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
consrv.ca.gov

ARNOLD
SCHWARZENEGGER
GOVENOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

April 19, 2004

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.




Mr. Chuck Shoemaker — Orange County Planning and Development Services
Department

April 19, 2004

Page 2

-

*

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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Mr. Chuck Shoemaker (FWS/CDFG-OR-812.3) ) 2

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
'
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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
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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

ARR - ORADARA 24 - AADM TEE N s e



B4/23/2884 14:81 8584674259

DFG SOUTH COAST REG PAGE 85

. Chack Shoermaker (FWS/CDEG-OR-812.3) 6

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
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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
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. 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

. . , £

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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City of Mission Viejo

Facsimile Transmittal Form

e

. Y

C F MISSION VIEJO
Fax; (7/‘{’) 5/34 (Ofgz_r Pl?n'fﬁx?g Depgftln?ent

200 Civic Center

Mission Viejo, CA 92691
 (949) 470-3022 Telephone

(949) 951-6176 FAX

Number of pages, 1 cluding this sheet: / S
Date: 423A4 S

»
.
Time: o iipe oy -

Re: _ Rosumy Lemamgnle oo Boad KoP g “Rancd Plar" feopecd
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Gail Reavis
Mager

City of Mission Viejo e

Community Development Department Jobn P 2. Lafoma

Lamee R. MacLaan
Ceremesl Marmber

A o T

AR P

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

949/470-3053

200 Civic Center » Mission Vieje, California 42691
FAX 949/951-6175

htp/ fwww.ci. mission-viejo.ca us
™
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Chuck Shoemaker
Page 2

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 —



| P4/33cEBd 12:31 NO. 495

Chuck Shosmaker
Page 3

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




s e M 5 a5 P ot

LA

B4 232004 12:31 NG 495 Pas

Chuck Shoemaker
Page 4

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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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
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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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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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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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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”
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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®



April 21, 2004

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




Revised NOP for the Ranch Plan Page 1 of 1

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
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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
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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.



Chuck Shoemaker
April 22,2004
Page 8 _ .
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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



April 3, 2004

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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Richard Bishop
San Carlos

lise M. Byrnes
San Juan Cap.
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Murigtta

Jim Hasenauer
Waoodiand Hills

Kathlean Hayden
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Sacramento
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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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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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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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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



MAR-26-2883 13:37 NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX ELL 949 833 7878 P.U5-@6

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP

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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bee;  Pat Hayes (via fax)
Adrian Peters (via fax)

TOTAL P.86



SOUTH COAST
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' 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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Planning and Development Services Dept.
Envirenmental Planning Services Division 7 March 26, 2001

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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April 23, 2004

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



Sent by: CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION 71483446523; 05/06/04  S5:C7PM; JetFax #493;FPage 3/12
tocelved:  4/28/04 BiadAM; Q4% BE1 6451 -> CURRENT PLANNING DIVIG 0

HPR 28 2000 H:37AM CITYy QF AN JUAN CAP/PLAN 949 6651 5481 .~
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Notice of Preparation (NOP) Response
EIR 589, The Ranch Plan 2 Apeil 23 2004

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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