standards

a)

b)

¢)

Any bridgework across San Juan Creek would have to be evaluated and approved by« .0 -
Headquarters Structures Unit.

Please state what the actual designation and potential use for the relinquished portion @ -~
74 Ortega Highway would be, should the New Ortega Highway portion be completed

Informational note: District 12 Design A Unit is currently working on the draft Project ;.
for two projects on Ortega Highway as described below. The proposed project is not 5 cor
with these, however, coordination with Design Unit A and Environmental Plannin g i
should occur for any plans in the proximity of the SR-74, far the proposed realignmen: of b
SR-74, or any work done on, over, under or adjacent to State Right of Way (ROW).

* The Lower 74 widening project. The project limits are PM 1.0/2.9, from Calle Ent iider . -
La Pata (Antonio Parkway). The project is proposed to widen the highway 1o
existing two lanes to four lanes with a 3.6m wide stripped median.

* The Upper 74 project. The project limits are PM 13.3/16/6, from San Juan Creck bsie,
Orange County/Riverside County line. The project is proposed to widen the s .
10°/11’ lane to 12’ lane (3.6m) with 1.2m shoulders.

4. Environmental Considerations:

a}

b)

¢

The RMV plan is to be coordinated with the NCCP/HCP and the SAMP/MSA processes i
these coordinated plans/projects, whose boundaries are adjacenVinclude state nghrof v ..
shall demonstrate consistency in their mitigation for any significant impacts to Staie #:
Calwrans. will certify that the cooperative mitigation efforts of these lead agencies :
property owner, are consistent and to the extent practicable, do not impact each other

Additional runoff is likely from the dwelling units proposed as part of the RMV plun it 1
essential that Best Management Practices (BMPs) be considersd along with additional  ait s
and resource agency coordination in order to maintain the water quality of the area  H>ip
should be included with eventual project work to ensure that construction dehric/fallo e o
not enter any culverts/ditches along the stare right-of-way potentially impacting the « .1
quality of the area. Further coordination should occur with Caltrans Maintenance ‘o -+
relating to the maintenance of these v-ditch areas.

All work within the State ROW must conform to Caltrans Standard Plans and %7 o
Specifications for Water Pollution Control, including production of a Storm Water 1y . -
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as required. No additional net increase in runoff diaininy + -

“Calirans improves nmobility acrous California®
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Caltrans ROW, either from construction operations, ar trom the resulting pro,
phase) will be aliowed,

d) There are numerous sensitive areas along SR-74 and proposed within the SR 24! -
extension (primarily in the form of coastal sage scrub). These areas are considere:]
sensitive, especially in the months of March through July when the nesting season of oo
sage scrub species typically occurs. Disturbance can occur to coastal sage scrub specics ok
form of noise impacts. Typically any project equipment used adjacent to State ROW o +
paths in these areas shal) not exceed 2 threshold of 62-65dBA. Please include 2 .
relating construction type, phases and locations to their subsequent level of impacis o e -,
resource arcas along the State ROW and how they may be avoided.

5. Permits — Any impacts onto, over or under Chltrans Right of Way (at Oy tega Highwayv wiil oo
an Encroachment Permit prior 1o work. This project may require an encroachment perr:
hauling dirt during grading. In addition, improvements within Caltrans Right of W,
require an encroachment permit for work such as surveys, soil sampling and geotechmica! =
potholing, utilities, sidewalk, curb and gutter, intersection and signal improvement  Fr .o
details on encroachment permit procedure, please refer to Caltrans Encroachment Perm: S PR
Seventh  Edition. This manual is  available on the web
www-dor.ca.gov!hq/n*affops/deveiopserv/pemits.

6. Mitigation

a) Calrrang suggests, at the earlicat opportunity, that the Cuunty and the Landowney/ T
take the following actions in cooperation with OCTA, TCA and Caltrans:
" Agree on methodologies to perform in a traffic analysis study that identifies the pr-o
proportionate transportation impacts on the regional (Freeway/State Highwavyi sueor
Please see attached Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.

* Establish 2 method and timing of payment for this identified fair share responsibiliy

* The Cuunty, In cooperation with Caltrans, shall estimate the fair share porosor
responsibility.

" Agree on appropriate mitigation measures assoctated with identified impacts.

* Regional and State related mitigation measures shall focus on freeway ma ol -
particular the I-5 Freeway and rhe SR-74), ramps and interchanges.

b) Mitigation measures, responsible parties and funding mechanisms for the .
transportation impacts need to be clearly specified (separate from the local tran. o
impacts) in the DEIR,

“Caltrans improves mobility arrosy California”
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¢} Ifitis found that any project equipment used adjacent to the state ROW or acces. Tr
a noise thieshuld of 62 ~ 65 dBA, that impact should be addressed n the mit: gativn 1

and reduced to a level of insignificance.

d) There has been recent legislation regarding how lead agencies provide reports on i
monitaring to Caltrans. Please see the attached guidelines and checklist. Wc arc e i,
for your review at this time, though the actual report will not have to be submitted to ¢ dr
unit the Notice of Determination (NOD).

) Itis likely that impacts to the stare right-of-way (and any proposed associated access roads . oo
occur through the usage by heavy trucks and equipment in order to complete propos... .« i1
and move loads. A Transportation Management Plan {TMP) detailing mease -
reduce/eliminate impacts to LOS and circulation during peak periods in the project wes . 1
be included. This TMP should also include measures to contain all vehicle loads and avia¢ -
tracking of materials that may fall or blow onto Caltrans ROW or lacilities. These impa.~ 7
TMP should also be addressed along with mitigation measures to reduce the impact t »
insignificance.

We recommend that the County contact our District 12 office 1o schedule a meeting Lo diso 1o
scope and details of the Traffic Study, and Traffic Analysis and time frames as soon as Prrsnits o
Please continue to keep us informed of this project and other furure developments, wri -
potentially impact transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need to contact us piva

not hesitate to call Robert Joseph at (949) 724-2255.

Sincerely,

St .
GAIL FARBER

Deputy District Director
Planning

District 12

Attachments:
i. Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.
ii. Guidelines for Submitting Transportation Information fiom a Repuring or
Program to the California Department of Transportation (Department).

Nloo Lo

c: Kia Mortazavi, Orange County Transportation Agency
Rich Macias, Southern California Area Governments
Robert Joscph, IGR/Community Planning
Ron Helgeson, HQ IGR/CEQA
Terry Roberts, OPR

"Calirans improves mobiliy across California®
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Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
County of Orange

300 No. Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 589

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Transportation Corridor Agencies (“TCA”™) would like to thank you for the opportunity to
review and comment on the March 23, 2004 revised Notice of Preparation for the Rancho
Mission Viejo General Plan Amendment/Zone Change. At this time the TCA would like to
provide the following comments:

. The current Notice of Preparation (“NOP™), like the original notice issued in
2003, illustrates only one of several possible alignments currently being
considered for the extension of SR 241. Please be aware that there are several
other alignments subject to environmental review. The TCA anticipates
circulating a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (DEIS/SEIR) for the Southern Orange County Transportation
Infrastructure Improvement Project (“SOCTIHP”) in the very near future. We
anticipate that the TCA and the lead federal agency, the Federal Highway
Administration, will select a SOCTIP alternative in early 2005, We suggest that
the County’s environmental review for the Rancho Mission Viejo General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change take into consideration the information on the
SOCTIIP alternatives reflected in the SOCTIIP DEIS/SEIR and that any decision
on the General Plan Amendment/Zone Change be consistent with the alignment
alternative selected by the TCA and FHWA through the NEPA/CEQA process.

* In identifying projected transportation improvements, the NOP appears to
anticipate the extension of Crown Valley Parkway only under the “with SR 241
extension” condition. However, extension of Crown Valley Parkway is an
entirely separate project from the SR 241 extension. TCA believes these two
projects should not be linked during the analysis prepared for EIR 589.

. Pursuant to section 4.4 of the Second Amended and Restated Joint Exercise of
Powers Agreement Creating the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency,
the County is responsible for the preservation, and acquisition by dedication, of
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rights-of-way and similar property interests necessary for the SR 241 project.
Accordingly, any County approval of the Rancho Mission Viejo General Plan
Amendment/Zone Change should reserve the alignment of the SR 241 project and
should include enforceable conditions on the RMV Project applicant to dedicate
the right-of-way for the SR 241 project. In the event that the County fails to
acquire the SR 241 right-of-way, it is required to compensate the TCA for “all
costs (including attorneys’ fees) incurred by the [TCA] in acquiring said rights-of-
way and property interests.”

The TCA looks forward to reviewing the draft EIR when it becomes available. Should you have
any questions regarding the various alternatives currently under review, please feel free to
contact me at (949} 754-3483.

Sincerely,

indics (Leahy -elaa
Macie Cleary Milan {

Deputy Director

Environmental Planning

MCM/AHR/lmb
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Chuck Shoemaker

From: Armau John "
Sent:  Thursday, April 22, 2004 8:24 AM

To: Chuck Shoemaker

Subject: Revised NOP for the Ranch Pian

Chuck, IWMD has reviewed the Revised Notice of Preparation for General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA
01-114) {(aka The Ranch Plan) and has no comment.

4/22/2004



ORANGE COUNTY FIRE AUTHORITY
P, 0. Box 57115, Irvine, CA 92619-7115 » 1 Fire Authority Read, Irvine, CA 92602

Chip Prather, Fire Chief (714) 373-6000 www.ocfa.org

April 8, 2004

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division: Chuck Shoemaker
300 N. Flower St.

P. 0. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Re: Rancho Mission Viejo “The Ranch Plan” Supplemental NOP
Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ranch Plan. The Orange County Fire
Authority (OCFA) has considered the potential impacts associated with this proposal and would
tike to state that our initial comments on March 18, 2003 are still current and need to be
addressed in the EIR. For the supplemental NOP we offer the following comments:

Changes to the Project Acreage: No comment
Changes in the Land Use Designations Requested:

Several fire stations are necessary to support the project and we are in discussions with the
project coordinators on the topic. We would like to ensure that land use designations for the
project allow for Public Facilities/Fire Station in all areas, as locations are not identified at this
time. We are working with the developer to insure that the proposed land uses will generate the
revenues required to protect these same uses.

Modifications to the Circulation Proposal:

The circulation proposal concerns OCFA.  The previous NOP proposed to cancel the extension
of Crown Valley Pkwy and the new proposal does not change this decision. OCFA is firmly
against the removal of the linkage of Crown Valley Pkwy to the project area and Coto de Caza.
We have held discussions with the developer on this issue and they informed us that they would
be dropping the request to remove this linkage from the plan. Without this linkage, the project
will require more fire stations they can pay for with revenues projected. The elimination of this
linkage will reduce the effectiveness of Fire Station #58 by 50% by limiting its response area.
This linkage is critical to the effective response of public safety resources.

Serving the Cities of: Aliso Viejo r Buens Park » Cypress « Dana Point » frvine * Laguna Hiils « Laguna Niguel + Laguna Woods + Lake Forest * l.a Palma
Las Alamitos » Mission Viejo « Piacentia - Rancho Senta Margarita *San Clemente » San Juan Capistrano « Seal Beach » Stanton » Tustin + Villa Park
Westminster « Yorba Linda « and Unincorporated Areas of Orange County

e . - —— b A YR IEFY AR 1R ORASTSE RPTROEADRO CAVE IVEC



Page 2 - Rancho Mission Viejo “The Ranch Plan” Supplemental NOP

We would like to add the comment that a1l traffic signals and gates on public access ways
should include the installation of optical preemption devices. This should include the gate at
Chiquita Canyon Rd. We additionally request that all divided roads greater than 1000° between
turn pockets or breaks be required to install a pass through or curb roll capable of emergency
vehicle access. These “crawl-overs” or “median cuts” are necessary when traffic is stacked at
the intersection and the preemption unit is not accessible.

Recreation and Resources Element, and Agricultural Preserve Amendment Modifications:

No Comment

A Secured Fire Protection Agreement is required between OCFA and the developer. The
OCFA has identified that the project will present significant impacts to existing fire and rescue
services. Much of the proposed development is outside of the maximum response times for
existing fire facilities. New fire stations are needed to serve the proposed development. As
such, the developer will be required to enter into a Secured Fire Protection Agreement with the
OCFA for provision of necessary facilities, apparatus, and fire and rescue supplies and
equipment. A final determination of fire station needs and locations will be made at a future
date when more information is known about phasing, circulation and access, and build-out in
adjacent planning areas. Appropriate capital improvements and resources will be required to
meet the anticipated fire service delivery requirements. We are currently working with the
developer on these issues but would like them to be detailed in the environmental review
process as well.

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at (714) 573-6198.

Sincerely,

/ Gene Begnell
Battalion Chief, Strategic Services
genebegenll@ofca.org
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8315 Century Park Court
San Diego, CA 52123

To: Mr. Chuck Shoemaker From: Chris Terzich
Fax: (714) 834-4652 Pages: 8
Phone: N/A Date:  04/23/2004

Re: Revised Notice of Preparation (NOP) ccC: N/A

1 Urgent ¥ For Review {0 Please Comment [JPlease Reply [ Please Recycle

® Comments: Per Mr. Terzich's request, enclosed, please find the following documents.

Original to follow by Certified Mail.

Thank you,

Lillian L. Bocaletti
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April 23, 2004

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Re: Revised Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Mission Viejo Ranch Plan Draft EIR No. “»~'

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

SDG&E appreciates the opportunity to provide input on the above-referenced NOP for an
Environmental Impact Report. As the natural gas and electricity provider for the study area.
SDG&E 1s committed to providing long-term adequate and reliable energy to the southern
Orange County area.

In January of this year SDG&E provided the County and the project applicant an assessmen: o
the project electric and gas infrastructure needs as well as the long-term needs of both the Rt
Mission Viejo project and the southern Orange County area in terms of future energy
requirements. The results of this assessment are provided again as an attachment for your
consideration and use. Page 17 of the NOP indicates that the project will require one electri. ]
distribution substation. However, the results of the SDG&E studies indicate that two electr: .
distribution substations would be required, the general locations of which are included on the
attached maps. Natural gas and electrical facilities must be integrated and accommodated 1o
large scale, long-term planning efforts such as this to ensure that land use compatibility.
acsthetics and other environmental issues associated with such facilities are addressed as carly -
possible.

SDG&E will continue to work with the County and the project proponents to ensure that crit: .
electrical and natural gas facilities are provided in a safe and reliable manner for the project st
and the region.

Thank you again for the opportunity to assist in the project and the tong-term infrastructure
planning for this project and the County. If you have any questions or comments, please cort.
me at {858) 637-3713.

Smcerely,
Christopher P. Terzich, REA
Senior Environmental Specialist, Land Planning

Attachment
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January 16, 2004

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

County of Orange

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Re: Cumulative Projects for Analysis in the Mission Viejo Ranch Plan Draft EIR No
589.

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

SDG&E appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the above-referenced EIR
to ensure a full accounting of cumulative projects is provided in accordance with CEQA
As the natural gas and electricity provider for the study area, SDG&E is committed to
providing long-term adequate and reliable energy to the southern Orange County area.

As part of our ongoing transmission and distribution planning efforts, we have assessed
the long-term needs of both the Rancho Mission Viejo project and the southern Orange
County area in terms of future energy requirements. The results of this assessment arc

provided in the attached report for your consideration and use.

With regards to the provision of energy facilities within the Rancho Mission Viejo
project area, SDG&E will continue to work with the project proponents to ensure that
critical electrical and natural gas facilities are provided in a safe and reliable manner for
the project site and the region.

Thank you again for the opportunity to assist in the long-term infrastructure planning %
this project and the County. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at
(858) 637-3713.

Sincerely,
A T
Chnistopher P. Terzich, REA

Senior Environmental Specialist, Land Planning

Attachment



Hooalved:

4=23-04; Ti2B8AM;Sempra Env .Sty

4 /23704 7 :135AM; 858 837 3700 -> CURRENT PLANNING DIVIS i

s BHHE S

© SDG&E, Transmission & Distributior
January 16 /0

Sancho Mission Vo £
LY

Rancho Mission Viejo

Recommended Gas & Electric Facility Proposal
January 16, 2004

EXISTING GAS AND ELECTRICAL FACILITIES

The attached maps show existing gas facilities of Southern California Gas Company (S0
Cal Gas) and electrical facilities of San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) within the area ¢f
Rancho Mission Viejo's (RMV) development.

Major, existing, high-pressure gas facilities of So Cal Gas include a 30-inch line aiong
I-5. Off of this 30-inch line there is a 12-inch line from Avery Parkway and 1-5, which
then goes north along Marguerite Parkway and then east along Crown Valley Parkway
This 12-inch line steps down to an 8-inch line, which goes north along Antonio Parkway

Existing transmission facilities {facilities energized at 50 kV or higher) of SDGAE include
a single circuit 138 kV line, which runs approximately north-northwest to south-southeast
across the RMV property.

PROPOSED GAS AND ELECTRICAL FACILITIES

This plan is preliminary based on existing information. The timing and exact locations of
faciiities are subject to change based on new information, timing of growth, and other
variabies that could be encountered as the project develops, or during the detailed
design or approval process. 1t is expected that RMV, So Cal Gas and SDG&E will keen
each other apprized of changes that could affect this plan.

Proposed gas facilities to primarily serve RMV and secondarily to provide additional
capacity to adjacent development areas, (see attached map, Sheet 2 of 3, “Facilities
Required to Serve RMV"), include two options for a new, high pressure gas line, which
runs along San Juan Creek Rd or Ortega Highway from the existing 30-inch line near {5
to a proposed Regulator Station near the Ortega Highway and Antonio Parkway. This
proposed Regulator Station will require a space 30 ft by 10 ft.

With regard to electrical facilities, this preliminary proposal addresses the need for
substations and transmission lines through RMV. i does not address distribution
circuits. For convenience and clarity, these proposed electrical facilities are divided into
two sections, those facilities required to primarily serve RMV directly and meet CPUC
capacity and reliability criteria for RMV and in the immediate project vicinity and those
faciliies currently anticlpated to address regional reliability issues.

Electrical Facilities to Serve RMV
Electrical facilities required to serve RMV include two distribution substations, 138/12 kV
and the 138 KV transmission lines to serve these substations. Each distribution

Page 1of 2

This document conlains proprietary information. Any dissemination to parties outside of Southern Califorr
Gas Company must be approved by Distribution Operations. Any dissemination outside San Diego Gas &
Electric Company must be approved by Transmission Planning and Distribution Management and
Strategies. The information contained herein is from sources deemed reliable and is believed accurate fo«
the conceptual purposes intended. It is not the intent of this document ko provide design or detailed cost
astirnates.
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\(‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director

Terry Tamminen 5796 Corporate Avenue Arnotd Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Cypress, California 90630 Governor
Cal/EPA
April 20, 2004

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning & Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
County of Orange

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

REVISED NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT/ZONE CHANGE (PA 01-114)
(AKA: THE RANCH PLAN) PROJECT - SCH #200302141

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the revised Notice
of Preparation (NOP) dated March 24, 2004, which was prepared and presented by
your agency for the above-mentioned Project.

It should be noted that DTSC reviewed the original NOP for the subject project and
provided its comments on March 14, 2003. DTSC’s comments have not been
addressed in the currently submitted revised NOP. The draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) should incorporate DTSC’s comments.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Johnson P. Abraham,
Project Manager at (714) 484-5476.

Since(gzly,
/// T
s <
A o
Greg Hoimes, Unit Chief

Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Cypress Office

® Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
April 20, 2004 -
Page 2 of 2

cc.  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 85812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806
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Chuck Shoemaker

County of Orange

Planning & Development Services Departient
300 N. Flower Street

P.O. Box 4048

Sants Ana, CA 92702-4048

April 21, 2004

RE: Revised Notice of Preparation to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #589, General
Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka The Ranch Plan)

The Juanedio Band of Mission Indisps, Acjachemen Nation, under the leadership of
Chairman Damien Shilo, has reviewed the above-mentioned NOP. The proposed project
encompasses 22,815 acres; 11,050 acres are planned Tor open space. The Environmental
Analysis Checklist indicates that the project will huve Potential Significant Impacts on
archaeological resources, historical resources, and ethnic values.

The Tribe respectfully requests that developers do the following to adequately address
project-related impacts on Native American coltural resources:

L. Consult with the Tribe's Governing Council conceraing the project archaeological sites and
cultural properties,

2. Formulate 8 Native American monitoring program with the Tribe for all ground-disturbing
activities, ’

3. Formulate provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered
archaeological resources in consultation with the Tribes cuitural resonurces experts.

4. Formulate 2 plan with Tribe for treatment and disposition of recovered antifacts and
discovered burials,

3. Provide original and thorough research on accurate historical, archaeological, and cultaral
information associated with the project. In addition, formulate a plan for consultation with
the Tribal Council for it’s historical, archaeological, and cultural resources.

31411-A La Matanya Strzet San Juan Cagistrant CA 926753674 Phone (4934583484 Fax (MOMBR.I190 wivse jusnens. oom
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Revised Notice of Preparation to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #589, General Plan

Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka The Ranch Plan)

Page 2

The Juanefio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation looks forward to reviewing the DEIR
and being an instrumental and intsgral contributor to this project. Please add the Tribe to the

DEIR distribution list and send a copy to our Tribal office upon completion.
If you have any questions, please contact us at our Tribal office at (949) 488-3484.

Sincerely,

The Juaneiio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation Tribal Council

OR.7Y)

Damien Shilo

Tribal Chairman
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

(949) 254-5421
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URBAN FLANNERS

Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Re:  Comments on Revised Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental
Impact Report #589 for the Proposed Ranch Plan

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Revised Notice of
Preparation (“Revised NOP”) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Rancho
Mission Viejo Project (“Ranch Plan”). We submit these comments on behalf of the Sierra Club,
Endangered Habitats League (“EHL”), the Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks (“FHBP”), the
Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC™), Sea & Sage Audubon, and Audubon California
(collectively “the Groups™). The Sierra Club’s Friends of the Foothills project represents local
residents concerned with environmental protection and innovative, forward-looking planning for
growth and transportation in Southern Orange County. EHL is a non-profit organization that
advocates sensitive and sustainable land use and the protection of the diverse ecosystems of
Southern California. The mission of FHBP is to promote, protect, and enhance the harbors,
beaches, parks, trails, open spaces, natural preserves, and historical sites in Orange County.
NRDC is a national non-profit organization with more than 550,000 members dedicated to
protecting wildlife and wildlife habitat and to ensuring a safe and healthy environment. Sea &
Sage Audubon is the Orange County Chapter of the National Audubon Society and is a leader in
creating an understanding of nature in Orange County through conservation, research and
environmental education programs for children and adults through classes, publications, and
volunteer opportunities. Audubon California has a membership of over 60,000 members and is
dedicated to the conservation and restoration of California’s natural ecosystems. All six
organizations are committed to working constructively with the County to ensure that
development does not impair the protection of the environment in Southern Orange County or
adversely impact the quality of life of the region.



Chuck Shoemaker
April 22, 2004

Page 2

The 22,815-acre project site for the Ranch Plan represents some of the last -
remnants of open space in Orange County. The proposed Ranch Plan would create up to 14,000
homes on what is currently a globally significant ecological landscape that serves as a refuge for
a host of threatened and endangered species. Accordingly, the importance of an integrated
planning process and comprehensive environmental impact report (“EIR™) for the Ranch Plan
cannot be overstated. Regrettably, the County already appears on the verge of undermining the
mtegrity of an effective environmental review process. The Groups support the County’s
decision to require preparation of an EIR for the proposed Ranch Plan and appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the Revised NOP. However, as set forth below, the myopic decision
to proceed with the Ranch Plan EIR without the benefit of an NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA
will fatally compromise the protection of the project site’s invaluable ecological resources.

In addition to concerns regarding the premature preparation of the Ranch Plan
EIR, the Groups have additional comments, set forth below, regarding the scope of the EIR as
modified by the Revised NOP. Because of the significant changes to the project provided under
the Revised NOP, and in light of the enormous scale of project and the fragile and unique
ecological resources at stake, we urge the County to hold at least one public scoping meeting to
discuss comments on the Revised NOP,

1. The County Must Coordinate Environmental Review of the Ranch Plan with the
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA.

The only effective means to protect the unique environmental character of the
project site and to ensure adequate environmental review of the Ranch Plan is to continue the
coordinated preparation of the GPA/ZC, NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA as provided under the
Original NOP. The County’s decision to prepare and approve the Ranch Plan GPA/ZC EIR
prior to the completion of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA severely compromises the
effectiveness of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA as essential planning tools for the
management of environmental resources in the project site. Without the benefit of these
documents, the County has severely impaired its ability to render an informed decision on the
fate of one of the County’s last remaining ecological treasures. Indeed, the County’s decision to
proceed with the GPA/ZC without a completed NCCP/NCP and SAMP/MSAA raises serious
concerns as to the County’s commitment to protecting Orange County’s remaining open space
and endangered wildlife for the benefit of future generations of Orange County residents.

CEQA requires that environmental problems be considered at a point in the
planning process where “genuine flexibility remains.” Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino
(1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 307. The purpose of an NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA is to
thoroughly assess the natural resources of an area so that future land use decisions can avoid
development in areas of high environmental value. Information concerning conservation values
that will be refined in the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes will provide essential inputs




Chuck Shoemaker
April 22, 2004
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into the County’s GPA/ZC and Ranch Plan EIR process. Here, “the Project applicant has
requested that the County move forward with processing of the General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change (GPA/ZC) for the Ranch Plan even though the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA
programs may not be complete by the date of County action on the proposed project.” Revised
NOP at 6. By approving the Ranch Plan EIR and GPA/ZC prior to the development of a
comprehensive NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA, and consequently, a full understanding of the
biological resources on the project site, the County runs the risk of foreclosing the adoption of
environmentally superior and feasible alternatives set forth in the NCCP/HCP and
SAMP/MSAA.

The NOP claims that the EIR “can move forward without jeopardizing the
preparation of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA” because the project and alternatives already
“1) provides a plan for development and a framework for conservation that will help achieve the
major benefits originally envisioned for those planning programs for the Ranch area, and 2)
provides a conservation plan that would be complementary to any such programs that are
completed in the future.” Revised NOP at 6-7. This statement suggests that the proposed Ranch
Plan will anticipate the requirements of the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA processes without
compromising the feasibility of environmentally superior alternatives as required under CEQA.
This optimistic presumption has little basis in reality. For example, when the NCCP/HCP
process for the Coastal Area of Orange County was initiated, much of the area was already
entitled (e.g. the Development Agreement for the Irvine Coast project). In that case, existing
entitlements largely prejudged the outcome of the NCCP/HCP process. Vested rights, such as
Development Agreements are typically deferred to by NCCPs and consequently foreclose
superior NCCP outcomes. Even in the absence of vested rights, any level of entitlement will
escalate land values and thus severely prejudice if not foreclose NCCP options. Moreover,
should the County approve the land use plan, it is difficult if not impossible to make changes,
due to the multiplicity of community, traffic, and other disputes that would have to be revisited,
involving supplemental environmental documents and additional sets of public hearings. The
only way to ensure that the County’s process does not foreclose a superior outcome is to
reintegrate the coordinated planning processes as proposed in the Original NOP.

CEQA also requires that an EIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith
effort at full disclosure. CEQA Guidelines § 15151. Consistent with this requirement,
information regarding a project’s impacts must be “painstakingly ferreted out.” Environmental
Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 357. By
opting to prepare and potentially act on the Ranch Plan EIR prior to the preparation of an
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA, the County has undertaken the burden of ensuring that the
biological resource information in the Ranch Plan EIR is on par with an NCCP/HCP and that the
project will meet the regulatory requirements of permitting agencies without the benefit of a
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coordinated NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA.' Here, because virtually all of the critical
environmental resources evaluated in the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA are within the 22,815-
acre project site, the Ranch Plan EIR would essentially attempt to duplicate and forecast the
assessments of an NCCP/HCP and SAMP/SMAA in their entirety. Without the assistance of the
biological analysis of federal agencies, the County is at risk of producing an inadequate
assessment of the impacts of the Ranch Plan EIR. Moreover, without the participation of the
Fish and Wildlife Service and Army Corps of Engineers, the public may lack confidence in the
County’s planning process. As many as 300 people have attended each of the joint GPA/ZC,
NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA public meetings. Residents were told repeatedly that the
County, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Army Corps of Engineers were committed to a
concurrent process. We urge the County to consider the repercussions for public trust if this
commitment is broken.

In light of these significant concerns, we respectfully request the County to
reconsider the applicant’s request to de-couple the planning processes and work closely with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers to determine whether the
project can still be processed concurrently with the NCCP/HCP and SAMP/MSAA efforts
already underway. One solution would be for the applicant to provide the resources to the public
agencies to make it possible for these agencies to fully participate in a concurrent process. This
approach has been taken on a number of projects in California and given the extent of the
ecological resources in the project site, there is no reason why this approach should not be
adopted here.

IL. Comments on the Scope of the EIR.

The Revised NOP notes a number of significant changes to the project including:
(1) asignificant reduction in planned open space (from 13,554 acres down to 11,765 acres); (2)
significant new Rural Residential acreage; (3) modifications to the Circulation Proposal; (4)
Modifications to Amendments to Elements; and (5) reduction in acres requested from removal
from Agricultural Preserves. Our comments on each of these changes are noted below.

A. Open Space

The Revised NOP explains that the smaller open space designation area is due to
the large amount of land placed in the 1A Rural Residential designation. The DEIR must
describe in detail the potential land use conflicts of these estate lots and casitas with open space
values and to what extent natural open space values can be retained with this type of land use. In
addition, while the Revised PC-Planned Community reflects more overall open space, the open

’ This includes permits under the Endangered Species Act, a Section 404 permit, and permits under the
Fish and Game Code.
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space areas within Planning Areas should be distinguished from “natural” open space areas that
maintain conservation values. The project description should provide detailed information
concerning the uses and development permitted in each “open space” area and discuss the
potential impacts of these uses. Such uses should include utilities, utility corridors, recreational
uses, maintenance and emergency access roads, fuel management zones, etc. These seemingly
minor or passive uses can have a significant impact on habitat values. Moreover, the impacts
associated with equestrian uses on natural open space should be disclosed. In addition,
permitted uses and development should be evaluated in terms of their impacts to species,
including impacts associated with lighting, noise, water quality, among other direct and indirect
impacts. Evidence should also be provided that wildlife corridors connecting natural and active
open space areas are sufficient for all species of concern.

Finally, the DEIR should clearly identify and distinguish those areas that are
defined as Open Space in the Ranch Plan between those that will be given into the public
domain, those that will be retained by for unspecified use, and those that will be retained under a
formal conservation agreement. '

B. Circulation Proposal Changes

The DEIR must identify all proposed circulation improvements in the Project
Description, including the Foothilt Corridor South. While the applicant has argued that the
Foothill Corridor South is not an essential circulation system component to serve the project, no
evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the Ranch Plan and Corridor are not interrelated.
The DEIR should disclose the planning, environmental, traffic and financial relationships
between these projects. As toll roads are financed through development impact fees and toll
revenue, the 14,000 development units contemplated under the Ranch Plan would appear to be
critical to the financial viability of the Foothill South toll road, as would the extensive use of the
toll road by Ranch Plan development. Conversely, the viability of the Ranch Plan would appear
equally compromised absent the construction of a major thoroughfare such as the Foothill South
toll road. In its current configuration and absent improved arterials and public transit, I-5 is
already at LOS F in this region. This, it is unclear where the added traffic generated by the
project could be directed without the construction of the Corridor. Because these projects are
codependent, a more thorough disclosure of the impacts of the Corridor must be included in the
Ranch Plan DEIR than typical under a cumulative analysis. Indeed, as each protect is dependent
on the success of the other, rather than segment the analysis of each project through the
preparation of separate EIRs, the County should analyze the impacts of each project in the same
environmental document.

The DEIR should also include the results of a study of the additional fire hazards
that will result if the Foothill South tollroad is built through the planned project site and the
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means by which potential development on the project site will be protected in the event of a fire
incident.

Finally, the DEIR should also conduct an area-wide tratfic study with public input
into the impact of the proposed Ranch Plan on surrounding communities. Because of the scale
of the proposed Ranch Plan, the geographic study areas for the traffic analysis at a minimum
should include western Riverside and western San Bernardino Counties, Orange County, Los
Angeles County except northen sections, and San Diego County.

C. General Plan Element Amendments

The NOP notes that the project contemplates numerous modifications to the
General Plan Elements. The DEIR should specify each requested amendment in the Project
Description, clarify why the amendment is required and disclose any mmpacts associated with
cach amendment. Text and map changes should also be included in the DEIR.

D. Removal of Agricultural Preserve Lands from the Williamson Act

It is not clear from the NOP why the request for removal of acreage from the
Agricultural Preserve has been reduced to only 1,900 acres. The DEIR should include maps that
show the locations of Agricultural Preserve land and overlay permitted uses. The discussion
should also clarify how those uses continue to be consistent with the intent of the Williamson

Act.
E. Additional Information

The following studies should also be completed and included within or in
conjunction with the DEIR for the Ranch Plan:

1. The DEIR should reflect, incorporate and, to the extent warranted, analyze
the findings and public input into the SCORE process initiated by
Supervisor Wilson that was promised by the County Planning Board at the
Original NOP hearing.

2. The DEIR should identify the source(s) and written contracts for the water
supply necessary to satisfy the needs of the planned Ranch Plan
development as well as all development considered in the cumulative
impacts analysis.
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3. The DEIR should include a study of the encroachment danger as a result of
development in areas of the project site adjoining Camp Pendleton Marine
Base and set forth appropriate mitigation.

IIl. To Properly Facilitate Public Comment, the County Should Recirculate a Revised
NOP Which Incorporates and Accounts for Comments on the Original NOP.

CEQA recognizes that early consultation with the public often solves potential
problems with a project that would arise in more serious forms later in the review process.
CEQA Guidelines § 15083. In circulating the Revised NOP, the County distributed the Original
and Revised NOPs and instructed commentators to comment only on those changes to the
project described in the Revised NOP. Revised NOP Cover Page. The County did not indicate
what, if any, of the comments on the Original NOP were incorporated into the preparation of the
Revised NOP. As is typical with preparation of a Final EIR, to properly prepare a Revised NOP,
the County should have made revisions to the Original NOP in underline and strikeout and
included any other changes to scope of the DEIR that may have resulted from comments on the
Original NOP. This method would facilitate the ability of the public to fully comment on the
adequacy of the scope of the DEIR.

Under the County’s current approach, it is unclear whether the County was at all
receptive to previous public comment on the content and scope of the DEIR. For example, in
comments on the Original NOP, EHL raised concerns regarding the County’s designation of
impacts, yet the County does not appear to have altered any of these designations prior to the
preparation of the Revised NOP. Accordingly, to properly account for public input in the NOP
process and facilitate the ability of the public to provide comments on the revised scope of the
NOP, the County should recirculate a comprehensive combined NOP.

IV. Changes in the Revised NOP are Significant and Merit at Least One Additional
Public Scoping Meeting.

As already discussed, the decision in the Revised NOP to fragment the
NCCP/HCP, SAMP/MSAA, and GPA/ZC review processes has significant ramifications for the
environmental review of the Ranch Plan. CEQA requires at least one public scoping meeting for
a project of regional significance. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.9(a)(2); CEQA Guidelines §
15206(b). Although a scoping meeting was held to consider the Original NOP, the Revised
NOP is significantly changed from the Original NOP. Accordingly, we urge the County to hold
at least one additional public scoping meeting so that revisions to the NOP may be fully
discussed.
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CONCLUSION

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the NOP. Please send this firm a
copy of the draft EIR once it becomes available. Given the preliminary nature of the
environmental review that has been made available to the public, the issues identified in this
letter are not intended to be exhaustive. The Groups may raise other issues during the full
environmental review process.

Should you have any questions regarding the content of this letter, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

F e (L

Matthew Vespa

TERRELL WATT, AICP
T '
o A ™

Terrell Watt

cc:  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish & Game
Bill Corcoran, Sierra Club -
Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League
Joel Reynolds, Natural Resources Defense Council
Jean Watt, Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks
Pete DeSmmone, Sea & Sage Audubon ~
Julia Levin, Audubon California

[PASIERRARM YV mdv007 {NOP Comments v2}.wpd]
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Chuck Shoemaker

From: tagielow [tagielow@comcastnet]
Sent: Friday, Aprit 23, 2004 9:44 AM

To: Chuck Shoemaker
Cc:  Riddle, Joan; Bryden, Mary Evelyn; Barbara Rosenbaum; Lucey, Christina; Wilson Thomas

Subject: Date: April 23, 2004
Date: April 23, 2004
To: Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048
Fr: Judith M. Gielow, Co-Chair, St. Mark Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Ecophilians
Environmental Group, and Co-President, League of Women Voters of Orange

Coast (including cities from Seal Beach to Laguna Beach and inland to Laguna
Woods, Lake Forest, Mission Viejo and Rancho Santa Margarita)

Re: Proposed Zoning Changes and General Plan Amendments for the Rancho
Mission Viejo property without consideration of full reports concerning the
Environment from Resource Agencies.

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

On March 28, 2003, our letter to you began, "The proposal to proceed with
development of the Rancho Mission Viejo property while that same property is in
the "good faith” process of NCCP program development seems premature and
"unfaithful", and disrespectful to Supervisor Wilson. "

"We have been following the NCCP process and Supervisor Wilson’s task force on
land use and water issues. We are very interested in the Rancho Mission Viejo

Development Plan."

As before, we feel that, "The proposed NOP contains 17 areas of important
community impacts that the EIR must address. We are concerned with survival of
the biological treasures of unique plant and animal species found on the property.
We are especially concerned with the assurance of an adequate, reliabie, exclusive,

4/23/2004
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safe, affordable and high quality drinking water supply that can be guaranteed (in
perpetuity and/or certain for at least, say, 40 years). Likewise we are concerned
about affordable housing, utilities, and services such as sewer and reuse — re-use
and /or disposal — as they might impact the health of the environment and the

people expected to live there."

As you know, the League of Women Voters places a very high priority on availability
of information and citizen participation in local and regional land use decisions.
While the resource agencies work to complete their scientific studies of the
proposed Rancho Mission Viejo Plan, it is not in the best interest of the public to
change the zoning or to amend the General Plans. We urge you to continue the
public process! Please let the Resource Agencies finish their study and make public
their recommendations. Then, we hope that you will consider their advice before
changing zones or changing the General Plan!

4/23/2004



Date: April 23, 2004

To: Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Planning and Development Services Department -
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Fr:  Judith M. Gielow, Co-Chair, St. Mark Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Ecophilians
Environmental Group, and Co-President, League of Women Voters of Orange
Coast (including cities from Seal Beach to Laguna Beach and inland to Laguna
Woods, Lake Forest, Mission Viejo and Rancho Santa Margarita)

Re: Proposed Zoning Changes and General Plan Amendments for the Rancho
Mission Viejo property without consideration of full reports concerning the
Environment from Resource Agencies.

Dear Mr. Shoemaker,

On March 28, 2003, our letter to you began, “The proposal {o proceed with
development of the Rancho Mission Viejo property while that same property is in the
“good faith” process of NCCP program development seems premature and “unfaithful”,
and disrespectful to Supervisor Wilson. “

“We have been following the NCCP process and Supervisor Wilson's task force on
land use and water issues. We are very interested in the Rancho Mission Viejo

Development Plan.”

As before, we feel that, “The proposed NOP contains 17 areas of important community
impacts that the EIR must address. We are concerned with survival of the biological
treasures of unique plant and animal species found on the property. We are especially
concerned with the assurance of an adequate, reliable, exclusive, safe, affordable and
high quality drinking water supply that can be guaranteed (in perpetuity and/or certain
for at least, say, 40 years). Likewise we are concerned about affordable housing,
utilities, and services such as sewer and refuse — re-use and /or disposal — as they
might impact the health of the environment and the people expected to live there.”

As you know, the League of Women Voters places a very high priority on availability of
information and citizen participation in local and regional land use decisions. While the
resource agencies work to complete their scientific studies of the proposed Rancho
Mission Viejo Plan, it is not in the best interest of the public to change the zoning or to
amend the General Plans. We urge you to continue the public process! Please let the
Resource Agencies finish their study and make public their recommendations. Then,
we hope that you will consider their advice before changing zones or the General Plan!
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To;
Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

From:
Capistrano Bay Area League of Women Voters
ities of Dana Point, Laguna Niguel, San Ciemente, San Juan Capistrano
P.O. Box 2174  Capistrano Beach, California 92624-0174
Land Use Committee _
Mary Brooks, Lyn Harris-Hicks, Mary La Husen, Diane Thomas, Barbara Rosenbaum

Date: April 15, 2004
Mr. Chuck Shoemaker,

It has come to the attention of our Capistrano Bay Area League that the Orange County
Planning and Deveiopment Services Department is allowing the Rancho Mission Viejo
Company to submit a request for General Plan Amendments and Zoning Changes for their
proposed development, PA 01-114/ Ranch Plan.

Even though the reasons for presenting this Revised NOP is understandabie; the
stretching of the resource agencies’ resources with the fires and Riverside County needs,
the LeaEgue strongly feels that it is more important for the timing of the N.C.C.P. and the
SCORE processes to be ailowed to contiunue as agreed upon by all involved.

The League of Women Voters feels very strongly that the public be given the
opportunity to hear the scientific recommendations of the resource agencies in order to be
informed of the impacts of the prcg:csed Ranch Plan locally and regionally. This process is
more important than any hurried General Plan Amendments or Zone Changes at this time.

Even more important is the public’s perception that the NC.C.P. and SCORE
processes are working as promised. Thank you keeping us informed.

Please send any reply to the Land Use Committee Chair,
Barbara Rosenbaum, 15 Fontaire Coto de Caza, California 92679
(949)635-0760 Fax-(949)635-0307 barbrosey@aol.com



To:  Mr. Chuck Shoemaker 20/4/2004
Plarming aneDavelopnest Services Doparimaent
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower Street
Santa Ana, CA 92702

From: Paul Carlton, Member of SCORE

3280 Paseo Gallita
San Clemente, CA 92672

Mr. Shoemaker,

As a member of SCORE, I devoted many hours in research, study and
discussion of the many issues connected with the Ranch Plan as presented
by the Rancho Mission Viejo Co(RMVCo). The basic charge of the
SCORE process was that the County submission for a draft EIR and request
for a General Plan Amendment{(GPA)/Zone Change(ZC)would be put forth
simultaneously with the land use evaluations of the Natural Communities
Conservation Plan(NCCP), the Special Area Management Plan(SAMP), and
the California Environmental Quality Act(CEQA), regarding the portion of
the Ranch which should be set aside for endangered species, necessary
stream protection, consideration of fire danger, recreational use, avoidance
of urban sprawl, increased traffic and many other factors. These critical
issues have to be considered before, repeat before, the County considers a
General Plan Amendment/Zone Change. The County is permitting the
Revised Notice of Preparation to go forward alone without following the
process laid out by Supervisor Wilson. It is unfortunate that the Resource
Agencies have not been able to complete their work due to other work
priorities. This Project, and its implications for the future of South Orange
County, are too important to abandon the process and allow the RMVCo. to
obtain a GPA/ZC which would increase the value of the property
immensely and make it impossible for possible reimbursement to the
Company for lands which the Resource Agencies, the surrounding
cities(which should be consulted in detail), and SCORE deem not
appropriate for development.

Therefore, 1 ask that you consult with your superiors in the County
Government and ask them to put a moratorium on this Revised Notice of
Preparation until such time as the process outlined above is followed.

Paul Carlton "2 oo™ /T o AR

Member of SCORE o

CC: Supervisor Tom Wilson
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Mr, Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr, Shoemaker,

The Revised Notice of Preparation of March 23, 2004 shows that in just over one year
The Ranch has decided it can ignore all state and federal laws about environmental
protection and public planning of our county's last precious wilderness areas.

Not only does this plan ignore the Federal Endangered Species Act by not even
pretending to create contiguous wildlife corridors connecting O'neil and Caspers parks,
the Cleveland National Forest with Camp Pendleton, but it ignores California laws
protecting current inhabitants from the exorbitant price of increase in county
infrastructure demands we can't afford! This plan ignores SB 610 and SB221. We don't
have enough water in Orange County to keep expanding homes into our wildemess. The
state has lost 20% of its Colorado River water resource. We must adjust to that change.
Drinking water and fire protection water are essentials for existence in Southern
California. All five desalinization projects, if they come on line in the next ten years do
not begin to make up for what we have lost let alone address expanding infrastructure.
See the Metropolitan Water District Report of March 25, 2003.

The Ranch Plan still demands 14,000 homes, a new city, five golf courses, and all the
roads that connect them instead of leaving as wilderness Orange County's last clean water
shed of San Mateo with the wildlife, plants and animals, running free to Trestles.

Chiquita Canyon the entire Planning Area 2 must be preserved for public trails in the
wilderness.

Golf courses are not open space. They are a gigantic pollution and death trap for wildlife.
Our latest mountain lion kill was because a man stumbled on to one while looking for his
golf ball.

The Revised NOP ignores eight threatened and endangered species. The public approved
Propositions 40 and 50, showing Californians' concern to preserve our last wilderness
areas for future generations.

The Open Space acres of this Revised NOP show the Ranch has no need to listen to the
public. There is no provision for wilderness. This is a full urbanization of 22,815 acres,
This plan includes 2,000 less acres of open space. It pretends that five golf courses are
open space. Area 13 pretends a regional park whose acres set aside are basically a creek



with a path at its side. Nothing can be developed in Area 11, but it is surrounded by
development, so it doesn’t create the open habitat of contiguous corridors that our wild
life needs. Its area included in the open space is a bogus gift. Two hundred homes in the
top of Area 9 would kill all chance for wildlife corridors connecting Cleveland Forest to
Camp Pendleton.

The Ranch Plan also breaks the intent of SB1468 that demands local planners must
prohibit encroachment on airports and military bases that will end up m lawsuits. Camp
Pendleton must have a conservation easement that protects the military in two ways.
Planning area 8 cannot have houses or a golf course that would bring residents into close
contact with military training. The second protections is about diminishing wilderness
habitat, leaving the military base as the only area left to preserve the threatened and
endangered species of Orange County. Camp Pendleton officials have made it clear that
any further development of the county's wilderness works against the base's primary
purpose, military training. We need a conservation easement. Anyone looking at
contiguous corridors understands that Areas 4, 7, 8, and all of 9 must be open wilderness
habitat, not open space, but wilderness.

In conclusion, the Ranch Plan is a full destruction of 22,815 acres of the most beautiful
wilderness southern California has to offer. We have watched Orange County in the last
decade of the developers greed lose its mountain contours that are replaced by deadening
plateaus of houses. We have seen the wildlife vanish. We have watched our beaches
close from urban development pollution and the ecosystems go dead. We are just
beginning to face the future of Orange County without water supply. The Revised Ranch
Plan shows no concern for the wilderness or the law. The zoning changes must be
stopped in order for public institutions to seek methods to preserve this wilderness. The
family has benefited for over a hundred years from the tax basis of the Williamson Act
when they saw themselves as stewards of the land. The people of California do not owe
that family the right to a zoning change to make billions of dollars. Obey the law. Keep
Rancho Mission Vigjo's 22,000 acres wild,

arni Magda
460 Oak Street
Laguna Beach, CA 92651
(949) 494-1373
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California Trails & Greenways Foundation

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Dept.
Environmental Planning Services Division
300 North Flower St.

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Re: G.P. Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) aka The Ranch Plan

We have reviewed the Ranch Plan of February 24, 2004 and the

_Tevised plan of March 23,2004,

We offer the following comments:

The proposed development plans will have a very negative impact on
the last open space in.South QOrange County. The area involved.does
very littie to protect the existing wilderness areas.

Planning areas # 3 and # 4 are in the immediate vicinity of Caspers
Wilderness Park and Riley Wilderness Park. Again this will have a
severe impact on this area.

Planning area # 9 states that it wiil be " open space” yet on page 3 of
the revised plan it states that the plan is for "estate housing , a golf
course plus 120 casitas" this is not Open space or habitat preservation,

In conclusion, we feel that this project is a bad plan for future
generations of Soyuth Orange County. An aiternative plan is needed
such as keeping it as permanent open space and habitat consarvation.
Funding sources are available and should be explored that would aliow
for purchsase of the property,

Sincerely yours

(e La
lise M. Byrnes
Vice President

Cal.Trails & Greenways Foundatiown
P.O. 1029

San'Juan Capistrano,CA 92693
{949) 493-4222

FAX (948) 493-1228
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To: Mr. Chuck Shoemaker From: Dawn Montano
Fax:  714.834.4652 Pages: 2
Phona: 714-834.2552 Date: (04/23/04

Re: Revised NOP for Rancho Mission Vigjo €€ [Click here and type name)

[l Urgent LI For Review U Piease Comment [ Please Reply U Please Recycie

Attached are my comments on the Revised NOP for the Gsneral Plan AmendmentyZaone Change >
Ranch Mission Vigjo

Sincerely,

Dawn Montano
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April 23, 2004

Dawn Momtano
35 Leeds Lane
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

RE: Comments on the Revised Notice of Preparation for the Ranch Plan/ Generai “ia
Amendment/ Zone Change

Dear Mr. Shoamaker;

! have received the Revised Notice of Preparation for the above mentioned pro oo
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the project. | offer the following comme:
concerns:

1. Due to the highly sensitive area and the extreme public controversy associatec
project allowing the project applicant to move forward with the processing of the gene = .
without completed analysis of the entire project area is poor planning. Doing so wouit <
me to believe that regardless of the resource agencies resuits Rancho Mission Viejo M&‘?
would be granted the amendment and RMV would be daveloped without having all the facte
Allowing this would make me doubt the credibility of the County of Orange. If such ar acti
is allowed under CEQA guidelines why was it not referenced in the NOP? Please 1=fs
the section of CEQA guidelines which state an agency is allowed to issue perm = .
environmentally sensitive area which has not been fully analyzed by the appici
resource agencies. Allowing the permits to be issued on such a controversial project «
be a poor decision. Especially since this project continually draws hundreds of peouis
opposition to every public meeting about the Ranch plan. it would not make the T
Orange look plausible.

2. RMV is also seeking to expedite this process because it encountered some dslays arr: i
to the recent major wildfires of 2003. The process has been competing for the attz:
the resource agencies, which are already overburdened. That is not justification to sxr«ri
a project. Resource agencies as well as public agencies are always understaffed ard 4 -
huge workloads. RMV should not be granted an expedited process. They need to wa’ -
along with the rest of the applicants.

3. Existing infrastructure does not support the current traffic demands in the area andg r-
clearly identifies the completion of the 241 South as its most viable solution. How car v~
base a project of this magnitude on a project that has yet to be approved, funded or eve
reviewed by the public? In addition, that project is also highly controversial and will definite:
be a heated battle for years to comse.

4. The proposed project indirectly impacts many communities along the I-5 corndor an. 1
of these communities were not considered in the NOP. Communities such as Lagura " -
Aliso Viejo, and Laguna Hills, will be competing for usage of the off-ramps of the ., -
now stands most travel lanes on the ramps are dedicated to cars traveling east. Res s .
Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel and Aliso Viejo must wait in long lines while cars 1z o

RMW NOP Comments April 2004
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eastbound scmetimes have 3 or 4 lanes dedicated to them while westbound traf.- .-
tane. This_situation is only going to degrade with the addition of 14,000 horm: -

ine state tbldget crisis has delayed and even postponed many transporiaiicr

projects in the aforementioned areas. RMV will come in and build out the area ...
allow Caltrans and taxpayers to pay for the necessary improvements due 1~
development. This happens repeatedly and developers always do little to co
situation. It is imperative that financial contributions are considered necessary 'ra .
financial contributions must be described and allocated to the “public” freeway systaT a:
clearly identified in the EIR. This means placement of a dollar amount to BMV's
contributions,

5. The proposed development would also put added pressure on the watarsheds in 1 = o~
With a development of this magnitude area streams will be even more polluted. As .+ = -
it is very common to open the Orange County Register and notice a warning for nig .
of pollutants in our oceans and this is all primarily due to the large-scale devslopme =,
have occurred in southeastern Orange County. A development of this size will suray a7
significantly to this growing phenomenon. The watershed area needs to be fuily ara ~w

before any part of this process is to move forward.

8. Endangered and threatened species are abundant in the project area and proviac 2 . o
linkage to other critical habitats in the county. Part of the area proposed for developm=-* -
been called a globally significant hotspot, This process separates planning for developrme
from planning for preservation of endangered species. Put science first. The o= o
agencies should have adequately planned to preserve endangered species BEF/ T ¢
county or RMV plans where the development should go. The processes shoult o~
“concurrent.”

in closing, the RMV family is not interested in being good stewards to the land but rathe
wealthy land destroyers. As a 30-year resident of the County of Orange | understand the
importance of growth and the need to have strong tax revenue. Mowever, | feel the Court,
Orange is dangerously close to becoming an unhealthy and an unpleasant environment =
with smog, cars and more strip malls than the residents want. We can still maintain a stror s
stable county without the need to develop every bit of open space. Set a precedent arn pu: i
residents desires before the desires of developers. After all, the residents of South Couniy heus
to live with RMV's development plans and clean up their messes once they have deveiopea g
left the area. Let's stop that while we can and ieave the land, as it is so generations to com« ¢4
enjoy the beauty of the area. Leave the General Plan as it stands and do not ailow ar.
amendment or zone changes.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project, | logk forward to receiving pr e
updates on this project.

Sincerely,

Dawn Montano
Aliso Viejo Resident

RMW NOP Comments April 2004



Marianna H. Handler

P.O.Box 3124
Sewanee, TN 37375
Tel. 423-837-3936, -,
or cell 423-605-5568

e-mail: mariannah@earthlink net

April 5, 2004

Planning and Development Services Dept.
P.O.Box 4048
Santa Anna, CA 92702-4048

To Whom it may concern:

I'have left California and am no longer interested in receiving information about
plans for the Rancho Mission Viejo or other planned changes in the area.
Please take me off your mailing list.

Thank you, -
Sincerely

Oy

Marianna H. Handler

Marianne Handler
26000 Aeropuerto Ave, #41
San Juan Capistrano CA 92675

u'rr'-‘#."-.
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
'DEPARTMENT
300 N. FLOWER STREET
P.0.BOX 4048
SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 927024048

REVISED
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

DATE: March 23, 2004
SUBJECT; Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #58¢

Project Title: General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-1 14) (aka The Ranch Plan)

Applicant; Rancho Mission Viejo
Contact: Chuck Shoemaker Phone: (714) 834-2552

On February 24, 2003, the Orange County Planning & Development Services Department (County) prepared an tnitial Study for
the Project and determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) ig necessary. The Notice of Preparation {(NOP), which
included a copy of the initial Study, was distributed for a 30-day review period. Since the NOP was distributed, certain
madifications to the Project have been made, The County has elected 1o prepare a Revised NOP that outlines those changes
and selicit input from Responsible and Trustee agencies regarding those changes. To facilitate Your review, a copy of the NOP
that was previously distributed is attached for your reference,

The County of Orange is the lead agency for the Project and will prepare the EIR under the lerms and requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) and the implementing Guidelines for the California Envirenmental Quality Act
(Guidelines). n order for the concerns of your agency to be incorporated into the Draft EIR, we need to know the views of your

All comments or other responses to this notice must be submitted in writing to:

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker
Planning and Development Services Department
Environmentaf Planning Services Division

3G0 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, Califomia 927024048

Submitteq by:

T O el

NeoMeely , Diracior U

Attachment: 2003 NOP
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Local Agencies (County, City, Special Agencies)

City of Huntington Beach

City of San Juan Capistrano
City of San Juan Capistrano
South Coast Water District
Individuals and Businesses

Adrian J. Peters, AICP
Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott

Jason Kelley, Assistant Planner
George Scarborough, City Manager
William A. Ramsey, AICP,

Principal Planner

Joseph A. Sovelia

Residing City/Group Represented

Talega Associates
Gregory W. Sanders



TALECGA

ASSOCIATES, LLC

Aupril 23,2004

Mir. Chuck Shoemaker

COUNTY OF ORANGE

Planning and Development Services Department
Emnvironmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street, Third Floor

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048"

Subject:  Comments on Revised NOP for GPA/Zone Change PA 01-114 (akarthe Ranch Plan)
D ear Chuck,

We have reviewed the Revised Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared by the County of Orange
for General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka The Ranch plan) dated March 23,
2004. After careful review of the Revised NOP, we have determined that it does not deviate in
any substantial way from the NOP originally circulated on February 24, 2003 and as a result we
believe there is no reason to provide further comments at this time.

For your convenience we have attached another copy of the March 26, 2003 letter our legal
counsel, Greg Sanders, submitted to your attention on behalf of Talega Associates, LLC
providing comments on the original NOP. We ask that these comments remain in effect.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Revised NOP and look forward to continued
participation in the review of EIR #589 and the other entitlements for The Ranch Plan.

If you have any questions please feel free to call me at (949) 498-1366.
Sincerely,

Adrian J-Petept{ AICP

Senior Project Manager

ce: Pat Hayes, Talega Associates, LLC

attachments

881 CALLE NL£GOCIOQ, SUtTE O
SanN CLEMENTE, CaA 92673
= 949-498-1366 + FAX 948-408-0612
WWW.TALEGA.COM
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200340-0001
YIA MESSENGER
e SO LN AT IS
Planning and Development Services
Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
County of Orange
300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048
Attn: Chuck Shoemaker

Re:  Comments of Talega Associates, LLC - Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft
Environmental Impact Report No. $89 (The Ranch Plan)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

. We represent Talega Associates, LLC (“Talega Associates™), owner of the Talega
master planned community (“Talega Project™) located in and adjacent to the City of San

Environmental Impact Report No. 589 (The Ranch Flan) (“Notice of Preparation”), dated
February 24, 2003, The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Notice of Preparation.’

developed or is under development, Vesting tentative tract aps have been approved for the
remainder of the Talega Project. Talega Associates is concerned that the proximity of the area
encompassed by The Ranch Plan to the Talega Project Inay compromise the delicate balagce
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NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP

Planning and Development Services Department
March 26, 2003 o
Page 2

issues, resulting in significant unavoidabje environmental impacts that canmot be mitigated to g
level of insignificance,

The specific comments of Talega Associates on the Notice of Preparation are set
forth below;

A.  Construction of SR-241. The Notice of Preparation contemplates
construction of the extension of §R-241 through the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan. For
example, in the disoussion of Infrastructure Improvements, the Notice of Preparation at page 10
provides that, “The Project reflects the extension of the SR-241 toll road because it is depicted
on the master Plan of Arterial Highways.” The Ranch Plan also proposes a new interchange at

Valley Parkway/SR-241 interchange. It is clear from the Notice of Preparation that construction
of the SR-241 extension and Christianitos Road/SR-241 interchange are integral infrastructure
improvements necessary to accommodate demands on the traffic circulation system posed by
The Ranch Plan. The capacity of the planhed SR-241 extension is unknown, Preparation of a
federal environmenta] impact statement assessing the impacts of the proposed SR-241 extension
is underway. Preparation of an environmenta] impact repoit on The Ranch Plan should be held
1 abeyance until the environmental impact statement on the proposed SR-241 extension has
been completed and the size, location, capacity and environmental impacts of the extension are
known.,

B. Christianitos Road. The Ranch Plan includes the addition of Christianitos
Road to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways to extend from Avenida Pico northerly through

extension of SR-241. This new road will provide a convenient route to Interstate 5 via Avenida
Pico. The interchange at Avenida Pico and Interstate 5 is heavily impacted. The environmental
impact report for The Ranch Plan should assess traffic impacts on Avenida Pico, particularly as
such traffic impacts affect the Avenida Pico/Interstate 5 interchange, Reconstruction of the
Avenida Pico/Interstate 5 interchange to increase the capacity of the interchange may be
necessary to accommodate the traffic impacts associated with The Ranch Plan,

C.  Avenida Talega. It is not clear whether the teference to reclassification of
Avenida Talega from a secondary arterial highway to a collector road “within unincorporated
Orange County” at page 11 of the Notice pf Preparation refers to that portion of Avenida Talega
withju the Talega Project or The Ranch Plan. Given that Avenida Talega will provide a direct
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NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP

Planning and Development Services Department
March 26, 2003 )
Page 3

D. Local Circulation Network. The Notice of Preparation at page 14 provides

that “much of the local eirculation network would be defined at the time tentative tract maps are
processed.” This approach invites bifurcation of the environmental issues related to traffic
impacts, creating a piecemeal approach to assessment of the totality of such impacts in
contravention of the California Enviropmental Quality Act (Pub, Res. Code § 21000, ot seq.), To
the degree known, assessment of the traffic impacts associated with the local circulation network
should be undertaken in the context of the environmental impact report for The Ranch Plan with
all other potential traffic impacts. ‘

E. Regional Circulation Plan. The Notice of Preparation proposes deletion of
two arterial highways from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways. The Notice of Preparation
further provides at page 17 that deletion of the Avery Parkway/Trabuco Creek Road connection
will not require an amendment to the County Circulation Plan (presumably, the Circulation
Element of the Orange County General Plan) because that facility is located within the City of

Mission Viejo. Assessment of the impacts to the regional traffic circulation system, however,
must be addressed in The Ranch Plan environmental impact report.

F, Utilities. The Notice of Preparation at Page 14 proposes deferring
assessment of the size of water and sewer utilities until tentative tfract maps are processed. The
Notice of Preparation contains sufficient information regarding development of The Ranch Plan
to assess the size and measure the impacts of such facilities. In particular, the size of such
facilities must be reasonably forecast in order to asgess the growth-inducing impacts associated
with such facilities,

. G. en Space Designation. The Notice of Preparation at page 17
erroneously characterizes the Orange County General Plan Land Use Element “Open Space”
designation as a “holding zone,” If true, the 13,544 acres of open space provided for in The
Ranch Plan would be available for future land use entitlement arid development, requiring that
the proponents of The Rench Plan make reasonable assumptions regarding such future
development and analyze such fiture development in The Ranch Plan environmental impact
report. The open space condition of the area eacompassed by The Ranch Plan should be used as
the base line for assessment of the environmental impacts associated with The Ranch Plun.

H. Prime Farmland. The Notice of Preparation at page 18 proposes

I Surrounding Land Uses. At page 19, the Notice of Preparation sets forth

an inventory of land uses surrounding the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan, The inventory
of land uses includes the “Talega Valley” project, (presumably, the Talega Project). The
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Planning and Development Services Department
March 26, 2003 "
Page 4

discussion, however, distinguishes between such surrounding uses and existing land uses “within
the study area.” The Ranch Plan will generate environmental impacts inchiding, but not limited
to, traffic impacts on most, if not all, surrounding uses. Accordingly, the study area for The
Ranch Plan environmental impact report must include all of the identified surrounding Jand uses.
Additionally, the environmental impact report should address environmental impacts associated
with proxirmnity of the area encompassing The Ranch Plan to the Camp Pendleton Marine Base
and activities performed at the base. Finally, no mention is made of the Donna O’Niell Land
Conservancy area, Please see the comments under Paragraph L below regarding proximity of
the Donna O*Niell Land Conservancy area to the area encompassed by The Ranch Plan,

A Williamson Act Contract Cancellation. The Ranch Plan includes

cancellation of the Williamson Act contracts that encumber the area encompassed by The Ranch
Plan. The potential growth inducing and other environmental impacts associated with
cancellation of the Williamson Act contracts must be assessed in The Ranch Plan environmental

impact report.

K. vironmental Analysis Checklist Responses — Transportation/
Circulation. The Envirommental Analysis Checklist Responses accompanying the Notice of
Preparation at Section 7 (Transportation/Circulation) provides that “The segment of Interstate 5
that is parallel to the project site operates at a deficient level] of service.” As discussed above,
The Ranch Plan may produce significant traffic impacts on Interstate 5 and at least one Interstate
5 interchange (Avenida Pico) that is presently operating at a level of service that is less than
optimum. The Ranch Plan must assess the traffic impacts such plan will generate with regard to
Interstate 5 and interchanges that future residents and commuters of the area encompassed by
“The Ranch Plan will use,

L. Donna O’Niell Land Conservancy (Talega Reserve Area). Environmental
impacts on the Donna O*Niell Land Conservancy area (Talega Reserve Area) associated with
development of The Ranch Plan should be assessed. Among other things, traffic circulation and
development setback mitigation measures should be analyzed as a means of protecting this
pristine wildetness arca.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation. We look
forward to reviewing a revised Notice of Preparation that reflects the comments set forth above,

AN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP

GWE/dsh
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March 26, 2003
Page 5

bee;  Pat Hayes (via fax)
Adrian Peters (via fax)

TOTAL P.86



SOUTH COAST

4
*

' WATER DISTRICT

Providing Quality Water and Wastewater Services to the Coastal Communities

April 27, 2004

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Dept.
Environmental Planning Zervices Division
300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report #589

Metropolitan Water District and Santa Margarita Water District are
owners/operators of the South County Pipeline, which is within this project's
areda. It conveys water further south of South Coast Water District. Please
protect all faciiities associated with this pipeline. We would appreciate your
contacting the operator of this transmission main, Santa Margarita Water District,
in this regard.

Sincerely,

i

osgph A. Sovella
Director of Engineering for

Michael P. Dunbar
General Manager

MPD:JASm

Mailing Address: PO. Box 30205, Lagwna Niguel, CA 82607.0205
Street Address: 31392 West Sereer, Laguna Beach, CA 92651
Fax: (949} 499-4256 Phone: (949} 494.4353



#? City of Huntington Beach

2000 MAIN STREET CALIFORNIA 92648
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

Phone 536-5271
Fax 374-1540

3741648
April 29, 2004

Mr. Chuck Shoemaker

Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Subject:  Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact report #589

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

The City of Huntington Beach has reviewed the Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft EIR #589 for
General Plan Amendment/Zone Change (PA 01-114) (aka The Ranch Plan} Rancho Mission
Viejo. The City of Huntington Beach does not have any comments; however, we would like to
review the Draft Environmental Impact Report when available.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and the City of Huntington
Beach looks forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

ason Kelley
Assistant Planner
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Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
Attention: Chuck Shoemaker

300 North Flower Street _

Santa Ana, California 927024048

Subject: Response to the Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
589 for “Tha Ranch Plan” (PA 01-0114) SCH#2003021141 {our file: inter
jurisdictional Project Review 2001-03, Rancho Mission Viejo)

Dear Mr. Shoemaker:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation {NOP) for the
proposed Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The significant magnitude of this proposed
project coupled with its clase proximity to cur City could result in potentially significan:
impacts which we believe need to be thoughtfully considered.

We understand that the County of Orange is preparing an Environmental lmpact Repor!
for Rancho Mission Viejo's “ The Ranch Plan which would result in the development of up
to 14,000 dwelling units, 130 acres of urban activity center uses, 258 acres of business
park uses, 39 acres of neighborhood retail uses, up to four golf caurses, a proposed 1,07%
acre regional park, and about 13,161 acres of open space area. A 420-acre portion of the
proposed open space would include up to 100 home sites, a private golf course with o
limited number of associated attached dwelling units and equestrian facilities
Development is planned 1o occur over approximately 30 years. We understand those
ranching activities would also be retained within a portion of the proposed open space
area. The infrastructure would be constructed to support all of these uses, including road
improvements, utility improvements and schools. The number and locations of the schoois
will be further refined during the entitlement review processes. Existing agricultural uses,
may also be expanded as a result of project implementation.

We understand development would occur over a periad of 30 years. However, a phasing
plan has evidently not been developed for the property. In order to conduct the
environmental impact report analysis, a phasing plan will be necessary and the applican
should be requested to submit the same. The phasing plan could depict relative as
opposed o actual time frames of development.

San Juan Capistrane. Preserving the Past to Enbance the Future
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While this project will require preparation of a full environmental impact report covenng aft
topicat areas under California Environmental Quality Act, areas of particular concern to the

City include the following:

Aesthelics. Given the intensity and location of proposed development directly adjacent tu
the Gity fo the sast, especially Planning Areas 1 and 11, aesthetic impacts on the City of
San Juan Capistrano may be potentially significant. The environmental impact report needs
to study and address potentiatly significant assthetic impacts considering the following

. Views of the project from arterial streets within the City including Ortega
Highway and San Juan Creek Road.

. Views from Ortega Highway approaching the City, as well as views of the
City edge from La Pata Avenue northbound and Antonio Parkway

southbound,
. Views of major ridgeline and slope grading within Planning Areas 1 and 11
. Views of the project with respect to removal of the existing agncultural citru:.
graves located in Planning Area 1, on the hillside north of Ortega Highway
\ Views along Ortega Highway and alterations to the roads scenic corndo
: value which refiects the Gity's rural, agncultural heritage.
. Views of project areas in Planning Area Trasulting in the remaoval of existing

groves adjacent to Ortega Highway.

Aesthetic impacts should be assessed using digitized photographic simulation and indicatr:
“before” and “after” views. Such analysis needs fo consider the fact that Ortega Highway
is a designated “sceni¢ drive” under the City's General Plan Conservation and Open Spacc
Element. Also, the impact analysis needs to consider the provisions of tha City's General
Plan Community Design Element with respect to hillside development and ridgeline
preservation. Finally, the City’s major traifl system provides public vistas which would b
significantly impacted by the proposed developmeant. The environmental impact repont
consulting contract needs to include adequate provision for extensive view impact analysis

The environmental impact report consulting contract should include provisions for the
preparation and analysis of up to fifteen (15) view lacations, using “digitized photographi
simulations” in order to determine potentially significant aesthetic impacts on the City o
San Juan Capistrano. The view locations should be selected in consultation with Cily stuft
The environmental impact report aesthetic impact analysis should evaluate view impact-
in the context of the City's General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element and
Community Design Element

in additicn, mass grading of Planning Area 1 could be more extensive than now efvisioner
in order to provide slope stabilization, Planned soils and geological testing of the projuct
site may reveal existing conditions requiring remedial geological stabilization which cout
invalve more extensive grading and landform alteration than that assessed solely as (.1
of the aesthetlic analysis.



Sent by: CUBRENT PLANNING DIVISION 714834468523; 05/08/04 5:08FM; JetFax #463;Page 7/12
Heraived: 4/2BIGA BIABAM; R4G 6681 64871 .= CURBENT PLANNING OIVIw|or

APR 28 2000 S:38AM CITy OF SAN JUAN CAP/PLAN 9489 EBL 5451

Plarning and Developrent Services Dept.
Environmental Planning Services Division 3 March 26, 200

Consequently, the soils and geclogy testing needs to be concluded pror to completing the
aesthetic impact analysis, in particular for those views of the ridgelinas and hillsides
forming Planning Area 1 s0 as to assess the limits of grading based on any potential
geological reredial grading.

Air Quality. Shor-term air quality impacts in the form of respirable particulate matte
(PM10) assaciated with the substantial projectgrading, could result in potentially significant
impacts to residents in the area. The environmental impact report needs to address
potentially significant short-termn air quality impacts related to site grading and constructon
The City is particularly interested in the grading and development of Planning Area 1,
where such development has the potential to directly affect existing residents in the City
Diumnal winds and air movement will transport aitbome particutate matter into the City
affecting residents and their property.

The environmental impact report air quality analysis needs to use a methodolegy which
assasses construction-telated air quality impacts by considering the extent and duration
of grading, the micro climatic conditions, especially prevailing winds, and the proximiy of
grading to existing residential neighborhoods in the City of San Juan Capistrano. Also, the
City has established a written policy for mitigating grading impacts through City Counci
Policy 422, Standards for Grading Projects to Minimize Impacts which the County should
imposa on grading activity in Planning Area 1.

Biological Resources. The project site includes exiensive arroyos, stream cornidors
rangelands, and canyons which provide habitat for State and Federally-protected plant ai!
animal species. San Juan Creek, in particular, is of interest to the City and has the
potential to provide enhanced habilat for multiple species, especially those listed a
“endangered” or “thraatened.” On December 16, 1894, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) designated the Arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) as an “endangered
species. We also understand that previous field wark conducted in the context of the
Natural Communities Conservation Program {NCCFP) San Juan Creek provides important

habitat information.

The environmental impact report needs to include provisions for exiensive field testing (:
detemnine the habitat range and presence of the Arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) and othor
isted riparian flora and fauna, consistent with all current United States Fish and Wildhfe
Service (USFWS) protocols. Field testing should be supplemented with Spring 2007
stream corridor surveys to provide updated and relevant information to determine:
potentially significant biological impacts and to identify alternative land planning concepts
which would mitigate impacts to these species.

The Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP) establishes the concopt ot

connectivity 1o maintain biolagical diversity between open space reserve areas. Whic
Flanaing Area 11 provides the opponunity for an impoertant habitat inkage batweosn th

City's extensive open space {(akmost 1000 acres of natural open space located betwees
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San Juan Creek Road and San Clemente) and the San Juan Creek corridor, Planning Area
1 astablishes a barrier between San Juan Creek and the Ladera Open Space conservancy
lands which extend along the westedy edge of Ladera south of Trabuco Creek. A
substantial buffer of between two-thousand and two-thousand five-hundred feet in width
along the eastery City limit would create an important and beneficial habitat linkage
connecting the City's open space, the San Juan Creek corridor, the Ladera Consarvancy,
and Trabuco Creek.

The environmental impact report needs to assess an altemative which would provide
habitat linkage in the form of a substantial buffer area, befween two-thousand and two
thousand five-hundred in width along the eastedy City limit connecting the City's open
space, the San Juan Creek comidor, the Ladera Gonservancy lands, and the Trabuco
Creek corridor.

Cultural Resources. The 8an Juan Creek comidor and adjoining lands represent areas
with relatively high potential for pre-hisioric {pre-European occupation) Native American
habitation. Along Trabuco Creek within the City of San Juan Capistrano, evidence of pne-
historic villages and encampments has been discovered. The ancientvillage of Putuiden,
a relatively large Juanefio village, was likely located along Trabuco Creek near the present
day intersection of Camino Capistrano and Junipero Serra Road. It's bkely that simiiar
Native American habitation occurred along portions of San Juan Creek.

The environmental impact report needs to include provisions for extensive field testing to
determine the location, extent, and nature of pre-historic Native American habitation, w
particular, villages and encampments. The City asks that cultural resource reports be
prepared consistent with City Council Policy 601, Hisloric, Archaeological and
Paleontological Resource Managemeant.

In addition, pre-historic human burizals have been uncovered during grading activity and
may exist on the project site. Archeologic and paleologic monitoring should be performed
on all grading operations on the project site.

Geology And Soils. The Capistrano Formation, the dominant geological formation of the
coastal hillsides of South Orange County, likely extends into the coastal hills east of and
adjacent to the City. This geological formation is maost notabie for its lack of geologica
stability and the presence of both surficial landslides as well as deep, ancient landslides
There have been saveral instances where properties in both San Clemente and San Juan
Capistrano have experienced mass land movement and subsidence where developmaent
on the Capistrano Formation occurred prior to the current state of knowledge. We are
particularly nterested in the proposed development of Planning Area 1 which directly
adjoins the City to the east, where grading and landform alteration have the potenliai to
directly and indirectly affect existing residential neighborhoods in our City. Grading and
davalopment in Planning Area 1. i not conductad in recognition of existing geoloa:
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conditions, could potentially precipitate land movement and subsidence along the easterly
City boundary.

The environmental impact report consulting contract should include provisions tor
extensive soils and geological testing beginning with the preparation of a research design
which evaluates existing geological maps of the area, recent and historic aerial
photographs of the area, and topographic maps to determine likely areas of geological
instability. The purpose of the research design effort would be to establish a program tor
field tasting that identifies the location of test frenches, auger-bucket borings and holiow-
stem borings. The research design and proposed field testing program, for those
development areas situated directly east of the City (Ptanning Area 1), should be subject
to review and comment by the City of San Juan Capistrano.

Hydrology And Water Quality. The environmental impact report will need to address the
potential stormwater drainage and water quality impacts of the proposed development
The U.8. Amy Corps af Engineers are presently completing preparation of a flood
management report on the San Juan Creek Watershed. Prasently, the City of San Juar
Capistrano and other local agencies are evaluating local design options that woui!
preciude significant modifications to present flood control improvements. While the project
will nead to incorporate extensive usa of water retention and detention basing to minimize
drainage impacts and improve water quality, the project site also presents a unique
opportunity to incorporate design features that will create significant benetfits, in terms of
both water quality management and flpod control, to the project and adjacent jurisdiction:.

The snvimamental impact report should evaluate design features which mitigate not only
the project's drainage and water quality impacts, but addresses 100 year flood condition:.
on downstream improvements and any existing deficiencies in existing flood control. Storm
drainage and water quality improvements in excess of those necessary to address th-
project’s impacts would fikely require funding by public agencies including the Orange
County Flood Control District and/or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Mass grading and the location of development along stream comidors has the potental to
exacerbate drainage and flooding problems on downstream properties in the City of San
Juan Capistrano. The project needs to prepare and submit a conceptual storm drainags
plan and a conceptual water quality management plan.

The environmental impact report consulting contract shauld include provisions for the
analysis of the proposed project's conceptual storm drainage plan and conceptual walos
quality management plan. The conceptual stormwater drainage plan and accompanying
hydrology analysis should assume worst-case scenario baseline conditions for the 10U
year flood within the San Juan Creek watershed and identify appropriate improvements at

a conceptual lavel to mitigate the potential drainage and flood impacts of the proposed
project. The conceptual watar quality management plan should be analyred with respos

to the standards and conditions established hy the San Diego Regional Water Qualt,
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Control Board's applicable Nationat Pollution Discharge Elimination System Requiraments
(NPDES) regicnal permit.

Land Use And Planning. The City's historical growth pattern has resulted in a defined
community core bordered by employment and moderate density housing which is bordered

hy low-density residential development.

The environmental impact report needs to include an assessment of land use compatibility
of Planning Area 1 based on the City's current development pattem and the pre-dominant
fow density residential development along the eastedy City limit in the context of the City's
historical deveiopment pattern.

As part of the alternatives analysis, the environmental impact repart should analyze an
alternative development plan which designates Planning Area 1 for transitional open space
and low density residential use, consistent with development within the City so as 0
establish distinct community identities between The Ranch and the City of San Juan
Capistrano. The altemative pian should create a defined “core” in Planning Area 3 which
reinforces tha identity of the ultimate incorporated City that will evoive from The Ranch
Plan.

Pyblic Services. The proposed project must uitimately meet the Local Agency Formation
Commission objective of providing a full compliment of urban services and possess the
fong-tenm fiscal viability to support incorporation. Planning Areas 1 and 11 directly adjoin
the City of San Juan Capistrano and may be more effectively serviced by San Juan
Capistrano.

The environmental impact report needs to evaluate the potential fiscal viability of The
Ranch Plan to support incorporation. In addition, the environmental impact report needy
to assass an allemative which would involve annexation of Planning Areas 1 and 11 into
tha City of San Juan Capistrano.

As the Ranch is aware, the City is presently constructing a groundwater recovery plant
within the City to increase our independence and rely more on locally produced water. The
environmental impact report needs to assess the development plan with respect
potential impact on groundwater recharge in the basin. To the extent the project
incorporates detention basins and holding ponds for landscape irrigation and relatec
purposes, the project would provide opportunities to recharge the San Juan groundwaler
basin.

Noise. Ortaga Highway has long been a source of noise impacts to existing residentiat
neighborhoods which border Ortega. Thase neighborhoods existed long before a potic.
of suburban development governed County fand use planning. The proposed project wili
increase traffic volumes substantially along Ortega with associated nolse impacts.
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The environmental impact report needs to include a comprehensive noise impact analysis
of mobile noise sources along the Ortega Highway between the easterly City limit and
Interstate 5. To the extent the project may result in significant noise impacis, the project
needs o provide appropriate mitigation. Providing alternative road connections 1o the
project outside the City so as to minimize traffic volume increases on Ontega Highway
should be an altemative thal is discussed in assessing noise impacts.

In addition, the environmental impact report needs to assess the potential impact of
construction-related noise on residential neighborhoods in San Juan Capistrang, in
particular, from grading and construction activity in Planning Area 1. Staging areas tor
grading equipmant and construction should be located as far as possible from existing
neighborhoods.

Transpodation. The project will result in potentially significant traffic impacts on artecat
street intersactions and links within tha City of San Juan Capistrano which will nead fo bs-
analyzed in the project traffic impact analysis. Given the magnitude of the proposed
project and it's potential impact on the City's arterial street, the traffic impact study needs
to include the City's “Master Plan of Streets and Highways™ street system within the
project’s traffic impact analysis study area.

The traffic impact analysis, for those arterial links and intersections within our City, shouid
comply with City Administrative Policy #310.

The environmental impact report's traffic impact study should include the City's “Master
Plan of Streets and Highways” street system within the project study area in complfance
with City Administrative Policy #310, Preparation & Use of Traffic Studies. Prior 1
inclusion in the draft environmental impact report, the County will solicil review and
comment on the draft traffic impact analysis from the City of San Juan Capistrano for that
portion of the project study area situated within the City's corporate limits.

Where the project would significantly impact existing arterial streets, the project will have
to construct necessary street improvements or pay circulation program fees to mitigats
those impacts. We endorse a collaborative procass working with Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) in formulating a mitigation plan which will maximize the
effactivenass of mitigating improvements and circulation fee funding.

Wa strongly support the concept of a realigned Ortega Highway through the proposed
projact which will preserve the scenic corridor value of that read east of the City while
patentially minimizing traffic impacts.

As a circulation alternative, we recommaend that the environmental impact report evaluate
the potential extension of Avery Parkway from its current terminus to existing Oneg.
Highway/realigned Ortega Highway. Avery Parkway has the potential to provide needed
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capacity now being accommodated by Crown Valley Parkway in Mission Viejo, and Orteg:.
Highway.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Praparation for this,
praject. When available, coordinate your technical repont preparation with Thomas
Tomlinson, Planning Director and Bili Ramsey, Principal Planner in the Pianning
Departrnent. Please add the following staff to your public notice mailing hist for this project

George Scarborough, City Manager
- City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

Thomas Tomdinson, Planning Diractor
City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistrano, CA 926756

Williarn Ramsey, AICP, Principal Planner
City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

We've also established a public notice miailing list to supplement the County's tist and will
forward that list fo you in MS Word format. Wae ask that supplement your project public
notice mailing list so that property owners within the City potentially affected by this project
have the opportunity to participate in the public decision-making process.

We look forward to working with you and your staff on this significant project.

Sinpe

/

rely, /
: /
] ]

T

- &5’% :1 J/\_X/._ﬁ__,

Enclosures: City Councit Policy 422, Standards for Grading Projects to Minimize Impacts

Administrative Policy 310, Preparation and Use of Traffic Studies.
D103 odeev wpd

cc.  Tom Tomlinson, Planning Director
William Ramsey, AICP, Principal Planner

Douglas Dumhart, Principal Management Analyst
William Huber, Engineering & Building Director

Sam Shoucalr, Senior Engineer
Alan Oswald, Senior Engineer-Traffic
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Planning and Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services Division
Altantion: Chuck Shoemaker

300 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Subject: Response (o tha Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental impact Repont
589 for “The Ranch Plan™ (PA 01-0114) SCH#2003021141 (our file: Inter
jutisdictional Project Review 2001-03, Rancho Mission Viejo)

Daar Mr. Shoemaker:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOF) for the
proposed Environmental Impact Report (EIR), As you know, the City has previously
prepared extensive comments on previous Notices of Praparation for this project. The
significant magnitude of this proposed project coupled with its close proximity to our City
could rasult in potentially significant impacts which we believe need to be thoughthully
considered in the environmental impact repart.

We incarporate our earlier comments on the Notice of Preparation, specifically those NO~
comments included in our March 26, 2003 letter, a copy of which is attached. As we v
previously stated, transportation impacts of this project and how Rancho Mission Viej.
proposes to mitigate those impacts are of grimary importance to our City. It is crucial that
Rancho Mission Vieio establish a phased developrment plan which clearly indicates those
arterial street improvements that will need to be conatructed in conjunction with spacific
phases of development. The traffic impact analysis must not only identify the required
naecessary arterial street improvaments, but the specific timing of such improvements with
respect 1o development phasing. The Clty of San Juan Capistrano will expect that the
project fully mitigate direct project impacts through physical street improvements and
mitigate indirect project impacts through payment of transportation mitigation funds

in addition, the EIR should address all indirect impacts from offsite roadway improvements
needed to support the project. Specifically, the EIR should fully address the indirect
impacts of any street improvernents proposed on Ortega Highway and other roadways
within City limits, including but notlimited to aesthetics and view impacts to City-designated
scenic roads, traffic noise and air quality impacts on adjacent residential uses, cultural
resource impacis fram road grading and excavation, and other related affects. A Staterment

San Juan Capistrano: Preserving the Past to Enhance the Future
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of Overiding Considerations will not be considered an acceptable method by the City .
address the project's direct and Indirect transportation impacts on the City.

in addition, the environmental impact report needs to address water resource issues. With
respact to water resources, the City's basic interest is that this project does not adversaly
impact the amount or quality of historic runoff conveyed by San Juan Creak and itu
tributaries, so as to adversely impact the quality or quantity of San Juan Basin surtace
water or ground walter.

1) Any planned groundwater extraction from the San Juan Basin needs to be
addressed., in particular with respect 1o other users allocations from the San
Juan Basin,

2)  Theimpactof the project on groundwater recharge, and maintaining minimal
flow volumes within San Juan Creek 50 as to provide adequate recharge of
the groundwater basin needs to be addressed.

The City requests a copy of the Santa Margarita Water District's water supply assessmen!
study which is to be prepared. In addition, we request the opportunity to review the
propased mass grading concept and evaluate how drainage pattems would be affected oy
this project.

Again, we appreciate the apportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for this
project. When avallable, please provide copies of technical reporis 1o our Planning
Department, Also, please add the foilowing staff to your public notice mailing list for this
project;

Dave Adams, City Manager

City of San Juan Capistrano
32400 Pasac Adelanto

San Juan Capistrana, CA 92675

Moily Bogh, Planning Director
City of 8an Juan Capistrano
32400 Paseo Adeianto

San Juan Capistrang, CA 92675

William Ramsey, AICP, Principal Planner
City of San Juan Capistrano

32400 Paseo Adelanto

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675
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We are preparing a public notice mailing list to supplement the County’s list and wili
forward that jist to you in MS Word format. We ask that supplement your project pubiic
notice mailing list so that proparty ownars within the City potentially affected by this project
have the opportunity to participate in the public decision-making process. We look forward
to wovking with you and your staff on this significant project.

William A. Ramsey, ‘A!CP‘ Pri Clpat Pignner

Enclosures: March 26, 2003 Notice of Preparation (NOP) Comment Letter on EIR 564
The Ranch Plan

BO 10w 5o wict

ct: Dave Adams. Chty Maneger
William Huber, Assistant Cily Manager
Douglas Dumhart, Principal Management Analyst
Molly Bogh, Planning Directar
Ray Hollard. interim Engineering & Building Direclor
Dan McFartand, Development Services Managar

Ziad Maztoudi, Senior Civil Engineer-Water Quality
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