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ADT
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Co carbon monoxide
CO: Carbon dioxide
COze Carbon dioxide equivalent
COG Council of Governments
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
CSUF California State University, Fullerton
CTR California Toxics Rule
CSUD Capistrano Unified School District
CVWD Capistrano Valley Water District
CWA Clean Water Act, Federal (1977)
CWRP Chiquita Water Reclamation Plant
cy cubic yards
D
DAMP Drainage Area Management Plan
dB Decibel
dBA decibel, A-weighted
DDA Disposition and Development Agreement
DDE Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene
diesel PM Diesel particulate matter
DNL Day Night Noise Level
du dwelling unit
DW domestic water
E
EDU equivalent dwelling unit
EIR Environmental Impact Report (CEQA)
ESCP Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
F
°F degrees Fahrenheit
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report (CEQA)
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act
FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FIIC Field Impact Insulation Class
FSTC Field Sound Transmission Class
ft foot/feet
FTA Federal Transit Administration
FTC Foothill Transportation Corridor
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The environmental impact report (EIR) process, as defined by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), requires the preparation of an objective, full-disclosure document in order
to (1) inform agency decision makers and the general public of the direct and indirect potentially
significant environmental effects of a proposed action; (2) identify feasible or potentially feasible
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potential significant adverse impacts; and
(3) identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives to a proposed project. In accordance with
Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14,
Section 15000 et seq.), this is a Program EIR that addresses the potential environmental impacts
associated with the development of affordable housing in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the
Ranch Plan Planned Community (“the Ranch” or “Ranch Plan”), under the proposed Addendum
Two to the Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement for Rancho Mission Viejo (“the
Project” or “Affordable Housing”). As discussed in Section 1.5 below and in Section 3.4,
Description of the Project, the Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement for Rancho
Mission Viejo (AHIA) describes Rancho Mission Viejo’s (RMV’s)! obligation to set aside land
within the Ranch Plan, for the development of rental housing for low and very low income
households. The Proposed Addendum Two to the AHIA (“Addendum Two”) allows for the
development of the Project by either the County, using County resources, or under the builder-
financed Private-Sector Alternative.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The Project is located within the limits of the Ranch Plan, which is located in unincorporated
Orange County, adjacent to the planned community of Ladera Ranch and the cities of San Juan
Capistrano and San Clemente on the west; the city of Rancho Santa Margarita on the north;
Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton in San Diego County on the south; and Caspers
Wilderness Park and the Cleveland National Forest on the property’s eastern edge. The regional
location and local vicinity are shown on Exhibit 1-1.

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND

On November 8, 2004, the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved a General Plan
Amendment (Resolution No. 04-291), Zone Change (Resolution No. 04-292 and Ordinance
No. 04-014), and Development Agreement (Resolution No. 04-293 and Ordinance No. 04-015)
for the Ranch Plan. The approved project allows for the construction of 14,000 dwelling units,
3,480,000 square feet of Urban Activity Center (UAC) uses, 500,000 square feet of Neighborhood
Center uses, and 1,220,000 square feet of business park uses. The development is proposed to
occur on approximately 5,873 acres, with the remaining 16,942 acres being retained in open
space.

1 The AHIA was entered into between the County of Orange and a certain group of entities collectively defined in the
AHIA as “Owner”. For the purposes of this EIR, “RMV” will mean Owner, as defined in the AHIA and the Development
Agreement for the Ranch Plan.
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Executive Summary

On July 18, 2006, the AHIA was approved pursuant to the Development Agreement for the Ranch
Plan. The AHIA generally requires that RMV provide the County with various sites that are
between 2 and 10 acres in size, for a total of 60 gross acres of property (the “Dedicated Lands”),
for the development of affordable housing for households qualifying as low or very-low income
households, as defined in the Orange County Housing Element. The Affordable Housing
developed on property provided pursuant to the AHIA is not counted against the 14,000 dwelling
units approved as part of the Ranch Plan; however, no additional acreage would be devoted to
development. The Project would be within the graded development areas of the Ranch Plan.

As discussed in Section 2.6.2, Addendum Number One to the AHIA was approved by the County
Board of Supervisors on December 17, 2013. Addendum One authorizes the Private-Sector
Alternative method of development for affordable housing in Planning Areas 1 and 2 of the Ranch
Plan. Under the Private-Sector Alternative, RMV would provide all required infrastructure at no
cost to the County. In exchange, RMV would receive a Dedicated Lands credit that is equal to the
actual gross acreage of the housing site(s) multiplied by a factor of two (for example, a five-gross-
acre site that is developed under the Private-Sector Alternative would receive a Dedicated Lands
Credit of ten gross acres).

Consistent with Addendum One to the AHIA, RMV is currently implementing two affordable
housing projects in Planning Areas 1 and 2. The first projectis in Planning Area 1, in the northeast
quadrant of the Antonio Parkway/Ortega Highway intersection. The second project is within
Planning Area 2 (north of Cow Camp Road and west of Los Patrones Parkway). Combined, these
projects will provide 219 affordable units on 7.8 gross acres. Because these units are being
developed pursuant to the Private-Sector Alternative, a Dedicated Lands credit of 15.6 gross
acres will be provided to RMV.2 As a result, RMV is subject to a remaining Dedicated Lands
obligation of 44.4 gross acres required under the AHIA. If, however, the AHIA is further modified
(as proposed in Addendum Two) to allow for the Private-Sector Alternative to be used to develop
affordable housing in other Ranch Plan Planning Areas (i.e., Planning areas 3, 4, 5, or 8) and if
this method of development is actually employed in any of these Planning Areas, the actual gross
acres to be developed under the Project may be less, based on the calculation of Dedicated Lands
credit under the Private-Sector Alternative. This is discussed further in the definition of the
scenarios provided in Section 3.4.1.

The AHIA is discussed in more detail in Section 2.6.2 of this Program EIR.

2 Separate CEQA documentation was prepared for affordable housing projects in Planning Areas 1 and 2.
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1.4 PROJECT SETTING

The Project site is located within the Ranch Plan. The General Plan land use designations within
the Ranch Plan include Suburban Residential, Open Space, Open Space Reserve, Urban Activity
Center, Employment, and Public Facilities (County of Orange 2005). The site is zoned PC, Planned
Community.3 Of the 22,683 acres within the Ranch Plan, approximately 16,915 acres (or
approximately 74.57 percent) are identified for open space uses with 5,768 acres for
development uses. Planning Areas 1 and 2 are currently being developed. The Project concerns
development of Affordable Housing on sites that would be located in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8.

To the north and west of the Ranch Plan are the cities of Rancho Santa Margarita, Mission Viejo,
San Juan Capistrano, and San Clemente. Other large land developments in unincorporated
Orange County and in the vicinity of the Project site include the planned communities of Las
Flores, Coto de Caza, and Ladera Ranch. MCB Camp Pendleton in San Diego County borders the
southern edge of the Ranch Plan; Caspers Wilderness Park and the Cleveland National Forest, as
well as several private properties in Riverside and San Diego counties, border the site on its
eastern edge.

Regional access to the Ranch Plan is via Interstate (I) 5 and State Route (SR) 241. Antonio
Parkway/La Pata Avenue provides north-south arterial highway access, and Avenida Pico in the
City of San Clemente runs east-west and terminates near the southwestern boundary of the
Planned Community.

RMV is a participating landowner in the Southern Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).
The purpose of the HCP is to provide long-term, large-scale protection of natural vegetation
communities and wildlife diversity while allowing compatible land uses and appropriate
development and growth. The Ranch Plan is a covered activity under the Incidental Take Permits
(ITPs) issued by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) pursuant to the HCP.

1.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As indicated above, the Project consists of the development of affordable housing in Planning
Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the Ranch Plan, under the proposed Addendum Two to the AHIA, which
would allow, but not require, the use of the Private-Sector Alternative in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5,
and 8 of the Ranch Plan. The Private-Sector Alternative provides an alternative method for
developing Affordable Housing sites that permits builder financing and provides necessary
Project infrastructure at no cost to the County. Regardless of financing method, the Dedicated
Lands will be developed as affordable rental housing at no less than 25 dwelling units per net
acre. The development standards would comply with the Ranch Plan Planned Community
Program Text which, as the applicable comprehensive zoning program, provides the guidance for
conservation, management, and development of the Ranch Plan.

3 The Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text provides the regulations and procedures that apply to each of the
land use categories approved as a part of the Ranch Plan (County of Orange 2004b). The regulations and standards
adopted as part of the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text would apply to the development and
implementation of the Affordable Housing Project because it is the underlying zoning for the site. In those cases where
the standards differ from the Orange County Zoning Code, the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text standards
would provide the applicable regulations.
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Rather than address a single “proposed project”, the Program EIR addresses three development
scenarios and the No Project Alternative at a comparable level of detail within the body of the
report. These scenarios reflect various levels of development using the Private-Sector
Alternative. Project implementation methods, including developing the Project entirely under
the builder-financed Private-Sector Alternative, the County developing the Project in reliance on
public resources (i.e., without any builder financing), and a combination of both private-sector
and public-sector resources. These scenarios result in a range in the number of units that would
be developed on the Affordable Housing sites in the Ranch Plan. In all three scenarios, affordable
rental housing, at a density of no less than 25 dwelling units per net acre, and would be
distributed throughout the remaining Planning Areas within the Ranch Plan.

The scenarios are discussed in more detail in Section 3.4 of this Program EIR and are summarized
below:

e Scenario 1: Full Private-Sector Scenario. This scenario assumes the entire Project
would be developed under the Private Sector Alternative, which relies entirely on builder
financing. Under this method, the associated infrastructure would be provided at no cost
to the County. Under the Full Private-Sector Scenario, Affordable Housing would be
developed on 22.2 gross acres provided under the AHIA, netting approximately 555
Affordable Housing units. RMV would receive a 44.4-gross-acre Dedicated Lands credit
under the Full Private-Sector Scenario. The only significant unavoidable impacts
identified with this scenario are a short-term cumulative construction air quality impacts
and the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions under the project-level threshold. This scenario
is able to meet all of the Project Objectives (identified in Section 1.6).

e Scenario 2: Combined Public- and Private-Sector Scenario. This scenario assumes the
Project would be developed with a combination of public-sector resources and builder
financing (i.e., the Private-Sector Alternative).* This scenario will provide flexibility based
on funding availability at the time the market rate units in the Ranch Plan are constructed.
For purposes of the CEQA analysis, this scenario applies the Private-Sector Alternative as
the method of development for a third of the remaining acres required to be set aside for
the Project (equivalent to 14.8 acres). The second third, approximately 14.8 acres, is
assumed to be developed by the County, using public-sector resources. The remaining
third (14.8 acres) would be the additional Dedicated Lands credit allowed for use of the
Private-Sector Alternative. Under this scenario, 29.6 gross acres of Affordable Housing
would be developed, netting approximately 740 Affordable Housing units. The only
significant unavoidable impacts identified with this scenario are a short-term cumulative
construction air quality impacts and the GHG emissions under the project-level threshold.
This scenario is able to meet all of the Project Objectives.

e Scenario 3: Full Public-Sector Scenario. This scenario assumes the Project would be
developed by the County using public-sector resources and no builder financing.

4 With the public-sector alternative, the County would provide funding for infrastructure and direct financial assistance
to builders to provide the affordable housing. The County or their builder would be responsible for pursuing the
necessary funds and financing required to construct the units and ensure they stay affordable. The Orange County
General Plan, Housing Element identifies a wide variety of federal, state, and local public programs that are available
to support affordable housing. Due to the high costs of developing and preserving affordable housing and limitations
on the amount and uses of funds, a variety of funding sources may be required. These programs include, but are not
limited to the Community Development Block Grant program, Section 811/202 Program, and the California Housing
Finance Agency (CalHFA) Multifamily Rental Housing Programs. Funding availability varies.
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Addendum Two to the AHIA is not required to implement this scenario; however, it is
assumed that sufficient public sector resources would be available to enable the County
to develop each site as it becomes available. Under this scenario, affordable housing
would be developed on 44.4 gross acres, yielding approximately 1,110 Affordable
Housing units. The only significant unavoidable impacts identified with this scenario are
a short-term cumulative construction air quality impact and the GHG emissions under
the project-level threshold. This scenario is able to meet all of the Project Objectives.

No Project Alternative. There are two variations of the No Project Alternative. The first
variation is if Addendum Two to the AHIA is not approved and potential effect that would
have on the implementation of affordable housing units in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8.
The second variation is the no development of affordable housing in these planning areas.

If Addendum Two to the AHIA is not approved it would preclude the opportunity to use
the Private-Sector Alternative for the development of Affordable Housing units in
Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8. This would not preclude the development of the Affordable
Housing units in these planning areas rather it would require that sufficient public-sector
resources would be available for the development of the units. If there is sufficient public-
sector resources available for all the identified Affordable Housing sites, the impacts
associated with the development would be the same as those identified for Alternative 3,
which also assumes full reliance on public-sector resources. If sufficient public-sector
resources are not available, as provided for in the AHIA, it is possible that Dedicated
Lands would be returned to RMV and not be developed with Affordable Housing.
Therefore, the total amount of Dedicated Lands that gets developed with Affordable
Housing in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 could range between 0 acres (if no public-sector
resources are available) to 44.4 acres (if sufficient resources are available to develop all
the acreage RMV makes available for Affordable Housing sites). This would result in a
range of 0 Affordable Housing units to 1,110 Affordable Housing units. Though the total
number of units could be less than the range provided by the Project Scenarios discussed
above, the nature of the impacts would be similar to those evaluated in this EIR and a
separate analysis of this variation of the No Project Alternative is not evaluated
separately in the EIR.

The second variation of this alternative assumes that the Project would not be
implemented, and thus, there would be no development of Affordable Housing in
Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, or 8 of the Ranch Plan. Under this Alternative, which is required
by CEQA, assumes any property offered for Affordable Housing pursuant to the AHIA
would be returned to RMV; as such, no additional development beyond the approvals
provided in the Ranch Plan (and the two affordable housing sites currently being
developed in Planning Areas 1 and 2) would be allowed. Henceforth, all reference to the
“No Project Alternative” is referencing the No Project/No Development of Affordable
Housing Units Alternative. No significant unavoidable impacts were identified with this
alternative; however, this alternative would not meet the Project Objectives.

ORANGE COUNTY AFFORDABLE HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM—RANCH PLAN 1-5
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Executive Summary

1.6  PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following objectives have been identified for the Project:

1. To provide Affordable Housing in the unincorporated portion of Orange County
consistent with the goals of the County Housing Element.

2. To utilize opportunities under the AHIA to assist the County in meeting the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for affordable housing in unincorporated
areas of the County.

3. To identify a reliable method for implementation of the Project within the Ranch Plan,
allowing for flexibility in light of uncertain future resources of the County of Orange.

4. To provide affordable housing opportunities that meet the demand of a substantial
portion of the lower income population in Orange County.

1.7 ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 5 of the EIR focuses
alternatives. CEQA requires the evaluation of the No Project Alternative, which for this Project
has been evaluated at an equal level of considered in Sections 4.1 through 4.10. Additionally, the
EIR provides equal consideration of the three Project development scenarios that assume
varying levels of use of the Private-Sector Alternative, and therefore, different levels of
development. Though various development scenarios were evaluated in Section 4, all the
development alternatives would contribute to cumulative construction air emissions and result
in significant GHG impact. When a significant impact has been identified, CEQA requires an
alternative to be evaluated that is capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any potentially
significant effects of the Project.

The finding of a contribution to a cumulative construction air pollutant emissions is an
acknowledgement that construction of the Affordable Housing units at each site would occur in
conjunction with development of the remainder of the each Ranch Plan Planning Subarea. The
Ranch Plan Program EIR No. 589 concluded that there would be significant and unavoidable
construction emissions impacts, with an emphasis on NOx emissions. Mitigation measures have
been identified that reduce the potential Project’s contribution to construction emissions;
however, since the determination is based on the findings of FEIR 589, there is no alternative
that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. Therefore, the alternative analysis
focuses on the potential to reduce the GHG emissions, the only other significant impact.

Section 5.3 of this EIR discusses Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward because they
were identified as not being feasible. The following four alternatives received preliminary
evaluation but were not carried forward:

e Alternative Site Alternative—This includes a discussion that explains development of
the Project on an alternative site was deemed not to be reasonable because the Project
is consideration of Addendum Two to the AHIA for the Ranch Plan and the impacts
associated with implementation of the Affordable Housing associated with the AHIA;
therefore, the Project cannot be located other than in the Ranch Plan.
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¢ Increased Density Alternative—An assessment was done to determine if increasing
the density of the Affordable Housing would be able to increase the overall efficiency of
the Project; thereby, reducing the GHG impacts to less than significant. Increasing the
density would have minimal reduction on the efficiency level in terms of the South Coast
Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) thresholds. The key contributors to GHG
emissions are energy, mobile emissions, solid waste and water. A substantial increase in
density would have little or no change in emissions from mobile, energy, indoor water
usage, and solid waste. These factors are linked to the number of users. Without an
effective alternative mode of transportation (regional transit), increasing the density
alone would not reduce the emissions factors. Therefore, this alternative was not carried
forward.

e Reduced Development Alternative—An assessment was done to determine how many
units of affordable housing would be able to be developed without resulting in a
significant project-level impact. This analysis focused on the amount of development that
could be constructed and not exceed the SCAQMD-recommended bright-line screening
threshold of 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCOze/year).
With this Alternative approximately 236 dwelling units or approximately 9.5 acres of the
Dedicated Lands would be permitted if the units were family units (all ages) and 267
dwelling units or approximately 10.7 acres of Dedicated Land assuming 25 percentage-
qualified residents. This alternative was not carried forward because it would not
effectively meet the Project Objectives.

1.7.1 AGE-QUALIFIED ALTERNATIVE

The Age-Qualified Alternative would follow most of the same assumptions as the Project
development scenarios. This alternative would provide for the development of affordable rental
housing on the Dedicated Lands (Affordable Housing sites) in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 and
would be developed at a density of no less than 25 dwelling units per net acre. As with the
proposed Project, Addendum Two to the AHIA would allow the use of the Private-Sector
Alternative as an alternative method for developing Affordable Housing sites that permits
builder financing and provides necessary Project infrastructure at no cost to the County.
However, this alternative would deviate from the Project by requiring a modification to the
Addendum Two to the AHIA to require 100 percent of the Affordable Housing units to be
restricted to age-qualified households (restricted to age 55 years and older). The analysis
identified that more than 80 percent of the operational GHG emissions would come from mobile
sources. The average daily trip generation for age-qualified apartments as 3.44 trips compared
to 6.65 trips per day for family (all age) apartments (Stantec 2016). Therefore, this alternative
would reduce the GHG impacts, though not to a level of less than significant. This alternative
would meet most of the Project Objectives; however, this alternative would not be able to meet
Objective 4, which is to provide affordable housing opportunities that meet the demand of a
substantial portion of the lower income population of Orange County. This alternative would
only serve the demand for affordable housing for the elderly, which constitutes only about %
population with of the overall need. Therefore, this alternative does not fully meet this objective.
This alternative is more fully discussed in Section 5.4.1 of this EIR.
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1.7.2 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally superior alternative. Section
15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, if the No Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives. As discussed in Section 5.5, Environmentally
Superior Alternative, in keeping with this requirement, a comparison of the severity of the
environmental impacts associated with the Project and the Age-Qualified Alternative was done,
as well as a comparison of each alternative’s ability to meet the Project Objectives. It should be
noted each of the three development scenarios using various levels of the Private-Sector
Alternative (i.e., builder financing) would be applicable to both alternatives.

The Age-Qualified Alternative would have an incremental decrease in the amount traffic
generation, and therefore, the associated incremental decrease in the amount of long-term air
quality emissions, and noise. There would also be a slight reduction in the demand for utilities
and public services because the overall population served by the project would be less. The
reduced population being served is due to smaller number of people per household in age-
qualified housing. However, it should be noted, the Project would not result in significant impacts
for these topical areas. The key distinguishing factor between the Project and the Age-qualified
Alternative is the Age-Qualified Alternative would reduce the amount of GHG emissions
associated with the implementation of the Affordable Housing for the Ranch Plan when
compared to the Project. However, the impacts using the project-level threshold would remain
significant and unavoidable. Similarly, both the Project and the Age-Qualified Alternative would
contribute to a significant cumulative construction air emissions. Therefore, the Age-Qualified
Alternative would have less environmental impacts than the Project.

When considering the Project Objectives, the Age-Qualified Alternative was not able to meet the
objectives, specifically Objective 4, as effectively as the Project. Though the proposed Project
would have a significant GHG impact, which can be lessened, though not to a level of less than
significant, with the Age-Qualified Alternative, the Project provides affordable housing that
aligns with the needs of the lower income population of Orange County. Therefore, the County is
recommending the Project because it most effectively meets the Project objectives.

1.8  ALTERNATIVE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
BASELINE

Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “an EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published . .. This environmental setting will normally constitute the
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is
significant”. However, case law has found that a lead agency can justify departing from that norm
when necessary to prevent misinforming or misleading the public and decision makers.

Given the circumstances under which the Project will be implemented, the County of Orange has
established an alternative baseline that assumes the implementation of the Ranch Plan as part
of the baseline conditions. Because the Project site is located within an approved planned
community project that is undergoing, and will continue to undergo, significant development, an
evaluation of impacts using an existing conditions baseline would not accurately reflect the true
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impacts of the Project. This alternative baseline is justified because the AHIA requires RMV to
provide the County of Orange with graded sites; to provide access; and to extend utilities to the
parcels. The impacts associated with site preparation are addressed through Final EIR (FEIR)
589 for the Ranch Plan, and would have CEQA and regulatory permit compliance prior to
issuance of a grading permit. The alternative Project baseline is discussed further in Section 3.4.4
of this Program EIR.

1.9 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOCUS AND EFFECTS
FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

In accordance with Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Orange prepared
an Initial Study/Environmental Checklist for the proposed Project and distributed it along with
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to responsible and interested agencies. A scoping meeting was
held on June 2,2015, from 5:30 PM to 7:30 PM in the Santa Margarita Water District Board Room.
County of Orange staff were available to answer any questions about the proposed Project. A
handout, which provided an overview of the proposed Project and scenarios being evaluated in
the EIR and the anticipated Project schedule, also was distributed. Comment cards were
available for attendees to submit at the meeting or mail to County staff.

Based on the NOP and its related Initial Study/Environmental Checklist, as well as the comments
received by the County on those documents, the Project may have potential significant
environmental impacts for the following topical areas; therefore, they need to be addressed in
the Program EIR:

e Air Quality e Noise
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions e Public Services
e Land Use and Planning e Transportation/Traffic

Additionally, while the Initial Study concludes that significant Project impacts are not
anticipated, the County intends to provide more detailed information on the following topics in
the Program EIR:

e Hydrology and Water Quality e Recreation
e Population and Housing e Utilities and Service Services
(growth-inducing impacts)

Based on the Initial Study, the Project would not result in any potentially significant effects with
respect to the topical issues listed below. The issues have been scoped out of the Program EIR
because the County will be provided graded building pads and all impacts to these resources
would have been fully addressed in FEIR 589:

e Aesthetics e (Cultural Resources
e Agriculture and Forestry e Geology and Soils
Resources e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Biological Resources e Mineral Resources
ORANGE COUNTY AFFORDABLE HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM—RANCH PLAN 1-9
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Section 2.3 of this Program EIR provides an overview of the EIR review process and a summary
of the issues that will not receive further evaluation in the EIR. Additionally, the NOP can be
found in Appendix A.

1.10 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 15123(b)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an EIR summary should identify
areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency, including issues raised by agencies and the
public. Section 15123(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the EIR to identify key issues
to be resolved, including the choice among alternatives.

The amount of public-sector funding available cannot be fully known at this time because the
Affordable Housing would be constructed over a multiple-year period as the Dedicated Land
sites become available. Grading for Planning Area 3 (the first of the Planning Areas with
Affordable Housing units provided by the proposed Project) is not expected to start until late
2017 or 2018. Therefore, the soonest the Affordable Housing sites would become available is
estimated to be 2019 with the development of Planning Areas 5 and 8 potentially being 12 years
in the future. Since public-sector funding sources are generally allocated on an annual basis, it is
uncertain what funding sources would be available in future years.

Addendum Two to the AHIA is designed to provide the County greater flexibility to respond to
future conditions because it would allow the use of private-sector financing should public
resources be limited. The extent that private-sector financing would be used cannot be known;
therefore, at this time the total number of Affordable Units that would be provided in Planning
Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the Ranch Plan is unknown. This EIR addresses a range of development
scenarios to ensure this EIR addresses the impacts associated with full range of possible housing
scenarios that may be implemented. Scenario 3 would maximize the number of Affordable
Housing units that could be built within the Ranch Plan and this method of development also
requires the most commitment of County resources, the future availability of which is not
certain.® In contrast, development under Scenario 1 would not require a similar commitment of
County resources, but, based on the calculation of Dedicated Lands credit under the Private-
Sector Alternative, would yield a fewest number of Affordable Housing units. Scenario 2
addresses a mid-point between these two scenarios. Therefore, even though the total number of
Affordable Housing units is not known, the impacts associated with the development of the
Affordable Housing units have been addressed.

The County of Orange General Plan’s Housing Element identifies the opportunity to maximize
the number of affordable housing units in the Ranch Plan, which would require use of public-
sector resources. However, it should be noted that any of the scenarios would provide for the
number of lower income housing units allocated in the Housing Element for the Ranch Plan as
part of the County’s plan to meet the current (through 2021) RHNA allocation. Scenarios 1 and 2
would not develop the maximum number of units; therefore, these scenarios would not

5  As discussed in Section 2.6.2, the AHIA sets forth the process, requirements and timeframes for RMV to satisfy its
obligations to provide affordable housing sites under the Development Agreement, as well as for the County to initiate
the builder selection and financing process. If the County is unable complete their responsibilities within the
established timeframe, RMV’s obligation with respect to the housing site would be deemed satisfied, and that its
obligation to provide 60 gross acres would be reduced by the amount of acreage of the housing site. Therefore, if the
builder cannot be selected and financing secured, the County would lose the opportunity to build the affordable
housing units on the site.
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maximize the opportunity to utilize the Ranch for meeting the County’s overall RHNA allocation
for affordable housing in the current period or contribute as many units for future RHNA
allocations.® However, in order for the development levels evaluated as part of Scenario 3 to be
realized, the County would need to have sufficient public resources available to support the
construction of Affordable Housing on all the Dedicated Lands.

The number of acres being provided within the Ranch Plan provides an opportunity for a
substantial number of affordable housing units. However, it also provides a unique opportunity
for private-sector financing of improvements, which would allow the limited funding that is
available to provide for development of affordable housing units elsewhere in the County where
developer funding is not an option. This EIR evaluates a range of Project implementation
scenarios, assuming the involvement of different levels of public- and private-sector
involvement.

1.11 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
PROGRAM

Table 1-1 presents a summary of the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project for
each of the scenarios; measures to mitigate impacts to the extent feasible; and expected status of
effects following implementation of the mitigation measures. The more detailed evaluation of
these issues is presented in Section 4. If the text of the mitigation measure is too lengthy to
include in tabular format, it is briefly summarized in the table and the mitigation measure
number is noted. All mitigation measures are listed in their entirety in the appropriate portion
of Section 4.

In Table 1-1, the significance of each impact is indicated by the following abbreviations that
parenthetically follow the summary description of the impact: S=significant impact; LS=impact
is less than significant according to the State CEQA Guidelines; and NI=no impact. The level of
significance provided for each of the scenarios in the Impact columns denotes the level of
significance prior to mitigation. There is also an indicator in the column identified as Level of
Significance After Mitigation, which makes a determination if the mitigation measures would
reduce the impact to a level considered less than significant.

6 The current RHNA planning period is October 2013 to October 2021. The RHNA allocation for unincorporated Orange
County is 2,392 affordable housing units. The Housing Element of the General Plan outlines an approach for meeting
this allocation. Based on assumed development phasing of the Ranch Plan, a total of 360 affordable units were assumed
to be built on the Ranch. The remaining affordable units were to be built in the Housing Opportunity Overlay Zone.
This is further discussed in Section 4.4, Land Use and Planning.
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TABLE 1-1

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Threshold

Impacts

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

No Project Alternative

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

AIR QUALITY (Section 4.1)

4.1-1: Would the Project violate any air
quality  standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?

Scenario 1 would not conflict or
obstruction of the
implementation of the SCAQMD
2016 Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP), which will be the
applicable air quality plan at the
time construction of Affordable
Housing units is initiated. (NI)

Scenario 2 would not conflict or
obstruction of the implementation of
the SCAQMD 2016 AQMP, which will
be the applicable air quality plan at
the time construction of Affordable
Housing units is initiated. (NI)

Scenario 3 would not conflict or
obstruction of the implementation of
the SCAQMD 2016 AQMP, which will
be the applicable air quality plan at
the time construction of Affordable
Housing units is initiated. (NI)

The No Project Alternative would not
conflict or obstruction of the
implementation of the SCAQMD 2016
AQMP. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required.

All Scenarios and the
No Project Alternative:
No Impact

4.1-2:  Would the Project violate any air
quality  standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?

Construction mass emissions and
local construction emissions for
Scenario 1 would be less than less
than the SCAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds. Mass
operational emissions would not
exceed the SCAQMD CEQA
significance  thresholds and
would be less than significant.
Local CO emissions would not
have the potential to exceed
applicable standards and would
be less than significant. (LS)

Construction mass emissions and
local construction emissions for
Scenario 2 would be less than less
than the SCAQMD CEQA significance

thresholds. Mass operational
emissions would not exceed the
SCAQMD CEQA significance

thresholds and would be less than
significant. Local CO emissions would
not have the potential to exceed
applicable standards and would be
less than significant. (LS)

Construction mass emissions and
local construction emissions for
Scenario 3 would be less than less
than the SCAQMD CEQA significance

thresholds. Mass operational
emissions would not exceed the
SCAQMD CEQA significance

thresholds and would be less than
significant. Local CO emissions would
not have the potential to exceed
applicable standards and would be
less than significant. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would
have no new mass emissions
associated with operations or new
local construction emissions. Local
CO emissions would not have the
potential to exceed applicable
standards. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required; however, the
following standard conditions would apply to
Scenarios 1 through 3:

e During construction of the Project, the County or
its designee shall comply with South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rules
402 and 403, in order to minimize short term
emissions of dust and particulates. (See Section
4.1-7 for the full text of SC AQ-1.)

e Architectural coatings shall be selected so that the
volatile organic compound (VOC) content of the
coatings is compliant with SCAQMD Rule 1113.
(See Section 4.1-7 for the full text of SC AQ-2.)

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

4.1-3: Would the Project result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or State Ambient Air
Quality Standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Scenario 1 Project-level mass
operational and construction
emissions of nonattainment
pollutants and their precursors
would not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds. However, because the
Project would be implemented in
conjunction with the
development of Ranch Plan,
which did identify significant
construction emissions with an
emphasis on NOx, cumulatively
mass construction impacts are
potentially a significant impact.

)

Scenario 2  Project-level mass
operational and construction
emissions of nonattainment
pollutants and their precursors
would not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds. However, because the
Project would be implemented in
conjunction with the development of
Ranch Plan, which did identify
significant construction emissions
with an emphasis on NOx,
cumulatively mass  construction
impacts are potentially a significant
impact. (S)

Scenario 3  Project-level mass
operational and construction
emissions of nonattainment
pollutants and their precursors
would not  exceed SCAQMD
thresholds. However, because the
Project would be implemented in
conjunction with the development of
Ranch Plan, which did identify
significant construction emissions
with an emphasis on NOx,
cumulatively mass construction
impacts are potentially a significant
impact. (S)

The No Project Alternative would
have no new mass emissions
associated with operations or new
construction emissions. The
construction emissions associated
with the Ranch Plan would remain;
however, the No Project Alternative
would not contribute to the
emissions. (NI)

The following measures would apply to Scenarios 1
through 3:

e Prior to issuance of each grading and building
permit, the Applicant shall provide plans and
specifications demonstrating that construction
documents require the construction contractors
to implement the listed measures or provide
information and data that demonstrates that
implementation would not be feasible (See
Section 4.1-7 for the full text of MM AQ-1.)

e Prior to the issuance of each grading and building
permit, the Applicant shall provide plans and
specifications demonstrating that construction
documents require all off-road diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50
horsepower (hp) meet Tier 3 off-road emissions
standards as a minimum and shall meet Tier 4
emissions standards, where reasonably available.
(See Section 4.1-7 for the full text of MM AQ-2.)

Cumulative Impact
Operational Emissions

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

Cumulative Impact
Construction

Emissions

Scenarios 1-3:
Significant, unavoidable
impact

No Project: No impact
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4.1-4: Would the project expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Exposure of sensitive receptors
to criteria pollutants from on-site
construction, to carbon
monoxide (CO) at congested
intersections, or to off-site and
future on-site receptors from
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)
would be less than significant
with Scenario 1. (LS)

Exposure of sensitive receptors to
criteria pollutants from on-site
construction, to CO at congested
intersections, or to off-site and future
on-site receptors from TACs would be
less than significant with Scenario 2.
(LS)

Exposure of sensitive receptors to
criteria pollutants from on-site
construction, to CO at congested
intersections, or to off-site and future
on-site receptors from TACs would be
less than significant with Scenario 3.
(LS)

The No-Project Alternative would not
exposure of sensitive receptors to
criteria pollutants from on-site
construction, to CO at congested
intersections, or to off-site and there
would be no exposure to TACs
because there would be no
construction activities. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required.

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (Section 4.2)

4.2-1: Would the project generate
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

GHG emissions associated with
Scenario 1 would be less than the
SCAQMD-recommended  plan-
level threshold; however, when
the cumulative of the Affordable
Housing sites are evaluated, it
would exceed the project-level
threshold. (S)

GHG emissions associated with
Scenario 2 would be less than the
SCAQMD-recommended  plan-level
threshold; however, when the
cumulative of the Affordable Housing
sites are evaluated, it would exceed
the project-level threshold. (S)

GHG emissions associated with
Scenario 3 would be less than the
SCAQMD-recommended  plan-level
threshold; however, when the
cumulative of the Affordable Housing
sites are evaluated, it would exceed
the project-level threshold. (S)

The No Project Alternative would not
generate any GHG emissions because
there would be no development. (NI)

The following measures would apply to Scenarios 1
through 3:

Projects shall be designed in accordance with the
applicable Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards
for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 24,
Part 6). These standards are updated, nominally
every three years, to incorporate improved
energy efficiency technologies and methods. (SC
GHG-1)

Projects shall be designed in accordance with the
applicable California Green Building Standards
(CALGreen) Code (24 CCR 11). (SC GHG-2)

Prior to the issuance of each building permit that
would include a swimming pool, the applicant
shall obtain the approval of the Manager, Permit
Services of plans and  specifications
demonstrating that swimming pools would be
heated by solar energy sources. (MM GHG-1)

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and
occupancy, the applicant shall demonstrate, that
Low-energy  Energy  Star®-compliant or
equivalent residential appliances shall be
exclusively provided for each appliance that is
rated by Energy Star (e.g., refrigerator, clothes
washer, dishwasher), or achieves an efficiency
that is equivalent to the 2016 Energy Star
compliance standard. (MM GHG-2)

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of
the Manager, Permit Services that high efficiency
lighting (light-emitting diode [LED]) shall be used
for all outdoor lighting applications (MM GHG-3)

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the
applicant shall obtain the approval of the
Manager, Permit Services of plans and
specifications demonstrating preferential that
parking for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and
carpool/van vehicles shall be provided. (MM
GHG-4)

Scenarios 1-3:
Significant, unavoidable
impact

No Project: No impact
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e Prior to the issuance of each building permit,
the applicant shall obtain the approval of the
Manager, Permit Services of plans and
specifications demonstrating that buildings
are provided with electrical hardware to
facilitate and encourage the use of electrical
landscape equipment. (MM GHG-5)

4.2-2: Would the project conflict with an
applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the

emissions of greenhouse gases?

Scenario 1 would be consistent
with and would not conflict with
State and Regional regulations
and policies adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. (NI)

Scenario 2 would be consistent with
and would not conflict with State and
Regional regulations and policies
adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. (NI)

Scenario 3 would be consistent with
and would not conflict with State and
Regional regulations and policies
adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. (NI)

The No Project Alternative would be
consistent with and would not
conflict with State and Regional
regulations and policies adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required.

All  Scenarios: No
Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (Section 4.3)

4.3-1: Would the Project violate any
waste

water quality standards or
discharge requirements?

4.3-2: Would the Project otherwise

substantially degrade water quality?

Scenario 1 would not result in a
violation of any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements  because site
design, source control and
treatment systems, which would
be constructed as part of the
Ranch Plan, would provide an
effective treatment for most
pollutants  associated  with
urbanization. (LS)

Scenario 2 would not result in a
violation of any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements because site design,
source control and treatment
systems, which would be constructed
as part of the Ranch Plan, would
provide an effective treatment for
most pollutants associated with
urbanization. (LS)

Scenario 3 would not result in a
violation of any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements because site design,
source control and treatment
systems, which would be constructed
as part of the Ranch Plan, would
provide an effective treatment for
most pollutants associated with
urbanization. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
result in a violation of any water
quality standards or Project-related
waste discharge requirements. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required; however, the

following standard conditions

would apply to

Scenarios 1 through 3:

Prior to issuance of grading or building permits,
drainage studies shall be demonstrate all surface
runoff and subsurface drainage shall be directed
to the nearest acceptable drainage facility. (See
Section 4.3-7 for the full text of SCHWQ-1.)

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and
occupancy, the applicant shall demonstrate
compliance with the County’s National Pollutant
Discharge  Elimination System  (NPDES)
Implementation Program. (See Section 4.3-7 for
the full text of SC HWQ-2.)

Prior to the issuance of any grading or building
permits, the applicant shall demonstrate
compliance with California’s General Permit for
Stormwater  Discharges  Associated  with
Construction Activity and prepare and implement
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. (See
Section 4.3-7 for the full text of SC HWQ-3.)

Prior to the issuance of any grading or building
permit, the applicant shall submit an Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan. (See Section 4.3-7 for the
full text of SC HWQ-4.)

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

4.3-3: Would the Project create or
contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted

runoff?

Scenario 1 would not create or
contribute increase runoff flows
that would exceed the capacity of
the planned storm water
drainage  systems  because
development of the Affordable
Housing sites have been assumed
as part of the sizing and design of
the larger backbone
infrastructure that will be
provided for each of the Planning
Areas. (LS)

Scenario 2 would not substantially
increase runoff flows that would
exceed the capacity of the planned
storm water drainage systems
because  development of the
Affordable Housing sites have been
assumed as part of the sizing and
design of the larger backbone
infrastructure that will be provided
for each of the Planning Areas. (LS)

Scenario 3 would not substantially
increase runoff flows that would
exceed the capacity of the planned
storm water drainage systems
because  development of the
Affordable Housing sites have been
assumed as part of the sizing and
design of the larger backbone
infrastructure that will be provided
for each of the Planning Areas. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
provide any Project-related
development; therefore, there would

be no Project-related impacts.
Development of the Affordable
Housing sites would incorporate

Ranch Plan approved uses, which
have been appropriately designed
and sized as part of the Master Area
Plan for each of the Planning Areas.

(ND

No mitigation measures are required.

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact
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Impacts

Level of Significance

Threshold Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 No Project Alternative Mitigation Measure After Mitigation
LAND USE AND PLANNING (Section 4.4)
4.4-1: Would the project conflict with any | Scenario 1 would be consistent | Scenario 2 would be consistent with | Scenario 3 would be consistent with | The No Project Alternative would be | No mitigation measures are required. Scenarios 1-3: No
applicable land use plan, policy, or | with the applicable land use plan. | the applicable land use plan. Scenario | the applicable land use plan. Scenario | consistent with the applicable land impact

standards of other agencies?

conditioning (HVAC) equipment
and other mechanical equipment,
and traffic noise would be less
than significant with
implementation of Standard
Conditions of Approval. (LS)

equipment, and traffic noise would be
less than significant with
implementation of Standard
Conditions of Approval. (LS)

equipment, and traffic noise would be
less than significant with
implementation of Standard
Conditions of Approval. (LS)

(ND

4.5-2: Would the Project expose persons
to or generate excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

With Scenario 1, structural
damage or annoyance vibration
impacts from potential
construction activities would be
less than significant and potential
exposure of future occupants to
vibration from highway
operations would be less than
significant. (LS)

With Scenario 2, structural damage or
annoyance vibration impacts from
potential  construction activities
would be less than significant and
potential  exposure of future
occupants to vibration from highway
operations would be less than
significant. (LS)

With Scenario 3, structural damage or
annoyance vibration impacts from
potential  construction activities
would be less than significant and
potential  exposure of future
occupants to vibration from highway
operations would be less than
significant. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
have an impact associated with
vibration because there would be no
construction activities or new
Project-related  uses on the
Affordable Housing sites. (NS)

4.5-3: Would the Project cause
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity
above levels existing without the Project?

Scenario 1 would not cause a
substantial permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the
Project vicinity when compared
to levels existing without the
Project. (LS)

Scenario 2 would not cause a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity when compared to levels
existing without the Project. (LS)

Scenario 3 would not cause a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity when compared to levels
existing without the Project. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
result in any new development,
Therefore, there would be substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity. (NI)

During construction, the Project Applicant shall
ensure that all noise-generating activities be
limited to the hours of 7 AM to 8 PM on weekdays
and Saturdays. No noise-generating activities
shall occur on Sundays and federal holidays in
accordance with the County of Orange Noise
Ordinance. (SC NOI-1)

As a condition of issuance of any grading permits,
the Project Applicant shall comply with the Noise
Ordinance, equip equipment with appropriate
mufflers, and stockpile materials and staging as
far as practicable from dwelling units. (See
Section 4.5-7 for the full text of SC NOI-2)

The Project Applicant shall sound-attenuate all
residential lots and dwellings against present and
projected noise (which shall be the sum of all
noise impacting the project) so that the composite
interior standard of 45 dBA CNEL for habitable
rooms and a source specific exterior standard of
65 dBA CNEL for outdoor living areas is not

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction | Scenario 1 would also be |2 would also be consistent with the | 3 would also be consistent with the | use plan. (NI) . .
. . . . . . . . . . - . No Project: No impact
over the project (including, but not | consistent with the applicable | applicable policies regional and local | applicable policies regional and local . . X .
o oo . . . . . . - . . ) The No Project Alternative would for consistency with
limited to the general plan, specific plan, | policies regional and local | policies and regulations, including the | policies and regulations, including the | . } .
) . L . directly not contribute additional land use plan and RHNA
ocal coastal program, or zoning | policies and regulations, | 2013-2021 RHNA component of the | 2013-2021 RHNA component of the . ) i .
. ; : . . affordable housing units; however, it consistency.

ordinance) adopted for the purpose of | including the 2013-2021 | Housing Element. (NI) Housing Element. (NI) ) ¢ ired that h Proiect
avoiding or mitigating an environmental | Regional Housing Needs 1s ot require at each Frojec Less than significant

provide affordable housing for the . i
effect? Assessment (RHNA) component C to b istent with th impact for policy

of the Housing Element. (NI) our_lty 0 be consistent with the consistency.

applicable regional and local policies

and regulations pertaining to policy

consistency. The County’s Housing

Opportunities Overlay Zone identifies

the opportunity for 2,032 lower

income housing units. (LS)

As identified above, there are

sufficient opportunities for affordable

housing in unincorporated Orange

County that the RHNA allocation can

be achieved. Therefore, from the

policy perspective there would be no

impact associated with

inconsistencies with the RHNA

policies. (NI)
NOISE (Section 4.5)
4.5-1 Would the Project expose persons | For Scenario 1 noise impacts | For Scenario 2 noise impacts | For Scenario 3 noise impacts | With the No Project Alternative there | No mitigation measures are required; however, the | Scenarios 1-3: Less
to or generate noise levels in excess of | associated with construction | associated with construction | associated with construction | would be no noise impact because | following standard conditions would apply to | than significantimpact
standards established in a local general | activities, on-site stationary | activities, on-site stationary HVAC | activities, on-site stationary HVAC | there would be no construction | Scenarios 1 through 3: No Proiect: No i .
plan or noise ordinance or applicable | (heating, ventilation, and air | equipment and other mechanical | equipment and other mechanical | activities or increased development. o Froject: No impac

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact
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4.5-4: Would the Project cause a
substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
Project vicinity above levels existing
without the Project?

With Scenario 1, there would be a
temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity
due to Project construction. (LS)

With Scenario 2, there would be a
temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity due to
Project construction. (LS)

With Scenario 3, there would be a
temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity due to
Project construction. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
result in any new development,
Therefore, there would be substantial
temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity. (NI)

Mitigation Measure

exceeded. (See Section 4.5-7 for the full text of SC
NOI-3)

e Prior to the issuance of any certificates of use and
occupancy, the applicant shall perform field
testing in accordance with Title 24 Regulations to
verify compliance with FSTC and FIIC standards.
(See Section 4.5-7 for the full text of SC NOI-4)

e Prior to the issuance of any building or grading
permits, the applicant shall obtain the approval of
the Manager, Building and Safety, of an acoustical
analysis report and appropriate plans which
demonstrate that the noise levels generated by
the Project during its operation shall be
controlled in compliance with Orange County
Codified Ordinance, Division 6 (Noise Control).
(See Section 4.5-7 for the full text of SC NOI-5)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

POPULATION AND HOUSING (Section 4.

6)

4.6-1: Would the project induce
substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?

Though Scenario 1 would provide
additional housing units within
the Ranch Plan, it would not
induce substantial population
growth in an area, either directly
or indirectly and would be
consistent with the development
levels assumed in the adopted
Orange County Projections 2014
(OCP-2014). Impacts would be
less than significant. (LS)

Though Scenario 2 would provide
additional housing units within the
Ranch Plan, it would not induce
substantial population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly and
would be consistent with the
development levels assumed in the
adopted OCP-2014. Impacts would be
less than significant. (LS)

Though Scenario 3 would provide
additional housing units within the
Ranch Plan, it would not induce
substantial population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly and
would be consistent with the
development levels assumed in the
adopted OCP-2014. Impacts would be
less than significant. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
induce any population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly.
There would be no impacts to
population or housing. (NI)

No mitigation is required.

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

PUBLIC SERVICES (Section 4.7)

4.7-1: Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

(i) Fire protection.

The future fire station facilities
associated with the Ranch Plan
would be adequate to serve the
Scenario 1 and no additional
facilities would be required.
Therefore, no physical impacts
associated with the provision of
new or altered government
facilities as it pertains to fire
services, (NI)

The future fire station facilities
associated with the Ranch Plan would
be adequate to serve the Scenario 2
and no additional facilities would be
required. Therefore, no physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or altered government
facilities as it pertains to fire services,

(ND

The future fire station facilities
associated with the Ranch Plan would
be adequate to serve the Scenario 3
and no additional facilities would be
required. Therefore, no physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or altered government
facilities as it pertains to fire services,

(ND

The No Project Alternative would not
require the construction of new fire
protection facilities, which could
cause significant environmental
impacts, No impact would occur
under the No Project Alternative as it
pertains to fire services. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required; however, the
following standard conditions would apply to
Scenarios 1 through 3:

o If determined necessary by the Fire Code Official
the Applicant shall enter into an agreement with
the County for the installation of traffic signal
preemption equipment for any signalized
intersections providing direct access to the site.
(See Section 4.7.7 for the full text of SC FIR-1)

e Prior to issuance of a building permit, the
applicant shall provide a residential site plan for
review and approval by the Fire Code Official.
(See Section 4.7.7 for the full text of SC FIR-2)

All Scenarios: No
impact

4.7-2: Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other

Existing Orange County Sheriff’s
Department  (OCSD)  Sheriff
Substation facilities serving the
Southeast and Southwest areas of
Orange County would be
adequate to serve Scenario 1 and
no additional facilities would be
required. Therefore, no physical
impacts associated with the

Existing OCSD Sheriff Substation
facilities serving the Southeast and
Southwest areas of Orange County
would be adequate to serve Scenario
2 and no additional facilities would be
required. Therefore, no physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or altered government
facilities would be required as it

Existing OCSD Sheriff Substation
facilities serving the Southeast and
Southwest areas of Orange County
would be adequate to serve Scenario
3 and no additional facilities would be
required. Therefore, no physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or altered government
facilities would be required as it

The No Project Alternative would not
require the construction of new
police facilities that could cause
physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or altered
government facilities as it pertains to
police protection services. (NI)

No mitigation is required.

All Scenarios: No
impact
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performance objectives for any of the
public services:
(ii) Police protection.

provision of new or altered
government facilities would be
required as it pertains to police
protection services. (NI)

pertains to police protection services.

(ND

pertains to police protection services.

(ND

4.7-3: Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
(iii) Schools?

The number of students that
would be generated by the
Scenario 1 would not require the
construction of new school
facilities beyond those already
planned as part of the Ranch Plan.
No substantial new physical
impacts are anticipated. (LS)

The number of students that would be
generated by the Scenario 2 would
not require the construction of new
school facilities beyond those already
planned as part of the Ranch Plan. No
substantial new physical impacts are
anticipated. (LS)

The number of students that would be
generated by the Scenario 3 would
not require the construction of new
school facilities beyond those already
planned as part of the Ranch Plan. No
substantial new physical impacts are
anticipated. (LS)

The No Project Alternative does not
require the construction of new
school facilities; therefore, there
would be no impacts. (NI)

No mitigation measures are required; however, the
following standard condition would apply to Scenarios
1 through 3:

e Prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit,
the Project Applicant shall be responsible for
payment of all applicable school impact developer
fees pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 50. (SC SCH-1)

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

4.7-4: Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
(iv) Parks?

Parkland would be part of the
baseline infrastructure provided
by RMV. The amount of parkland
that will be included in the Ranch
Plan would provide Scenario 1
residents with acceptable levels
of service and would not require
the construction of new facilities
as I pertains to parkland. (NI)

Parkland would be part of the
baseline infrastructure provided by
RMV. The amount of parkland that
will be included in the Ranch Plan
would provide Scenario 2 residents
with acceptable levels of service and
would not require the construction of
new facilities as 1 pertains to
parkland. (NI)

Parkland would be part of the
baseline infrastructure provided by
RMV. The amount of parkland that
will be included in the Ranch Plan
would provide Scenario 3 residents
with acceptable levels of service and
would not require the construction of
new facilities as [ pertains to
parkland. (NI)

The No Project Alternative would not
result in any additional residents;
therefore, it does not require
additional park facilities. (NI)

No mitigation is required.

All Scenarios: No
impact

4.7-5: Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
(v) Other Public Facilities?

Though Scenario 1 would
increase the population in the
area resulting in an incremental
increased demand for library
services, the Project would not
create a need for construction of
new library facilities beyond
what is planned for the Ranch
Plan. (NI)

Though Scenario 2 would increase the
population in the area resulting in an
incremental increased demand for
library services, the Project would not
create a need for construction of new
library facilities beyond what is
planned for the Ranch Plan. (NI)

Though Scenario 3 would increase the
population in the area resulting in an
incremental increased demand for
library services, the Project would not
create a need for construction of new
library facilities beyond what is
planned for the Ranch Plan. (NI)

The No Project Alternative does not
require additional library facilities,
which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios
and other performance objectives.
(ND)

No mitigation is required.

All Scenarios: No
impact

RECREATION (Section 4.8)

4.8-1: Would the Project increase the
use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Scenario 1 would result in
additional population using the
parkland facilities but based on
the amount of acreage to be
provided as part of the Ranch
Plan, the increased population
would result not in a substantial
physical deterioration of existing
neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities.
(LS)

Scenario 2 would result in additional
population using the parkland
facilities but based on the amount of
acreage to be provided as part of the
Ranch Plan, the increased population
would result not in a substantial
physical deterioration of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities. (LS)

Scenario 3 would result in additional
population using the parkland
facilities but based on the amount of
acreage to be provided as part of the
Ranch Plan, the increased population
would result not in a substantial
physical deterioration of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
generate any additional population;
therefore, it would not result in a
substantial physical deterioration of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities.
(ND)

No mitigation is required

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact
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TABLE 1-1

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Impacts

Threshold

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

No Project Alternative

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

4.8-2: Does the project include
recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Scenario 1 would not include the
construction of public
recreational facilities or
expanded recreational facilities.
Therefore, there would be no
impact on the environment
associated with the provision
recreational facilities. (NI)

Scenario 2 would not include the
construction of public recreational
facilities or expanded recreational
facilities. Therefore, there would be
no impact on the environment
associated with the provision
recreational facilities. (NI)

Scenario 3 would not include the
construction of public recreational
facilities or expanded recreational
facilities. Therefore, there would be
no impact on the environment
associated with the provision
recreational facilities. (NI)

The No Project Alternative would not
include the construction of public
recreational facilities or expanded
recreational facilities. Therefore,
there would be no impact on the
environment associated with the
provision recreational facilities. (NI)

No mitigation is required

All Scenarios: No
impact

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC (Section 4.

9)

4.9-1: Would the Project conflict with an
applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

Scenario 1 would contribute
traffic to the existing and future
circulation system; however, it
would not cause any
intersections, freeway/toll road
ramps, or freeway/toll road
mainline segments to operate at
unacceptable levels of service.
Scenario 1 would not result in
any direct impact or conflict on
pedestrian and bicycle paths or
mass transit services. (LS)

Scenario 2 would contribute traffic to
the existing and future circulation
system; however, it would not cause
any intersections, freeway/toll road
ramps, or freeway/toll road mainline
segments to operate at unacceptable
levels of service. Scenario 2 would not
result in any direct impact or conflict
on pedestrian and bicycle paths or
mass transit services. (LS)

Scenario 3 would contribute traffic to
the existing and future circulation
system; however, it would not cause
any intersections, freeway/toll road
ramps, or freeway/toll road mainline
segments to operate at unacceptable
levels of service. Scenario 3 would not
result in any direct impact or conflict
on pedestrian and bicycle paths or
mass transit services. (LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
cause any intersections, freeway/toll
road ramps, or freeway/toll road
ramps to operate at unacceptable
levels of service. The No Project
Alternative would not result in any
direct impact on pedestrian and
bicycle paths or mass transit services.
(ND)

No mitigation is required however, the following
standard condition would apply to Scenarios 1

through 3:

e Prior to the issuance of building permits, the
Applicant shall pay applicable fees for the
Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor and
SCRIP Fee Programs. (See Section 4.9.7 for the full

text of SC TRANS-1.)

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

4.9-2: Would the Project conflict with an
applicable  congestion = management
program (CMP), including, but not limited
to level of service standard and travel
demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads
or highways?

Scenario 1 would not conflict
with the CMP because it would
not change the LOS or V/C ratios
at any of the CMP intersections or
create  substantial increased
demand on a CMP roadway. (LS)

Scenario 2 would not conflict with the
CMP because it would not change the
LOS or V/C ratios at any of the CMP
intersections or create substantial
increased demand on a CMP roadway.
(LS)

Scenario 3 would not conflict with the
CMP because it would not change the
LOS or V/C ratios at any of the CMP
intersections or create substantial
increased demand on a CMP roadway.
(LS)

The No Project Alternative would not
conflict with the CMP because it
would not add trips to CMP
intersections or create substantial
increased demand on a CMP roadway.

(ND

No mitigation is required

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (Secti

on 4.10)

4.10-1: Would the project exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

Wastewater discharge associated
with Scenario 1 would be
directed to the Santa Margarita
Water District’s (SMWD)
Chiquita Water Reclamation
Plant (CWRP), which has been
designed and constructed to
comply with all applicable
wastewater discharge
requirements, as enforced by the
San Diego Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). (LS)

Wastewater discharge associated
with Scenario 2 would be directed to
the SMWD CWRP, which has been
designed and constructed to comply
with all applicable wastewater
discharge requirements, as enforced
by the San Diego RWQCB. (LS)

Wastewater discharge associated
with Scenario 3 would be directed to
the SMWD CWRP, which has been
designed and constructed to comply
with all applicable wastewater
discharge requirements, as enforced
by the San Diego RWQCB. (LS)

With the No Project Alternative, there
would be no additional wastewater
created; therefore, this alternative
would not exceed RWQCB
wastewater treatment requirements.

(ND

No mitigation is required

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact

4.10-2: Would the Project require or
result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts?

4.10-4: Would the project result in a
determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate

With the ultimate improvements
to the CWRP and the
infrastructure improvements
provided by RMV as part of the
Ranch Plan, there would be
sufficient capacity to meet
system-wide demand required to
serve Scenario 1. Construction of
the new water or wastewater
facilities would occur prior to

implementation of Scenario 1

With the ultimate improvements to
the CWRP and the infrastructure
improvements provided by RMV as
part of the Ranch Plan, there would be
sufficient capacity to meet system-
wide demand required to serve
Scenario 2. Construction of the new
water or wastewater facilities would
occur prior to implementation of
Scenario 2 Therefore, would be less
than significant. (LS)

With the ultimate improvements to
the CWRP and the infrastructure
improvements provided by RMV as
part of the Ranch Plan, there would be
sufficient capacity to meet system-
wide demand required to serve
Scenario 3. Construction of the new
water or wastewater facilities would
occur prior to implementation of
Scenario 3 Therefore, would be less
than significant. (LS)

With the No Project Alternative,
would not result in any additional
demands on water or wastewater
facilities. The planned improvements
for the Ranch Plan would occur but
there would be no need to
accommodate additional flows
associated with Affordable Housing.
Therefore, there would be no impacts.
(ND)

No mitigation is required

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact
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capacity to serve the Project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

Therefore, would be less than
significant. (LS)

4.10-3: Would the project have sufficient
water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

The SMWD’s approved Water
Supply  Assessment  (WSA)
prepared for the Project shows
that the SMWD has available
water supplies to meet water
demands for Scenario 1 for the
next 20 years, including demands
during normal, single-dry and
multiple-dry years. (LS)

The SMWD'’s approved Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) prepared for the
Project shows that the SMWD has
available water supplies to meet
water demands for Scenario 2 for the
next 20 years, including demands
during normal, single-dry and
multiple-dry years. (LS)

The SMWD’s approved Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) prepared for the
Project shows that the SMWD has
available water supplies to meet
water demands for Scenario 3 for the
next 20 years, including demands
during normal, single-dry and
multiple-dry years. (LS)

With the No Project Alternative, there
would be no increased water demand
because there would be no additional
population. Therefore, there would
be no impacts. (NI)

No mitigation is required

Scenarios 1-3: Less
than significant impact

No Project: No impact
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2.0 INTRODUCTION, PROJECT HISTORY, AND SETTING

2.1 PURPOSE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code [PRC],
Section 21002.1) states that the purpose of an environmental impact report (EIR) is to identify
the significant effects of a project on the environment, and to indicate the manner in which those
significant impacts can be mitigated or avoided. A detailed description of the Project is provided
in Section 3.0, Project Description, of this Draft Program EIR. An overview of the Affordable
Housing Implementation Agreement (AHIA) is provided in Section 2.6.2.

The Project requires approval of certain discretionary actions by the County of Orange (County).
Therefore, in accordance with Section 21080 of the California Public Resources Code, the Project
is subject to environmental review under CEQA. For purposes of complying with CEQA, the
County of Orange is the Lead Agency for the Project.

In accordance with Section 15121(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR is an informational
document that will inform public agency decision makers and the general public of (1) the
potentially significant environmental effects of the Project; (2) possible ways to minimize the
significant effects; and (3) reasonable alternatives to the Project. The EIR is an important
document that is ultimately used by decision makers when considering whether or not to
approve, deny, or modify the proposed Project.

2.2 TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and the State
CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.).
Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines the standards of adequacy for an EIR:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but
the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably
feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the
EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good
faith effort at full disclosure.

This Draft EIR is intended to serve as a Program EIR under CEQA. Section 15165 of the State
CEQA Guidelines states “where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken
and where the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the
Lead Agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as described in Section
15168”. Because the development of Affordable Housing sites contemplated by the AHIA will be
implemented over time, but all the Affordable Housing sites are provided for as components of
the AHIA, a Program EIR is being prepared by the County, as the lead agency for the Project.
Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines goes on to describe a Program EIR as follows:
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(a) General. A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions
that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

Geographically,

As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,

In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general
criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or

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.

(b) Advantages. Use of a program EIR can provide the following advantages. The
program EIR can:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and
alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an individual action,
Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a
case-by-case analysis,

Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations,

Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and
programwide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has
greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts,
and

Allow reduction in paperwork.

(c) Use with Later Activities. Subsequent activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional
environmental document must be prepared.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the
program EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to
either an EIR or a Negative Declaration.

If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could
occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can
approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by
the program EIR, and no new environmental document would be
required.

An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions in
the program.

Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the
agency should use a written checklist or similar device to document the
evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether the
environmental effects of the operation were covered in the program EIR.
A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities
if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and
comprehensively as possible. With a good and detailed analysis of the
program, many subsequent activities could be found to be within the
scope of the project described in the program EIR, and no further
environmental documents would be required.
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2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT CONTENT AND REVIEW
PROCESS

2.3.1 ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

In accordance with Section 15063 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County prepared an Initial
Study for the Project and determined that the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment; as such, an EIR is required for the Project.

In compliance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County oversaw preparation
of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR for the Project, which was distributed on May
20, 2015, to the State Clearinghouse and other public agencies for the required 30-day review
and comment period. Additionally, a Scoping Meeting was held at the Santa Margarita Water
District (SMWD) Board Room, located at 26111 Antonio Parkway in Rancho Santa Margarita,
California on June 2, 2015. The purpose of the scoping meeting was to facilitate agency and public
review and comment on the Project. County of Orange staff were available to answer any
questions about the Project. The NOP, comments that the County received on the NOP, and the
handout made available at the scoping meeting are included in Appendix A of this Draft Program
EIR.

At the scoping meeting, the SMWD stated that the number of units proposed by all of the Project
development scenarios would require the preparation of a Water Supply Assessment.
Additionally, two comment letters were received in the 30-day review period. These letters are
summarized below:

e Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA). The TCA commented that the Project is
within the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency fee program area and will
require payment of Development Impact Fees as a condition of issuing building permits
pursuant to the Major Thoroughfare and Bridge Fee Program.

e (alifornia Department of Transportation. The California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) requires a traffic impact study (TIS) to determine the Project’s
near-term and long-term impacts to State facilities, including Interstate (I) 5, State Route
(SR) 74, SR-241, and SR-73. The Project analysis should address biking and pedestrians
and should include possible impacts on pedestrian and bicycle paths within Caltrans
right-of-way.

The scope of the EIR is based on the findings of the Initial Study and input received from the
agencies and the public as part of the scoping process. The EIR addresses all issues that were
determined to be potentially significant in the Initial Study. In addition, there were several
topical areas where the Initial Study did not identify potential significant impacts but the County
elected to include them in the EIR.

Based on the NOP and related Initial Study Environmental Checklist, as well as the comments
received by the County on those documents, the Project may have potential significant
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environmental impacts for the following topical areas; therefore, they need to be addressed in
the Program EIR:

e Air Quality e Noise
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions e Public Services
¢ Land Use and Planning e Transportation/Traffic

Additionally, while the Initial Study concludes that significant Project impacts are not
anticipated, the County intends to provide more detailed information regarding specific
potential environmental impacts of the Project on the following topics in the Program EIR:

e Hydrology and Water Quality e Recreation
e Population and Housing e Utilities and Service Services
(growth-inducing impacts)

As discussed below, based on the Initial Study/NOP, several topical issues were focused out of
the EIR. The Dedicated Lands are within the development area of the Ranch Plan, and the AHIA
states that RMV is required, as part of its obligations under the AHIA and its Development
Agreement with the County, to provide the County Affordable Housing sites that are fully graded
with utilities extended to the site (see Section 2.6.2 for a discussion of the AHIA and Section 3.4.4
for a discussion of the Alternative CEQA Baseline). The environmental impacts of this site
preparation have been analyzed as part of the impacts of the Ranch Plan, in EIR 589 and the
addenda prepared for the Master Area Plans, Subarea Plans, and Kkey infrastructure
improvements. The Project would have no impact as it pertains to the following topical issues:

e Aesthetics e Geology and Soils

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Biological Resources e Mineral Resources

e (Cultural Resources

The following issues were assessed as having “No Impact” or “Less Than Significant Impact” in
the Initial Study/NOP (County of Orange 2015b); therefore, in accordance with Section 15128 of
the State CEQA Guidelines, these issues have not received further evaluation in the EIR (see
Appendix A, Initial Study/NOP for a more detailed evaluation of the issues):

e Aesthetics (all thresholds): There are no designated scenic vistas within the Ranch Plan
limits. The Project would be constructed on graded areas within the Ranch Plan
development areas and would be required to comply with the applicable design
requirements provided for in the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text. As such,
the overall visual character of the Affordable Housing sites and views from surrounding
areas would not be substantially different with implementation of the Project.

Three roadways within the Ranch Plan are designated as Landscape Corridors in the
County of Orange Transportation Element’s Scenic Highway Plan: Ortega Highway,
Antonio Parkway and Cow Camp Road. Improvements to each of the foregoing highways
have been or, in the case of Cow Camp Road, will be provided by Rancho Mission Viejo
(RMV) as part of the Ranch Plan.

Design guidelines within the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text provide for
measures to minimize light spillage, compliance with which would be reviewed as part
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of site development permit process. Since the Affordable Housing sites would all be
located within the Planning Areas of the Ranch Plan, the Project would not introduce a
new light source into areas not exposed to lighting.

Agricultural and Forestry Resources (all thresholds): The Project would not result in
any impacts to farmlands listed as “Prime”, “Unique”, or of “Statewide Importance” based
on the 2010 Orange County Important Farmland Map prepared by the California
Department of Conservation. All Affordable Housing sites will be within the Ranch Plan
development area, and grading will be completed before RMV offers the Project sites to
the County. Impacts associated with grading will be addressed by RMV as part of their
grading permits. No part of the Project site or adjacent areas is zoned forest land,
timberland or timberland zoned for Timberland Production, nor would the Project result

in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

Air Quality (odors): The Project does not propose any land uses that are identified by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) as major odor sources (e.g.,
wastewater treatment plants, agricultural operations, landfills, composting facilities,
food processing plants, chemical plants, or refineries).

Biological Resources (all thresholds): The Project would not have any impact to
Biological Resources, because the Project would be constructed within the development
areas of Ranch Plan on parcels that have already been graded and vegetation removed.
The Affordable Housing parcels would be located within the Planning Areas consistent
with the assumptions of the Southern Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).
Impacts to biological resources associated with the Ranch Plan and the required
mitigation measures, have been assessed in conjunction with the Ranch Plan approval.

Cultural/Scientific Resources (all thresholds): By the time the Project is implemented,
all mass grading would have already occurred and the measures required by Final
EIR (FEIR) 589 for the Ranch Plan to minimize impacts on cultural resources will have
been implemented. Thus, there will be no native ground disturbance associated with the
Project and no direct or indirect impacts to historical, archaeological, or paleontological
resources would occur, nor would the Project disturb any human remains.

Geology and Soils (all thresholds): The Affordable Housing sites would be developed
on graded sites. Grading would be conducted by RMV as part of the grading for the
Planning Area. Prior to issuance of grading permits, RMV would have to demonstrate that
that appropriate measures, consist with CBC requirements, have been incorporated into
the grading design to address seismic-related issues, site-specific soil conditions, and soil
erosion. Additionally, before any grading of the Affordable Housing sites was permitted
to occur, RMV would have been required to satisfy the applicable measures and
regulatory requirements adopted in conjunction with the Ranch Plan. All buildings would
be required to comply with the California Building Code in effect at the time of
construction.

The Project will be served by an existing sewer system and does not propose the use
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (all thresholds): The closest site to the Ranch Plan
that is on the Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List (also known as the Cortese List)
is the former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, which is approximately 11 miles
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from the closest Affordable Housing site. This is too great a distance to expose the public
to hazardous materials.

In conjunction with grading of the Ranch Plan, RMV will implement the required
measures associated with any known hazardous materials risks on site. Regulations in
the Uniform Fire Code would apply to the handling of hazardous materials that are
routinely used during construction and these regulations would reduce potential hazards
to less than significant levels for the surrounding community and for any schools located
within a quarter mile of future school sites.

John Wayne Airport is the closest commercial airport and is located approximately 18
miles from the Project site. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the Project site.

There are no designated evacuation routes within the Project site boundaries; therefore,
the Project would not impair a designated evacuation route. Additionally, the Project
would not impair the use of the arterial network that provides access to the Project site.

As part of the Ranch Plan project, a fuel modification zone is provided surrounding all
development areas. Additional measures provided in the Wildland Fire Management Plan
and Ranch Plan Planned Community-Wide Fire Protection Plan would provide the
necessary emergency access and fire safety measures for development areas within the
Ranch Plan. RMV’s implementation of these required measures will minimize the
potential significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.

Hydrology (groundwater supplies, drainage patterns, flood hazard): The Project
would not involve direct withdrawals of groundwater or substantially alter natural
recharge. The total Project area is relatively small (approximately 30.0 to 44.6 acres,
dependent upon the alternative selected) in relation to the total size of the groundwater
subbasin. Additionally, it is assumed that the Project area will be developed as part of the
Ranch Plan. In conjunction with grading of the Affordable Housing site, RMV is required
to implement watershed management measures adopted in conjunction with FEIR 589
which ensure that the Ranch Plan would not result in alteration of stream courses or
substantially increase the rate of runoff.

The Project site will be located within the development areas of the Ranch Plan, and the
Affordable Housing sites will be graded prior to the site becoming available for the
development of affordable housing. The impacts associated with a 100-year flood hazard;
exposure to flooding as a result of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow will be addressed, and corrective measures will be incorporated as part of the
RMV grading permit processes for each Planning Area. The grading impacts and
associated mitigation measures were previously evaluated in FEIR 589 for the Ranch
Plan. Therefore, no housing or structures would be subjected to these hazards.

Water supply utilities are discussed in 4.10, Utilities and Service Systems.

Land Use and Planning (divide an established community; conflict with habitat
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan): The Project would be
integrated into the Ranch Plan development areas and would be developed to be
compatible with surrounding uses. The Project would not have any physical impact on
existing communities. The Project site is located within the Southern Subregion HCP;
however, the affordable housing parcels will be within Planning Areas that are not within
a “Reserve” area. Compliance with the provisions of the Southern Subregion HCP
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(including conservation of open space) will be required of RMV when the Affordable
Housing sites are graded.

Mineral Resources (all thresholds): There is an existing sand mining operation in
Planning Area 5; however, the development pad for the Affordable Housing site in
Planning Area 5 would be graded prior to the County receiving the parcel. This Project
would not have any new impacts on existing and potential mineral resources that were
not previously addressed as part of FEIR 589.

Noise (airport; private airstrips): There are no airports or private airstrips near the
Ranch Plan area that would expose future residents, visitors, or employees to excessive
noise on the Project sites.

Population and Housing (displacement of housing and people): Since there would be
no development on the Affordable Housing sites, the Project would not result in the
displacement of any housing or a substantial number of people, and construction of
replacement housing would not be required.

Transportation/Traffic (air traffic; hazards; emergency access; conflict with
alternative modes): There are no airports near the Ranch Plan area, and the Project
would not impact operations at John Wayne Airport, the nearest airport.

At the time the Project is constructed, conflicts associated with incompatible uses
(current ranching or industrial operations) that could result in safety hazards would be
eliminated. No uses are proposed that would result in incompatibility with surrounding
areas, thereby resulting in safety hazards.

Providing affordable housing would not conflict with the policies associated with
alternative modes of transportation or result in any measures that would decrease
performance or introduce safety hazards for these facilities.

Utilities and Service Systems (storm water drainage facility; landfill; solid waste
compliance): As part of the RMV development of the Planning Area, a storm drainage
system would be constructed. Storm water collection facilities internal to the Affordable
Housing parcels would be implemented and would drain to the storm drain system. As
part of the Ranch Plan, the sizing of the storm drains and any associated infiltration
basins or detention basins would account for the Affordable Housing development area.

The waste disposal service serving the Project site would be required to abide by the
applicable waste reduction and recycling programs required under existing regulations
(Assembly Bill [AB] 341, the California Mandatory Commercial Recycling Law).

2.3.2 REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS

The County as the Lead Agency has the principal responsibility for processing and approving the
Project. The County will consider the information in this Program EIR in combination with other
information that may be presented during the CEQA process and use this Program EIR in the
decision-making or permitting processes. This EIR provides the analysis in support of the
Mitigation Program that will, if the Project is approved, be made conditions of the Project and
will be implemented through the CEQA-mandated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program.
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In accordance with CEQA, if it decides to approve the Project, the County of Orange is required
to make appropriate findings for each potentially significant environmental impact identified in
the Program EIR. If the Program EIR identifies significant environmental impacts that cannot be
mitigated to a less than significant level through the adoption of mitigation measures or Project
alternatives, the Lead Agency (and Responsible Agencies using this CEQA document for their
respective permits or approvals) must decide whether the benefits of the Project outweigh any
identified significant environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below a threshold of
significance. If the agency decides that the overriding considerations, including Project benefits,
outweigh the significant, unavoidable impacts, then the agency (Lead Agency or Responsible
Agency) is required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which states the reasons
that support its actions. Based on the findings in this Program EIR, only short-term cumulative
construction air emissions and the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions under the project-level
threshold have been identified as significant, unavoidable impacts.

The Lead Agency’s actions involved in implementing the Proposed Project are described in
Section 3.0, Project Description. Other agencies that may have discretionary approval over the
Project, or components thereof, including responsible and trustee agencies, are also listed in the
Project Description.

This Draft EIR was prepared under the direction and supervision of OC Public Works/OC
Planning, and will be circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period, as mandated by
the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15105). Any time during the public review period, written
comments concerning the adequacy of the document can be submitted by interested public
agencies and members of the public to the following address:

County of Orange - OC Public Works/OC Planning
Attention: Rose Fistrovic
300 N Flower Street
Santa Ana, CA 92703
or via email to Rose.Fistrovic@ocpw.ocgov.com

After the public review comment period, written responses to all written comments and oral
testimony pertaining to environmental issues will be prepared as part of the Final Program EIR.
As required by CEQA, responses to comments submitted by responsible public agencies will be
distributed to those agencies for review at least ten days prior to consideration of the Final
Program EIR by the Orange County Board of Supervisors, which is the decision-making body for
the Project. The Board of Supervisors will consider whether to certify the Program EIR and to
adopt findings relative to the Project’s environmental effects. It will then take action
to recommend outright approval, conditional approval, or denial of the Project.
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2.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

This Draft EIR is organized into seven sections, with each containing its own references section.
Alist of the Draft EIR sections and a brief description of their contents is provided below to assist
the reader in locating information.

e Section 1.0, Executive Summary: This section provides summaries of the Project
Alternatives, environmental impacts, and mitigation measures.

e Section 2.0, Introduction, Project History and Setting: This section briefly discusses
the purpose of the Program EIR; describes the environmental review process; provides
an overview of the Project history; describes the environmental setting of the Project;
and gives an overview of the EIR’s organization.

e Section 3.0, Project Description: This section provides a detailed description of the
Project characteristics and a statement of the Project Objectives.

e Section 4.0, Existing Conditions, Impact Analysis, Cumulative Impacts, and
Mitigation Program: This section contains subsections 4.1, Air Quality, through 4.10,
Utilities and Service Systems. Within this section, the Project is discussed. Each
subsection includes discussions on the following topics: background information (if
applicable); regulatory setting (if applicable); methods (if applicable); existing
conditions; thresholds of significance; impact analysis; cumulative impact analysis;
mitigation program (if any); level of significance after mitigation; and references.

e Section 5.0, Alternatives: This section contains a discussion of alternatives that were
developed to substantially reduce the significant unavoidable GHG impacts associated
with the Project.

e Section 6.0, Long-Term Implications: This section contains a summary discussion of
any significant unavoidable impacts; potential growth-inducing impacts; and any
significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the Project.

e Section 7.0, Persons and Organizations Consulted: This section lists the persons and
organizations that were contacted to obtain data on the preparation of the Draft Program
EIR.

e Section 8.0, Preparers: This section lists the persons that directly contributed to
preparation of the Draft Program EIR.

Sections 1.0 through 8.0 are presented in the first volume of the Draft Program EIR. Additionally,
the Program Draft EIR identifies five appendices that provide supporting information and
technical analyses. These are identified as Appendices A through E and are provided separately.

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

As discussed above, the Project site is located within the Ranch Plan. The General Plan land use
designations within the Ranch Plan include Suburban Residential, Open Space, Open Space
Reserve, Urban Activity Center, Employment, and Public Facilities (County of Orange 2014b).
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The Ranch Plan area is zoned PC, Planned Community.! Of the 22,683 acres within the Ranch
Plan, approximately 16,915 acres (or approximately 74.57 percent) are identified for open space
uses with 5,768 acres for development uses. Planning Areas 1 and 2 are currently being
developed. The Affordable Housing sites for the Project would be located in Planning Areas 3, 4,
5,and 8.

To the north and west of the Ranch Plan are the cities of Rancho Santa Margarita, Mission Viejo,
San Juan Capistrano, and San Clemente. Other large land developments in unincorporated
Orange County and in the vicinity of the Project sites include the planned communities of Las
Flores, Coto de Caza, and Ladera Ranch. U.S. Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton in San
Diego County borders the southern edge of the Planned Community; Caspers Wilderness Park,
the Cleveland National Forest, and several private properties in Riverside and San Diego counties
border the Ranch Plan on its eastern edge.

Regional access to the Ranch Plan is via I-5 (which is located west of the Project site) and SR-241,
which currently terminates at Oso Parkway, just north of the Planned Community limits. Ortega
Highway (SR-74) runs east-west through the Planned Community. Antonio Parkway/La Pata
Avenue provides north-south arterial highway access, and Avenida Pico in the city of San
Clemente runs east-west and terminates near the southwestern boundary of the Ranch Plan.

Portions of the Ranch Plan have been used for agricultural, nursery, and other lease uses for the
past 120 years. There are a number of commercial uses operating with leases. These include a
large-scale commercial nursery and industrial-type leases, which are discussed in more detail in
Section 4.4, Land Use. These uses, as well as the ranching operations, are served by several paved
ranch roads and a network of unpaved ranch roads.

Several major public facilities and utilities exist within the Planned Community. These include
the South County pipeline, which is owned by the SMWD; an electrical substation owned by San
Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E); high power electrical transmission lines owned by Southern
California Edison (SCE) and SDG&E; and the Santa Fe Petroleum Pipeline, which is owned by
Kinder Morgan. SMWD owns the Chiquita Water Reclamation Plant (CWRP), which is located in
the center of Planning Area 2, but is not a part of the Ranch Plan. The County’s Prima Deshecha
Landfill is located at the western boundary of Planning Area 5.

Several creeks are located within the Ranch Plan boundaries. Just north of Ortega Highway, San
Juan Creek flows in an east-west direction through the Ranch Plan. San Juan Creek is a major
drainage basin that discharges into the Pacific Ocean in the vicinity of the city of Dana Point.
Major tributaries to San Juan Creek are Arroyo Trabuco, Oso Creek, Cafiada Chiquita, Cafiada
Gobernadora, Bell Canyon Creek, and Verdugo Canyon Creek. Cristianitos Creek is located south
of Ortega Highway and traverses the Ranch Plan in a north-south direction. Major tributaries to
Cristianitos Creek within the Ranch Plan are Gabino Canyon Creek, La Paz Creek, and Talega
Canyon Creek. Cristianitos Creek is in the western portion of the San Mateo Creek Watershed.

1 The Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text provides the regulations and procedures that apply to each of the
land use categories approved as a part of the Ranch Plan (County of Orange 2004b). The regulations and standards
adopted as part of the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text would apply to the development and
implementation of the Affordable Housing Project because it is the underlying zoning for the sites. In those cases where
the standards differ from the Orange County Zoning Code, the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text standards
would provide the applicable regulations.

2-10 ORANGE COUNTY AFFORDABLE HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM—RANCH PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT



Introduction, Project History and Setting

The Ranch Plan contains a diverse population of flora and fauna species, including sensitive
vegetation communities that provide habitat to sensitive species. These vegetation communities
include, but are not limited to, scrub habitats, chaparral, vernal pools and seeps, riparian habitat,
and woodland habitat. As discussed in more detail in Section 2.7.1, RMV is a participating
landowner in the Southern Subregion HCP, which addresses a total of 32 species and is designed
to provide long-term, large-scale protection of natural vegetation communities and wildlife
diversity while allowing compatible land uses and appropriate development and growth. Also,
noteworthy is the Gobernadora Ecological Restoration Area (GERA), which is a mitigation bank
developed in Cafiada Gobernadora (west of Planning Area 2) as replacement habitat for
previously approved projects.

The geology of the area contains a wide variety of geological characteristics. Two faults—the
Mission Viejo Fault and the Cristianitos Fault—traverse the Ranch Plan. The Cristianitos Fault is
classified as inactive; the Mission Viejo Fault is classified as potentially active. The nearest known
active faultis the Newport-Inglewood Fault, located 9.3 miles to the south. Landslides are located
throughout the Ranch Plan, with the greatest number located west of the Cristianitos Fault.

2.6  PROJECT HISTORY

2.6.1 RANCH PLAN PLANNED COMMUNITY AND FEIR 589

The Ranch Plan project was developed in coordination with the Southern Subregion Natural
Community Conservation Plan/Master Streambed Alteration Agreement/Habitat Conservation
Plan (NCCP/MSAA/HCP) and the Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) planning programs to
ensure that the Ranch Plan project was substantially consistent with the draft planning
guidelines and principles formulated to address biological and water resources in the larger
subregion. In addition, a third process, the South County Outreach and Review Effort (SCORE),
was developed by the County of Orange to seek input from the community on the project.

As part of the CEQA process, the County of Orange prepared The Ranch Plan Program EIR 589,
(EIR 589) which was released for a 61-day public review period on June 10, 2004. The County
received 193 written comments (letters and emails) during the public review period on Draft
EIR 589. All these comments were responded to in writing and are part of FEIR 589. In addition,
five public meetings were held before the Orange County Planning Commission.

On November 8, 2004, the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved a General Plan
Amendment (Resolution No. 04-291), Zone Change (Resolution No. 04-292 and Ordinance
No. 04-014), and Development Agreement (Resolution No. 04-293 and Ordinance No. 04-015)
for the 22,815-acre Ranch Plan project. The Board of Supervisors selected Alternative B-10
Modified, which established a blueprint for the long-term conservation, management, and
development of the last large-scale, integrated landholding in south Orange County. This
alternative allowed for the construction of 14,000 dwelling units, 3,480,000 square feet of Urban
Activity Center (UAC) uses on 251 acres, 500,000 square feet of Neighborhood Center uses on
50 acres,and 1,220,000 square feet of business park uses on 80 acres, all of which were proposed
to occur on approximately 7,683 acres of the Ranch Plan. The balance of the Ranch Plan, totaling
approximately 15,132 gross acres (or approximately 66.32 percent), was identified for open
space uses.
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Concurrent with the foregoing approvals, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution
No. 04-290, certifying FEIR 589 as complete, adequate, and in full compliance with the
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. A Findings of Fact and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations were adopted as part of the approval process. The Findings of Fact
for unavoidable adverse impacts were made for the following topical areas: land use and relevant
planning, agricultural resources, water resources, air quality, noise, aesthetics and visual
resources, mineral resources, fire protection services and facilities, traffic and circulation, and
biological resources.

Subsequent to the certification of the FEIR, the City of Mission Viejo and a coalition of concerned
environmental groups (Resource Organizations) filed separate actions in the Orange County
Superior Court challenging the Board of Supervisors’ approval of the Ranch Plan project and its
certification of FEIR 589 (Orange County Superior Court Case Nos. 04CC11999 and 04CC01637).
The parties managed to achieve full settlement of the lawsuits, with dismissal of the individual
lawsuits following thereafter.

The settlements collectively provided for certain refinements to the Ranch Plan project that, in
effect, increased the amount of open space that will be permanently protected and managed (i.e.,
from approximately 15,132 gross acres to 16,942 gross acres) and reduced the acreage available
for development activities (i.e., from approximately 7,683 acres to 5,873 acres). The refinements
focused on further protection of resources by concentrating development in the areas with lower
biological resource values while continuing to protect high resource values, including the vast
majority of the western portion of the San Mateo Creek Watershed within the Ranch Plan.

2.6.2 AFFORDABLE HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT

Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement

On July 18, 2006, the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved the AHIA pursuant to the
RMV Development Agreement for the Ranch Plan. The AHIA requires that RMV provide the
County with Affordable Housing sites that are between approximately 2 and 10 acres, for a total
of 60 gross acres of property, for the development of affordable housing projects. The AHIA
requires RMV to grade the Affordable Housing sites, provide access, and provide the opportunity
to obtain utility services for the Project sites. In the AHIA, RMV makes a commitment to phasing
of the Affordable Housing sites concurrently with development of the Ranch Plan. The Affordable
Housing units developed on sites provided under the AHIA do not count against the 14,000
dwelling unit cap of the Ranch Plan. 2

The AHIA sets forth the process, requirements and timeframes for RMV to satisfy its obligations
to provide Affordable Housing sites under the Development Agreement. Under the original terms
of the AHIA, should the County decide to implement an Affordable Housing project on a site
identified by RMV, it is the County’s responsibility to select and enter into an agreement with a

2 Inorder to ensure consistency between the County General Plan and the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text,
the Planned Community (PC) Statistical Table is used to track the number of units and the acreage/square footage
constructed in the Ranch Plan to ensure that the maximum number of residential dwelling units or the square
footage/acreage of other uses do not exceed the approved levels. The AHIA and Addendum One to the AHIA assume
that the Affordable Housing would be over and above the Ranch Plan’s 14,000 dwelling unit cap. Therefore, the
Affordable Housing units would not be reflected on the PC Statistical Table the analysis. The PC Statistical Table is
shown and further discussed in Section 4.4, Land Use and Planning.
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builder through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process (as defined in the AHIA). If the County
decides not to initiate an RFP process, or if the RFP process is not completed within 18 months
after distribution of the RFP, the AHIA provides that RMV’s obligation with respect to the
Affordable Housing site would be deemed satisfied, and that its obligation to provide 60 gross
acres would be reduced by the amount of acreage of the Affordable Housing site. Otherwise,
RMV’s obligations with respect to an Affordable Housing site are deemed satisfied and acreage
for the housing site deducted from the 60-acre total obligation, when either an Irrevocable Offer
of Dedication (IOD) or Deed conveying the Affordable Housing site to the County is recorded as
to the site.

Addendum One to the Affordable Housing Implementation
Agreement

On December 17, 2013, the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved an addendum to the
AHIA (Addendum One), which authorizes the use of the Private-Sector Alternative? method for
development of affordable housing projects in Planning Areas 1 and 2 of the Ranch Plan.
Addendum One to the AHIA acknowledges that the Private-Sector Alternative method for
development may be allowed for affordable housing projects throughout other Planning Areas
of the Ranch Plan, if successful.

The Private-Sector Alternative method for development allows RMV to enter into a long-term
ground lease with an affordable housing builder. The County may review the ground lease to
confirm that the applicable development standards, including the minimum density of 25 units
per net acre, have been incorporated as part of the ground lease. RMV would also record a
covenant that would restrict the use of the Affordable Housing site to low, very low, and
extremely-low income households for a period of 55 years (referred to as the “AH Restricted
Period” in Addendum One).

Under the Private-Sector Alternative method for development, RMV would provide all required
infrastructure and construction at no cost to the County and, upon recordation of an 10D for a
Affordable Housing site, RMV would get a credit toward its 60-acre obligation, equal to the actual
gross acreage of the Affordable Housing site(s) subject to the 10D, multiplied by a factor of two.
Under the 10D, the County would be entitled to receive a fee simple interest in the site upon
acceptance of the I0OD. The 10D is required to contain an express condition that the County’s
acceptance of the 10D, if at all, shall occur not sooner than 15 years, nor later than 55 years,
following recordation of the IOD. If the IOD has not been accepted by the end of the AH Restricted
Period, Addendum One provides that the 10D shall automatically terminate and be of no further
effect, and that the County shall record a quit claim deed as to any interest it may have in the
Housing Site(s) subject to the 10D.

3 The AHIA Addenda reference the Private-Sector Alternative for providing affordable housing in the Ranch Plan. This
terminology is used because this option would rely on the private sector to finance and implement all the required
infrastructure and to construct the affordable housing development at no cost to the County. As discussed in
Section 3.0, Project Description, this EIR evaluates two scenarios with differing amounts of development using this
private-sector method for development.
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Affordable Housing in Planning Areas 1 and 2

Consistent with Addendum One to the AHIA, RMV is currently developing two affordable housing
projects within Planning Areas 1 and 2, under the Private-Sector Alternative method for
development. The first site is in Planning Area 1 in the northeast quadrant of the Antonio
Parkway/Ortega Highway intersection. The site consists of 3.4 gross acres and will provide at
least 107 age-qualified senior apartments (restricted to age 55 years old and older); 70 percent
of these apartments would be for low income households and 30 percent would be for very-low
income households. There would be a mix of one bedroom and two bedroom apartment units. A
pool and clubhouse facility will also be provided. Construction of the affordable housing site in
Planning Area 1 is expected to begin in 2016.

The second site is within Planning Area 2 (Subarea 2.1) (north of Cow Camp Road and west of
Los Patrones Parkway). This site consists of 4.4 gross acres and would consist of 112 family
apartments (for all ages); 70 percent of these apartments would be for low income households
and 30 percent would be for very-low income households. There will be 20 one-bedroom units;
58 two-bedroom units; and 34 three-bedroom units. A pool and a clubhouse facility will also be
provided. Construction of the affordable housing site in Planning Area 2 is expected to begin in
2016.

As a result of utilization of the Private-Sector Alternative method for development provided for
in Addendum One to the AHIA and as a result of the calculation of the Dedicated Lands credit
provided thereunder, the projects in Planning Areas 1 and 2 result in a total Dedicated Lands
credit of 15.6 acres (an initial credit of 7.8 gross acres for the development of the 2 sites, plus an
additional 7.8 acres of credit for use of the Private-Sector Alternative method for development).
This leaves 44.4 acres of Dedicated Lands in the remainder of the Ranch Plan.

2.6.3 SUBSEQUENT APPROVALS AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE
RANCH PLAN

City of San Juan Capistrano Annexation

In 2009, the City of San Juan Capistrano purchased 132 acres of the Ranch Plan in the southwest
quadrant of the intersection of Antonio Parkway and Ortega Highway. This reduced the
development area in Planning Area 1 by 105 acres. The property was annexed into the City for
use as recreational open space (i.e., the Rancho Mission Viejo Riding Park at San Juan
Capistrano). This change to a portion of the Ranch Plan area resulted in administrative
corrections to the Ranch Plan Planned Community Development Map and PC Statistical Table in
February 2011.

Master Area Plan and Subarea Plan Approvals

Per the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text, a Master Area Plan is required for each
planning area proposed for development. A Master Area Plan shows the relationship of proposed
uses in the entire planning area. A Master Area Plan consists of a map, a set of statistics, and text
that describe the location, density, and intensity of proposed uses in a planning area (the full
requirements are listed in Section II.B.3.a of the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text).
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It is a tool to describe how special features or planning concerns will be addressed. All grading,
development, and improvements shall be in substantial conformance with the provisions of the
approved Master Area Plan.

The Master Area Plan will divide the planning area into subareas. Prior to approval of any
subdivision in each subarea, a Subarea Plan shall be prepared. The Subarea Plans must be
consistent with the Master Area Plan. The Subarea Plans provide more detail on the proposed
development. The Subarea Plans provide information on the key features of the development
proposed in the Subarea. This would include, but not be limited to (1) the specific residential use
categories and other non-residential uses; (2) locations and acreage of park, recreation, and
other open space uses; (3) circulation features; (4) a concept grading plan; and (5) community
facility locations. The full requirements of Subarea Plans are identified in the Ranch Plan Planned
Community Program Text.

RMV has processed the Master Area Plans and Subarea Plans for Planning Areas 1 through 4. No
Master Area Plans or Subarea Plans have been processed for the remaining Planning Areas.
Planning Area 1, also known as the Village of Sendero, opened for sale in mid-summer of 2013;
Planning Area 2, also known as the Village of Esencia, opened for sale in summer of 2015; grading
has not started on Planning Areas 3 and 4.

Infrastructure Improvements

Infrastructure improvements have been approved to support the Ranch Plan. These
improvements are discussed below and their locations are depicted on Exhibit 2-1, Supporting
Infrastructure. Exhibit 2-1 also identifies the locations of other projects in the area, which are
discussed in Section 2.8 of this Program EIR.

Cow Camp Road. Cow Camp Road is proposed as an east-west arterial highway with up to a
60 mile per hour (mph) design speed that will extend from Antonio Parkway to Ortega Highway
(SR-74) near the common boundary of the Ranch Plan and Caspers Wilderness Park. The
roadway is a six-lane major road that runs through Planning Areas 1 and 2, and a four-lane
primary that goes through Planning Area 3. The cross-section of the roadway east of Planning
Area 3 is being evaluated as part of the final design process. Based on the preliminary traffic
analysis, only a two-lane roadway is required as it crosses San Juan Creek and connects to Ortega
Highway.* The north half of the roadway segment adjacent to and within Planning Areas 1 and
2,known as “Segment 1”, was completed in fall 2015. The design for the southern half of Segment
1 is anticipated to be completed in 2016; however, the timing of construction will be dependent
on travel demand and is not known at this time. The extension of the roadway from the eastern
edge of Planning Area 2 over to Ortega Highway (known as “Segment 2”) is under design.
Construction of Segment 2 is expected to begin in 2017 and take 18 months to complete.

Water Reservoir Facilities. To serve Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, the SMWD has constructed
several water conveyance and storage facilities located in Chiquita Canyon. These facilities were
included in the analysis contained in FEIR 589 as part of the Ranch Plan. Facilities constructed
in 2011 include two 2.0-million-gallon (MG) domestic water (DW) reservoirs, and one 4.0-MG

4 The Project Report for Segment 2 of Cow Camp Road, which demonstrated the need for only two lanes across San Juan
Creek is expected to be approved in 2016. An amendment to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) and the
General Plan Circulation Element would then be processed to reflect this reduced cross-section.
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recycled water reservoir, and their required transmission network (SMWD 2011). Additionally,
construction was initiated in 2015 on one 3.0-MG domestic water reservoir and one 2.0-MG
recycled water reservoir, both of which are also located in Chiquita Canyon, south of Tesoro High
School (SMWD 2015a). These facilities are known as the Zone [/Zone A Reservoirs and the
Zone II/Zone B Reservoirs.

Rancho Mission Viejo Electrical Substation. SDG&E constructed a new substation within the
boundary of Planning Area 2 to ensure adequate electrical service for the Ranch Plan and to
ensure reliability of service to existing customers. The substation is located at the southeastern
corner of Planning Area 2, north of San Juan Creek (County of Orange 2008). The substation has
been named the Rancho Mission Viejo Substation and has been operational since October 2011.

Los Patrones Parkway. Los Patrones Parkway (previously known as “F” Street) will provide a
north-south roadway that will enhance access to the roadway network beyond the Ranch Plan.
This roadway was assumed in FEIR 589 as a north-south arterial traversing a portion of Planning
Area 2 and connecting to Oso Parkway in the scenario that assumed SR-241 was not extended.

Los Patrones Parkway will be developed as a rural secondary highway and will connect at Oso
Parkway at the intersections of the on- and off-ramps from the existing SR-241. Extending south,
it will run through Planning Area 2 before connecting to Cow Camp Road at the southern
boundary of Planning Area 2 in Subarea 2.1. This arterial road will consist of 2 general purpose
lanes in both directions of travel with a variable width median (i.e., 4 to 14 feet). A pedestrian
and bicycle trail will be located on the west side of Los Patrones Parkway to provide for
opportunities for alternative non-motorized vehicular transportation modes. Geometric
approval for Los Patrones Parkway was granted by the County of Orange in 2014. The portion of
Los Patrones Parkway located adjacent to the development in Planning Area 2 has been graded.
Construction of Los Patrones Parkway began in 2016 and is expected to take one to two years.

As the Ranch Plan is constructed, additional infrastructure improvements will be required. The
key backbone facilities are identified through the Master Area Plans, Subarea Plans, and
subdivision processes.

2.7 REGULATORY AGENCIES PLANS AND APPROVALS

As previously noted, concurrently with the development of the Ranch Plan, two other major
planning and regulatory programs were developed: the Southern Subregion NCCP/MSAA/HCP
and the SAMP. Both of these plans integrated the development of the Ranch Plan into their
baseline assumptions. Additionally, the Ranch Plan project was further and subsequently
influenced by input received from the general public, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) as a result of these planning programs. The refinements resulted in what is referred to
as “Alternative B-12”, a plan that is consistent with the settlement agreements and reflects what
was approved as part of the Southern Subregion HCP and the SAMP. All subsequent discussion
of the Ranch Plan in this Program EIR refers to Alternative B-12 outlined in the settlement
agreements unless otherwise noted.

These plans, and their associated approvals, will not be affected by the Project. All these
approvals will continue to apply to the Ranch Plan. Development of the Project would not conflict
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with these planning programs because the Affordable Housing site locations (i.e., building pads)
will have been graded prior to the initiation of construction of the affordable units. An overview
of these planning programs is provided for context of the regulatory setting for the Project area.

2.7.1 SOUTHERN SUBREGION NCCP/MSAA/HCP AND FEIR 584

The Southern Subregion NCCP/MSAA/HCP and its EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
were prepared by the County of Orange in cooperation with the CDFW and the USFWS and in
accordance with the provisions of the NCCP Act, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA),
the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), and Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and
Game Code. The Southern Subregion NCCP/MSAA/HCP provides for the conservation of
designated State- and federally listed and unlisted species and associated habitats that are
currently found within the 132,000-acre NCCP/MSAA/HCP study area. The NCCP/MSAA/HCP is
a voluntary, collaborative planning program involving landowners, local governments, State and
federal agencies, environmental organizations, and interested members of the public. The
purpose of the NCCP Program is to provide long-term, large-scale protection of natural
vegetation communities and wildlife diversity while allowing compatible land uses and
appropriate development and growth. The NCCP process was initiated to provide an alternative
to “single species” conservation efforts. The shift in focus from single species, project-by-project
conservation efforts to large-scale conservation planning at the natural community level was
intended to facilitate regional and subregional protection of a suite of species that inhabit a
designated natural community or communities.

The proposed Conservation Strategy of the plan “focuses on long-term protection and
management of multiple natural communities that provide habitat essential to the survival of a
broad array of wildlife and plant species” (County of Orange 2006e). The NCCP/MSAA/HCP
creates a permanent habitat reserve consisting of (1) 11,950 County of Orange-owned acres
contained within 3 existing County regional and wilderness parks (O’Neill Regional Park, Riley
Wilderness Park, and Caspers Wilderness Park) and (2) 20,868 acres owned by RMV.

To address the potential impacts associated with the NCCP/MSAA/HCP, the Joint Programmatic
EIR/EIS was prepared, which identified future projects that would be undertaken by the
participating landowners (i.e., the County of Orange, the SMWD, and RMV). With the approval of
the Southern Subregion HCP and issuance of the Incidental Take Permits (ITPs) by USFWS, these
projects became “Covered Activities”. The Ranch Plan and its associated infrastructure were
identified as an RMV Covered Activity.

With respect to the CEQA document, the County of Orange Board of Supervisors certified the EIR
(FEIR 584) on October 24, 2006. With respect to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documentation, the USFWS distributed the Final EIS for public review on November 13, 2006.
The Implementation Agreement (IA) was signed by the Participating Landowners (i.e., the
County, RMV, and SMWD) in December 2006. The USFWS issued a Record of Decision, signed the
[A, approved the Southern Subregion HCP, and issued FESA Section 10(a)(1)(B) ITPs to RMV and
the SMWD for federally listed species on January 10, 2007 (1-6-07-F-812.8) (the Opinions) for
the HCP component of the Draft Southern Subregion NCCP/MSAA/HCP, referred to hereinafter
as the “Southern Subregion HCP”.

The Opinions state that proposed incidental take will occur as a result of habitat loss and
disturbance associated with urban development and other proposed activities (i.e., Covered
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Activities) identified in the Southern Subregion HCP. The Opinions further identify “construction
of residential, commercial, industrial and infrastructure facilities” as an RMV-Covered Activities.
The Opinions address 6 federally listed animals, 1 federally listed plant, and 25 unlisted plants
and animals for a total of 32 species.

The CDFW issued an MSAA for the Ranch Plan on September 29, 2008. The MSAA covers the
activities associated with implementing the approved development. The covered activities
include (1) development in Planning Areas 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8;5 (2) cultivation of orchards;
(3) roadway improvements; (4) construction of bikeways and trails; (5) sewer and wastewater
facilities; (6) drainage, flood-control, and water quality facilities; (7) maintenance of existing
facilities within the Ranch Plan boundary; (8) habitat restoration; (9) geotechnical
investigations; and (10) relocation of the RMV headquarters.

2.7.2 SPECIAL AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN

A SAMP is a voluntary watershed-level planning and USACE permitting process involving local
landowners and public agencies that seek permit coverage under Section 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act for future actions that affect jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.”. The purpose of a
SAMP is to provide for reasonable economic development and the protection and long-term
management of sensitive aquatic resources (biological and hydrological). Under a SAMP, to the
extent feasible, federal “waters of the U.S.” (including wetlands) are avoided and unavoidable
impacts are minimized and mitigated. The San Juan Creek and Western San Mateo Creek
Watersheds SAMP provides a framework for permit coverage for the San Juan Creek Watershed
(approximately 113,000 acres) and the western portion of the San Mateo Creek Watershed
(approximately 15,104 acres). The SAMP study area includes the Ranch Plan area.

The SAMP, which was approved by the USACE in 2007, establishes three regulatory permitting
procedures: (1) Regional General Permit Procedures for Maintenance Activities Outside of the
Ranch Plan Planned Community; (2) Letter of Permission Procedures for Future Qualifying
Applicants Subject to Future Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Review Outside the Ranch Plan
Planned Community; and (3) Long-Term Individual Permits/Letters of Permission for Dredge
and Fill Activities within the Ranch Plan Planned Community. With respect to the Ranch Plan,
the USACE issued an Individual Permit of extended duration to specify allowable impacts to
“waters of the U.S.” over the life of the Ranch Plan project. The long-term Individual Permit
requires additional review and analysis as individual projects are proposed within the Ranch
Plan to ensure consistency with allowable impacts and the terms and conditions of this long-
term Individual Permit. The USACE will review specific activities under the Letter of Permission
procedures for the geographic area covered by the Individual Permit as each activity is proposed
for implementation.

5  Planning Area 1 was permitted separately through a standard Streambed Alteration Agreement.
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2.8 OTHER PROJECTS IN THE AREA

2.8.1 STATEROUTE 241

The Foothill Transportation Corridor (FTC) has been on the Orange County Master Plan of
Arterial Highways (MPAH) since 1981 and is designated a Transportation Corridor. The route
was identified to run along the foothills in southeastern Orange County parallel to I-5.In 1986, a
joint-powers authority, known as the TCA, was formed to oversee the planning, design, financing,
and construction of the FTC and two other toll roads in Orange County. The Foothill/Eastern TCA
is responsible for the planning, design, and construction of the FTC. Recognizing the regional
nature of the toll roads, the FTC was added to the State Highway System and designated as
SR-241 in 1993. Once constructed, the roadway is transferred to the State of California.

SR-241 has been constructed from SR-91 in the City of Yorba Linda south to Oso Parkway, near
the City of Rancho Santa Margarita, a distance of over 24 miles. An extension of the route south
to I-5 just south of the Orange/San Diego County line has been the subject of engineering and
environmental studies for over 30 years. However, at this time, no plan has received all the
necessary regulatory approvals.

Plans to complete SR-241 from its current terminus (at Oso Parkway) to I-5 have been analyzed
for more than 30 years. An EIR/EIS was prepared addressing the environmental impacts of this
approximate 14-mile southerly extension. A preferred alignment was selected by the
Foothill/Eastern TCA, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), the USFWS, the USACE, and Caltrans. The selected route would
extend through Planning Areas 2 and 5 of the Ranch Plan, would cross into San Diego County,
and would connect to I-5 in the vicinity of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station. The
southern portion of the alignment is within the California Coastal Zone, which required approval
of the alignment by the California Coastal Commission (CCC). In 2008, the CCC rejected the
selected alignment, stating it is inconsistent with the California Coastal Act. This decision was
appealed by the Foothill/Eastern TCA to the Secretary of Commerce (TCA 2008). In December
2008, the Secretary of Commerce upheld the CCC’s decision.

In October 2011, engineering and environmental work began on a plan to extend the current
SR-241 toll road from its existing terminus at Oso Parkway to Cow Camp Road in Planning Area 2,
a distance of approximately 5.5 miles. This segment, which is known as the Tesoro Extension, is
outside the Coastal Zone and avoids all water subject to federal jurisdiction. In February 2013,
the Foothill/Eastern TCA prepared an Addendum to the South Orange County Transportation
Infrastructure Improvement Project Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, which
focused on the Tesoro Extension. However, in June 2013, the San Diego Regional Water Quality
Control Board (San Diego RWQCB) denied the Foothill/Eastern TCA’s application for a Waste
Discharge Permit per the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The Foothill/Eastern TCA
filed for the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB's) review of the denial, requesting
that the San Diego RWQCB provide the factual and legal basis for its decision. The petition was
heard by the SWRCB on September 23, 2014. At that meeting, the State Water Board remanded
the matter to the San Diego RWQCB with direction to provide the factual and legal basis for its
decision (San Diego RWQCB 2015).
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On March 16, 2015, the San Diego RWQCB adopted detailed findings describing the basis of its
decision to deny adoption of the Waste Discharge Requirements for Foothill/Eastern
Transportation Corridor Agency, Tesoro Extension (SR-241) Project, Orange County (Revised
Tentative Order No. R9-2013-0007) (San Diego RWQCB 2015). On April 14, 2015, the
Foothill/Eastern TCA filed an appeal with the SWRCB to review the resolution adopted by the
San Diego RWQCB. The Foothill/Eastern TCA is currently waiting for the appeal to be heard by
the State.

The proposed Tesoro Extension alignment is similar to the Los Patrones Parkway alignment. On
September 5, 2014, the Foothill/Eastern TCA entered into an option agreement (Option
Agreement) with RMV to obtain the right-of-way for the Tesoro Extension. In relevant part, the
Option Agreement provides that the agreement may be terminated by RMV in the event that
RMYV, prior to exercise of the option by Foothill/Eastern TCA, obtains permits and funding for,
and elects to proceed with, construction of Los Patrones Parkway. As discussed above in Section
2.6.3, construction of Los Patrones Parkway is ongoing.

2.8.2 LA PATA AVENUE GAP CLOSURE AND CAMINO DEL RIO
EXTENSION PROJECT

The La Pata Avenue Gap Closure and Camino Del Rio Extension Project is designed to complete
the planned improvements for La Pata Avenue as identified in the County of Orange Master Plan
of Arterial Highways.® When complete, the improvements would connect Avenida la Pata in the
City of San Clemente with La Pata Avenue in the City of San Juan Capistrano via a 4-lane roadway,
a distance of about 4.5 miles. The roadway, which crosses the Prima Deshecha Landfill in
unincorporated Orange County, will provide a north-south roadway inland to I-5. The
improvements will accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists by constructing streetlights, bike
lanes, and sidewalks. It will also enhance trail connectivity through the construction of a
pedestrian bridge that links the Prima Deshecha Trail and Forster Ridgeline Trail.

The County of Orange approved the contract for construction in December 2013 and
construction was initiated in April 2014. Construction of the roadway is proposed in three
phases. The first phase—which requires the removal of refuse from the Prima Deshecha Landfill,
relocation of major utility lines, drainage improvements, and bridge construction—will provide
four travel lanes from the existing La Pata Avenue just south of Vista Montana to Calle Saluda, a
distance of approximately 2.27 miles. This phase is expected to be completed in fall 2016. The
second phase will widen the existing La Pata Avenue with one additional travel lane in each
direction between Ortega Highway and just south of Vista Montana. This phase is expected to
start in 2016 and is projected to be completed in 2017 or 2018. The final phase will extend
Camino del Rio from its current terminus to the newly extended La Pata Avenue (County of
Orange 2014a).

The project is funded by State and local financing, including funding from the Orange County
Transportation Authority’s (OCTA’s) Renewed Measure M (M2), the Ladera Ranch and the
Rancho Mission Viejo Community Facilities Districts, State Proposition 1B Funds, the La Pata
Road Fee Program, OC Waste & Recycling, the OC Public Works Road Fund (State Gas Tax), the

6 The roadway is known as Avenida la Pata in the City of San Clemente and La Pata Avenue in unincorporated Orange

County and the City of San Juan Capistrano.
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City of San Juan Capistrano, the South County Roadway Improvement Program (SCRIP), and the
City of San Clemente (County of Orange 2014c).

Though the La Pata Avenue Extension would not provide direct access to any of the Affordable
Housing sites, it will provide improved access to the Ranch Plan and has been assumed as part
of the roadway network serving the Proposed Project.

2.8.3 CHIQUITA WATER RECLAMATION PLANT EXPANSION

The Chiquita Water Reclamation Plan (CWRP) Expansion Project involves the upgrade and
expansion of the CWRP to provide preliminary, primary, secondary, and tertiary wastewater
treatment for flows up to 10.5 million gallons per day (mgd). The secondary treatment system
will be expanded from its current permitted capacity of 9.0 mgd up to the projected future flow
of 10.5 mgd. Additionally, the tertiary treatment capacity to produce Title 22 reclaimed water
for recycling and reuse will be expanded from its current permitted capacity of 5.0 mgd up to the
projected future flow of 10.5 mgd. The solids handling systems, biogas handling systems, odor
control, and other ancillary mechanical, electrical, and instrumentation systems will also be
upgraded and expanded to serve the projected future flows and loadings at the CWRP.
Additionally, the project includes the construction of a biosolids reduction system that will
reduce the CWRP’s volume of biosolids by transforming the waste into a biofuel that can be used
to power the reduction system and to produce additional renewable energy for SMWD use. The
Mitigated Negative Declaration was approved by the SMWD Board of Directors in February 2014.
The implementation will be phased. Equipment modifications have been initiated and other
improvements will occur over the next few years. Wastewater flows from the Project would be
directed to the CWRP.

2.8.4 TRAMPAS CANYON DAM AND RESERVOIR

The Trampas Canyon Dam and Reservoir, located in Planning Area 5 of the Ranch Plan, is
currently being used as a retention facility for tailings from the sand mining operation to a
reservoir for storage of recycled water.

The SMWD is proposing to reconstruct a recycled water storage reservoir; to reconstruct the
earth fill dam; to construct a new pump station; to relocate the emergency spillway; and to
construct access roads. This proposed project is detailed in the Preliminary Design Report:
Trampas Canyon Dam and Reservoir, Orange County, California prepared by URS and available for
review at SMWD (URS 2015). As discussed previously, the Trampas Canyon Dam and Reservoir
is currently used as a tailings retention facility for a quarry located in Trampas Canyon. The
SMWD proposes to acquire and reconstruct the Trampas Canyon Dam and Reservoir to increase
the available recycled water storage capacity. The Project would involve reconstruction of the
existing dam and additional grading activities to allow for 5,000 acre-feet of recycled water
storage. The proposed reservoir is intended to provide seasonal and operational storage for
recycled water to meet demands for nondomestic water in South Orange County within SMWD’s
service area, including the Proposed Project. It is anticipated that the majority of the recycled
water would be supplied by the Chiquita Water Reclamation Plant (CWRP) and may be
supplemented with other non-domestic supply sources (SMWD 2015b).
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The purpose of the Project Description is to describe the alternative development levels
associated with implementing the Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement for Rancho
Mission Viejo (AHIA) in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the Ranch Plan in a way that allows for
meaningful review of the potential environmental impacts by the public, reviewing agencies, and
decision makers. Reference in this document to “Affordable Housing” is intended to mean the
affordable dwelling units that would be constructed as part of this Project. Section 15124 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that the project description for
an EIR contain (1) the precise location and boundaries of a proposed project; (2) a statement of
objectives sought by the proposed project including the underlying purpose of the project; (3) a
general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics; and
(4) a statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR, including a list of the agencies
that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making; a list of the permits and other approvals
required to implement the project; and a list of related environmental review and consultation
requirements required by federal, State, or local laws, regulations, or policies. An adequate
project description need not be exhaustive, but should supply the detail necessary for project
evaluation.

An environmental impact report (EIR) is the most comprehensive form of environmental
documentation identified in CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The following project
description provides the information needed to assess the environmental effects associated with
the development, construction, and operation of the proposed Project.

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site is comprised of multiple locations within Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the
Ranch Plan Planned Community (the Ranch Plan), which is located in unincorporated Orange
County adjacent to the planned community of Ladera Ranch and the cities of San Juan Capistrano
and San Clemente on the west; the city of Rancho Santa Margarita on the north; Marine Corps
Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton in San Diego County on the south; and Caspers Wilderness Park and
the Cleveland National Forest on the Ranch Plan’s eastern edge. The regional location and local
vicinity are shown on Exhibit 1-1, provided in Section 1.

3.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 15124(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires “A statement of objectives sought by the
proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives would help the lead agency develop
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and would aid the decision makers in
preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project”. Not only is a project analyzed
in light of its objectives, compatibility with project objectives is one of the criteria used in
selecting and evaluating a reasonable range of project alternatives. Clear project objectives
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simplify the selection process by providing a standard against which to measure project
alternatives.

The following objectives have been identified for the Project:

e To provide Affordable Housing in the unincorporated portion of Orange County
consistent with the goals of the County Housing Element.

e To utilize opportunities under the AHIA to assist the County in meeting the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for affordable housing in unincorporated
areas of the County.

e To identify a reliable method for implementation of the Project within the Ranch Plan,
allowing for flexibility in light of uncertain future resources of the County of Orange.

e To provide affordable housing opportunities that meet the demand of a substantial
portion of the lower income population in Orange County.

3.4  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

As provided for in the AHIA, Rancho Mission Viejo (RMV) has agreed to set aside land for the
development of rental housing for low and very low income households?! in conjunction with the
development of the Ranch Plan. These sites are identified as Dedicated Lands in the AHIA and
are referenced as either Dedicated Lands or Affordable Housing sites in this EIR. Development
of the Affordable Housing sites under the AHIA, as described and proposed herein, may be
referenced as “the Project” or “development of the Affordable Housing sites.” Development of the
Affordable Housing sites would be constructed at no less than 25 dwelling units per net acre.?
The Affordable Housing sites will be between two and ten acres in size and distributed
throughout Planning Areas 3, 4, 5 and 8 of the Ranch Plan.

The Project proposes approval of Addendum Two to the AHIA, which would allow for development
of the Affordable Housing sites within Planning Areas 3, 4, 5 and 8 of the Ranch Plan, under two
different methods (or a combination thereof). One method is the use of the Private-Sector
Alternative, which permits one hundred percent builder financing and provides necessary
Project infrastructure at no cost to the County. The second method the County would develop
the Affordable Housing sites and use public sector resources. Regardless of the financing method,
the Affordable Housing sites will be developed at no less than 25 dwelling units per net acre. The
development standards would comply with the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text

1 The Orange County Housing Element defines Very Low Income as households earning 50 percent or less of the Area
Median Income (AMI) and Low Income as households earning 51 to 80 percent of AMI. A “household” consists of all
the people occupying a dwelling unit, whether or not they are related. The U.S. Census Bureau identifies the median
household income for Orange County between 2009 and 2013 as $75,422 (County of Orange 2013a; U.S. Census Bureau
2014).

2 The dedication requirement in the AHIA is based on gross acres; however, it establishes a density that is a minimum
of 25 dwelling units per net acre. At this point in time, site plans have not been established for any of the Affordable
Housing sites so there is not a way of determining the overall number of net acres associated with the various
Affordable Housing parcels. For purposes of this EIR, the analyses assume a minimum of 25 dwelling units per gross
acre will be provided. Though the number of net acres will be less than the gross acres associated with each of the
Affordable Housing sites, for a Program EIR, this is a reasonable assumption and allows some flexibility should the
density per net acre slightly exceed 25 dwelling units per acre. The total number of units would not be substantially
different.
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which, as the applicable comprehensive zoning program, provides the guidance for conservation,
management, and development of the Ranch Plan.

Exhibit 3-1 depicts the location of the potential Affordable Housing sites being addressed in this
Program EIR.2 Addendum Two allows, but does not require, the use of the Private-Sector
Alternative; however, with the Private-Sector Alternative, necessary Project infrastructure
would be provided at no cost to the County.* If public sector resources are used the process
would follow the requirements of the original AHIA, which are summarized in below under
Project Processing.

To ensure impacts associated with implementing the Project are addressed, this Program EIR
addresses three development scenarios and the No Project Alternative at a comparable level of
detail. The development scenarios reflect various levels of use of the Private-Sector Alternative,
which result in differing numbers of Affordable Housing units built under the Project. As
discussed in Section 2.6.2, Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement, if the Private-Sector
Alternative is used to develop an Affordable Housing site, RMV would get a Dedicated Lands
credit equal to the actual gross acreage of the Affordable Housing site subject to the Irrevocable
Offer of Dedication (I0D), multiplied by a factor of two. Thus, if Affordable Housing sites are
developed using the Private-Sector Alternative, the overall acreage available for Project
development would be less than if the Private-Sector Alternative was not used. The development
scenarios reflect a reasonable range of development options on the Dedicated Lands.

As discussed in Section 2.6.2, as a result of utilization of the Private-Sector Alternative and the
calculation of the Dedicated Lands credit provided thereunder, the projects in Planning Areas 1
and 2 result in a total Dedicated Lands credit of 15.6 acres. Therefore, the remaining lands
required to be dedicated for the development of affordable housing within the Ranch Plan (as
required in the Ranch Plan Development Agreement [RPDA] and AHIA) is now 44.4 acres.> The
proposed Project addresses the development of Affordable Housing on these 44.4 gross acres,
under the development options that would be allowed as a result of approval of Addendum Two
to the AHIA.

3 Thelocations in Planning Areas 3 and 4 are based on the approved Subarea Plans. Affordable Housing sites for Planning
Areas 5 and 8 have not been identified because the Subarea Plans have not been processed for those two Planning
Areas.

4 Addendum Two to the AHIA provides that, in order to confer a further benefit to the County with regard to the
provision of Affordable Housing Projects if the Private-Sector Alternative is used, RMV must agree that the County shall
have no obligation for Project Mitigation for Planning Areas 3 through 8 except for mitigation that is identified in this
Program EIR as being necessary to address a cumulative effect of the Affordable Housing Project(s) to be developed in
Planning Areas 3 through 8. The County’s obligation for any mitigation in Planning Areas 3 through 8 resulting from
cumulative impacts of Affordable Housing will be extinguished if RMV, upon direction from the County, implements
said mitigation and receives South County Roadway Improvement Program (SCRIP) credits for same. The granting of
SCRIP credits for said mitigation shall not reduce any of RMV’s SCRIP obligations that are tied to specific circulation
improvements pursuant to the SCRIP Program. The only mitigation measures identified in this Program EIR to address
cumulative impacts are associated with construction operations and equipment to reduce construction air emissions.
These requirements are not extraordinary measures and would be implemented as part of construction activities.

5  The 44.4 gross acres of affordable housing remaining to be developed are derived by subtracting the 7.8 gross acres of
affordable housing already being developed in Planning Areas 1 and 2 and the 7.8 acres of additional credit for the use
of the Private-Sector Alternative. The total is equivalent to the 60 gross acres required by the AHIA, as addended.
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3.4.1 PROJECT SCENARIOS

As discussed in Section 2.6.2, the AHIA requires RMV to grade the Affordable Housing sites,
provide access, and extend utilities to the parcels prior to providing them to the County for
development of Affordable Housing. Therefore, impacts associated with site preparation (e.g.,
mass grading,® extension of utilities, and major storm drain facilities) are not caused by the
Project. The impacts associated with site preparation have already been addressed in the CEQA
documentation prepared for the Ranch Plan. The Project does not require or permit
development of areas outside those approved for development as part of the Ranch Plan
approvals and the Southern Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP).

The Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text” provides a comprehensive zoning program
that was developed to provide the guidance for conservation, management, and development of
the Ranch Plan. As the zoning document, the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text
provides the regulations and procedures that apply to each of the land use categories. The
regulations and standards adopted as part of the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text
would apply to the development of Affordable Housing sites and would include a variety of
development standards. The Multiple-Family Dwellings category (Section III.A.3) would be
applicable. The site development standards (including but not limited to maximum building
height, site coverage, setbacks, landscaping, and parking requirements) are contained in the
referenced section.

In order to ensure consistency between the County General Plan and the Ranch Plan Planned
Community Program Text, the Planned Community (PC) Development Map and PC Statistical
Table have been developed and serve as the ultimate tracking mechanism to ensure the
development does not exceed the maximum amount approved for the Ranch Plan. The PC
Statistical Table for the Ranch Plan is amended as Master Area Plans and Subarea Plans are
processed for each of the Planning Areas. However, the units developed under the AHIA are not
counted against the 14,000 dwelling unit cap of the Ranch Plan; therefore, they are not reflected
on the PC Statistical Table. Specifically, Exhibit D, Section IV, Item No. 44, paragraph 7 of the
Development Agreement for the Ranch Plan, referred to as the “Site Set-aside Agreement” and
attached to the AHIA as Exhibit 1, states the following in part:8

No Reduction in Approved Dwelling Units/Development Acreage for the Ranch Plan
Project; No Effect upon (or Expansion of) OWNERS' Obligations. The approved Ranch
Plan Project authorizes OWNERS to develop up to 14,000 dwelling units within an

6 Though the mass grading will have been completed, there would still be the need to do some minor finish grading on
the Affordable Housing site to accommodate the final design. It is estimated that approximately 10,000 cubic yards of
cut and fill would be required for each of the Affordable Housing sites. The estimate of 10,000 cubic yards is based on
the grading required to do the finish grading (e.g., building foundations, on-site utility trenching, and community pool)
that was required for comparable projects in Planning Areas 1 and 2. Grading is assumed to be balanced on site.

7 A copy of the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text is available for review at OC Planning Offices, located at
300 North Flower Street, Santa Ana, California.

8  The AHIA was entered into between the County of Orange and a certain group of entities collectively defined in the
AHIA as “OWNER”. For the purposes of this EIR, “RMV” will mean Owner, as defined in the AHIA and the Development
Agreement for the Ranch Plan. It should be noted that as part of the Settlement Agreement (discussed in Section 2.6.1),
the acreage available for development activities was reduced from approximately 7,683 acres to 5,873 acres.
Additionally, based on the Settlement Agreement and the subsequent approval of the SSHCP, the development
footprint of the Ranch Plan is restricted to the 5,873 acres; therefore, the Dedicated Lands do reduce the acreage
available for Ranch Plan development.
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approved Project development area of 7,683 acres (aggregated). These units and
development acres are distributed between Planning Areas 1 through 9 in accordance
with the Ranch Plan Planned Community Statistical Summary. In no event shall the
number of dwelling units approved for the Ranch Plan Project or the individual
Planning Areas be reduced to accommodate for, or otherwise offset, the number of
affordable housing units/apartments that maybe developed by COUNTY pursuant to
the terms of the Land Agreement. Furthermore, in no event shall the 60 gross acres
of Dedicated Land identified and conveyed pursuant to the Land Agreement reduce
or otherwise count against the 7,683 gross development acres approved for the
Ranch Plan Project. Any affordable housing units/apartments developed by COUNTY
shall not be counted for purposes of calculating OWNERS' development obligations
under any provision of the Development Agreement, the Conditions, or any other
entitlement program or document relative to the Ranch Plan Project. Additionally,
COUNTY's development of the affordable housing units/apartments shall not expand
or otherwise increase OWNERS' mitigation obligations relative to development of the
Ranch Plan Project. By way of example only, and not as an exclusive list, development
of the affordable housing units/apartments shall not:

» Trigger any milestone performance obligation for OWNERS established
pursuant to this Development Agreement (see. e.g., Section I of this Exhibit D
concerning SCRIP fee contributions) or any other Project element or program.

» Count toward any unit cap or development threshold established for the
Ranch Plan Project.

» Count toward any cumulative impact figures relative to OWNERS' current
and/or future obligations for mitigating study area impacts.

» Require OWNERS to contribute additional funding or construct supplemental
improvements to mitigate traffic and circulation impacts associated with
development of the affordable housing units/apartments.

» Result in the delay, hindrance or revocation of any permit necessary for the
development of any element or component of the Ranch Plan Project.

Consistent with the provisions of AHIA Addendum One, Addendum Two also provides that the
Affordable Housing sites(s) developed using the Private-Sector Alternative may be eligible for a
density bonus and incentives and/or concessions pursuant to Section 65915 (Density Bonus
Law) of the California Government Code. If requested, the County shall consider such request and
grant applicable density bonuses, incentives, and/or concessions consistent with the Density
Bonus Law. Any incentives to be provided by the County pursuant to the Density Bonus Law
would be at no cost to the County. It is assumed that, even with a density bonus, the total number
of affordable units developed would not exceed the 1,110 Affordable Housing units evaluated as
part of Scenario 3. Therefore, the environmental effects of the additional density bonus units are
within the range evaluated in this Program EIR.°

9 Since the density bonus would apply to Affordable Housing sites developed using the Private-Sector Alternative, there
would also be a reduction in the total number of acres of Affordable Housing developed because the acreage credit
would be granted for use of the Private-Sector Alternative method of development. Section 65915 of the California
Government Code provides for varying levels of density bonus depending on whether the units are for low income, very
low income, or senior households. However, even with the density bonus, the amount of development would not
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Each of the build scenarios assumes that, on average, approximately 25 percent of the Affordable
Housing units provided would be age-qualified units (restricted to age 55 years and older) and
75 percent would be family units (all ages).

As discussed above, to evaluate the potential range of units that could be developed with the
adoption of Addendum Two to the AHIA, three different implementation scenarios have been
evaluated. The distinguishing characteristic between these scenarios is the extent to which the
Private-Sector Alternative is utilized rather than Public-Sector Alternative, thus impacting the
number of units that could be built.

Scenario 1: Full Private-Sector Scenario

This scenario assumes the Private-Sector Alternative method of development would be
implemented for all the Affordable Housing sites in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the Ranch
Plan. Under this scenario, an additional 22.2 gross acres of affordable housing would be
provided, netting approximately 555 affordable units (in addition to the 219 affordable units
committed to being developed in Planning Areas 1 and 2; see Section 2.6.2 for a discussion of the
units in Planning Areas 1 and 2). An additional 22.2-gross-acre credit would be granted for use
of the Private-Sector Alternative method of development. The Affordable Housing units would
be distributed throughout the remaining Planning Areas slated for development. Since the
number of acres to be developed would be reduced, the total number of Affordable Housing sites
would be reduced; however, the precise locations of the sites that would be eliminated are not
known at this time. Each Affordable Housing site would still be between two and ten acres, as
required by the AHIA. The assumed acreage distribution for the units by Planning Area is
provided in Table 3-1 later in this section.

Scenario 2: Combined Public- and Private-Sector Scenario

This scenario assumes the Affordable Housing sites would be developed with a combination of
the Private Sector Alternative and public-sector resources. In other words, some Affordable
Housing sites would be developed using the Private-Sector Alternative and 100 percent builder
financing, while others would be developed directly by the County, using County or other public
resources. This scenario takes into consideration the flexibility the proposed Addendum Two to
AHIA provides based on the level of public-sector funding availability for affordable housing at
the time the Affordable Housing sites in each Planning Area are made available to the County
(which would generally track when development of the market rate units in the Ranch Plan are
being constructed in a given Planning Area). For purposes of the EIR analysis, it is assumed that
the Private-Sector Alternative would be used to implement the Project in a third of the remaining
acres required for affordable housing (equivalent to 14.8 acres); an additional third (14.8 acres)
would be developed using public-sector resources; and the remaining third (14.8 acres) would
be the additional credit allowed for use of the Private-Sector Alternative. Under this scenario, an
additional 29.6 gross acres of affordable housing would be developed and 14.8 gross acres of
additional credit for the Private-Sector Alternative would be granted. This scenario would
provide approximately 740 affordable housing units in the Ranch Plan, in addition to the
affordable units provided in Planning Areas 1 and 2. The Affordable Housing units would be
distributed throughout each of the Planning Areas slated for development. Similar to Scenario 1,

exceed the overall level of development that would have resulted if the Private-Sector Alternative is not applied and
no acreage credit had been applied.
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as a result of the calculation of Dedicated Lands credit under the Private-Sector Alternative, the
total number of Affordable Housing sites would be reduced; however, the precise locations of
the sites that would be eliminated are not known at this time. The expected acreage distribution
for the units by Planning Area is provided in Table 3-1 later in this section.

Scenario 3: Full Public-Sector Scenario

This scenario assumes the Affordable Housing sites would be developed by the County using
public-sector resources. Under this scenario, 44.4 gross acres would be made available for the
development of affordable housing, providing approximately 1,110 units in addition to the
affordable units provided in Planning Areas 1 and 2. As with the other scenarios, Affordable
Housing units would be distributed throughout each of the remaining Planning Areas slated for
development (see Table 3-1 later in this section).

No Project Alternative

There are two variations of the No Project Alternative. The first variation would occur if
Addendum Two to the AHIA is not approved and describes potential effect that this non-approval
would have on the implementation of affordable housing units in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8.
The second variation assumes there would be no development of affordable housing in these
planning areas. These variations are discussed below.

No Project/No Addendum Two to the Affordable Housing Implementation
Agreement

If Addendum Two to the AHIA is not approved, it would preclude the opportunity to use the
Private-Sector Alternative for the development of Affordable Housing units in Planning Areas 3,
4,5, and 8. This alternative would not preclude the development of the Affordable Housing units
in these planning areas; rather, it would mean that sufficient public-sector resources would need
to be available in order to develop the Affordable Housing sites. If there are sufficient public-
sector resources available for all the Dedicated Lands, the impacts associated with the
development would be the same as those identified for Scenario 3, which also assumes full
reliance on public-sector resources. With sufficient public-sector resources, approximately
1,110 Affordable Housing units could be constructed in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8.

If sufficient public-sector resources are not available, there would be the potential for the County
to have to return Affordable Housing site(s) to RMV because they are not able to construct the
Affordable Housing units within the timeframes required by the AHIA. The AHIA states that the
County shall endeavor to distribute Requests for Proposals (RFPs) to candidate affordable
housing builders for each housing site within 120 days after the County receives notice from
RMV of the availability of the Affordable Housing site. If the RFP process is not completed within
18 months after distribution of the RFP, then RMV's obligation to dedicate the Affordable
Housing site shall be deemed to be satisfied, and RMV's aggregate obligation to provide 60 gross
acres will be reduced by the amount of acreage of the Affordable Housing site. If this were to
occur, there would be a loss of acreage allocated for affordable housing in the Ranch Plan area,
thereby reducing the overall number of Affordable Housing units that would be provided. As
with the No Project/No Development Alternative discussed below, any property offered for
affordable housing pursuant to the AHIA that is returned to RMV could be developed with either
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market rate units or non-residential development consistent with the Ranch Plan approvals (still
subject to the 14,000 dwelling units and 5.2 million square feet of non-residential uses approved
by the Board of Supervisors for the Ranch Plan)..

As discussed in Section 1.10, Areas of Controversy/Issues to be Resolved, since public-sector
funding sources are generally allocated on an annual basis, it is uncertain what funding sources
would be available in future years. The Project is projected to be implemented over a period of
over 10 years. As identified in Section 2.6.2 of this EIR, the AHIA has specified timeframes for
implementing the Affordable Housing after the County receives notice from RMV of the availability
of the Dedicated Lands. These timeframes are further discussed below under Project Processing. If
these timeframes are not met, the land is returned to RMV and the AHIA provides that RMV’s
obligation with respect to the Affordable Housing site would be deemed satisfied, and that its
obligation to provide 60 gross acres would be reduced by the amount of acreage of the returned
Affordable Housing site. Therefore, there is a risk, dependent on the public-sector resources
available, that the total amount of Dedicated Lands in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 that get
developed with Affordable Housing could range between 0 acres (if no public-sector resources
are available) to 44.4 acres (if sufficient resources are available to develop all the acreage RMV
makes available for Affordable Housing sites). This would result in a range of 0 Affordable
Housing units to 1,110 Affordable Housing units. Though the total number of units could be less
than the range provided by the Project development scenarios discussed above,!° the nature of
the impacts would be similar to those evaluated in this EIR and a separate analysis of this
variation of the No Project Alternative is not provided. The impacts would range from those
associated the No Project/No Development Alternative (no units) to those associated with
Project Scenario 3 (1,110 units).

No Project/No Development of Affordable Housing Units

The No Project/No Development of Affordable Housing Units Alternative assumes that the
Project would not be implemented, and that, as a result, no Affordable Housing units would be
developed in Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8. The affordable units in Planning Areas 1 and 2 would
still be provided. Any additional property offered for affordable housing pursuant to the AHIA
would be returned to RMV. This alternative would not preclude the development, by RMV, of the
sites designated for Affordable Housing. The sites may be developed with either market rate
units or non-residential development consistent with the Ranch Plan approvals (still subject to
the 14,000 dwelling units and 5.2 million square feet of non-residential uses approved by the
Board of Supervisors for the Ranch Plan). This alternative is carried forward in this EIR to meet
the requirements of CEQA of evaluating a No Project Alternative. Henceforth, all reference to the
“No Project Alternative” is referencing the No Project/No Development of Affordable Housing
Units Alternative.

10 The total number of units would be less than the 555 Affordable Housing units evaluated for Scenario 1 if the County
was not able to secure public-sector resources for more than half of the Affordable Housing sites. Scenario 1, which
assumes full reliance on the Private-Sector Alternative would result in half of the required Dedicated Land in Planning
Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8 being credited back to RMV in return for use of the Private-Sector Alternative. However, with
Scenario 1, there would be no cost to the County for providing infrastructure or other improvements, whereas with
the No Project/No Addendum Two to the AHIA Alternative, there would be costs to the County for these improvements.
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TABLE 3-1
AFFORDABLE HOUSING GROSS ACREAGE AND UNIT ASSUMPTION
BY PLANNING AREA
Scenario 2:
Scenario 1: Combined Public-/ Scenario 3:
Full Private-Sector Scenario Private-Sector Scenario Full Public-Sector Scenario
Total Total Total
Acres of Acres of Acres of
Dedicated Dedicated Acres Dedicated

Planning AH Acres of Land du AH Acres of Land du AH of Land du
Area2 Acres Creditb Credit Built | Acres Creditb Credit Built Acres Creditb Credit Built

3 13.2 13.2 26.4 330 20.6 14.8 35.4 515 35.4 0.0 35.4 885

4 3.0 3.0 6.0 75 3.0 0.0 3.0 75 3.0 0.0 3.0 75

5 3.0 3.0 6.0 75 3.0 0.0 3.0 75 3.0 0.0 3.0 75

8 3.0 3.0 6.0 75 3.0 0.0 3.0 75 3.0 0.0 3.0 75
Totals | 22.2 22.2 44.4 555 29.6 14.8 44.4 740 44.4 0.0 44.4 1,110

AH: Affordable Housing; du: dwelling units; AHIA: Affordable Housing Implementation Agreement; I0D: Irrevocable Offer of Dedication; RMV:
Rancho Mission Viejo

a  These

are the only remaining Planning Areas in the Ranch Plan that are approved for development where Affordable Housing units could be

constructed. The Affordable Housing in Planning Areas 1 and 2 have been processed separately, and no additional Affordable Housing units
would be constructed in those Planning Areas.

b The AHIA Addendum provides when the Private-Sector Alternative is applied, with recordation of an 10D, RMV shall receive credit toward
their obligation to provide lands for affordable housing at a rate equal to twice the actual acreage subject to the IOD. The additional credit is
due to the financial benefits to the County by virtue of having Affordable Housing projects provided (including associated infrastructure) at
no cost to the County. This column reflects the number of acres developed using the Private-Sector Alternative, resulting in an equivalent
additional credit toward the total number of gross acres required. The column to the left reflects the total acres of dedicated land credit in

each planning area (i.e., land constructed with Affordable Housing units and the credit in consideration of units constructed using the Private-
Sector Alternative).

3.4.2 SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMITS

As required by the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text, the Affordable Housing sites
would each require a Site Development Permit. The Ranch Plan Planned Community Program
Text states the purpose of the Site Development Permit is:

... to provide an opportunity for administrative review of detailed plans for all
planned concept, attached senior housing, multiple-family projects and non-
residential projects within the Ranch Plan PC Program, and to provide an optional
method for establishing alternative development standards for residential and
non-residential uses as provided by Section 7-9-150 of the Zoning Code. Except as
otherwise provided by this Section or when proposing alternative development
standards, the Director, OC Planning shall be the approving authority for all Site
Development Permit.

The requirements for the Site Development Permits are outlined in Section II, Implementation
Procedures of the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text. The Site Development Permit
shall be processed per Zoning Code Section 7-9-150.3(d), as an “Administrative Action”, unless
certain conditions apply, which are specified in the Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text.
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For example, if alternative site development standards are proposed, the site development
standards may be modified by the Zoning Administrator in a public hearing.

3.4.3 PROJECT PHASING AND PROCESSING

Project Phasing

The AHIA specifies a process for the implementation of Affordable Housing units, which includes
timelines that would provide for phasing of the Affordable Housing sites in conjunction with
development of the Ranch Plan. The AHIA identifies that a tentative allocation of Affordable
Housing sites will be based upon percentages of the Ranch Plan development, which is measured
by calculating total equivalent dwelling units (EDUs).!! Total EDUs for the Ranch Plan
development is monitored by Annual Monitoring Reports (AMR).12 RMV has committed to
providing Affordable Housing sites based on percentage of building permits issued for the Ranch
Plan using the milestone EDU percentages, as shown in Table 3-2.

TABLE 3-2
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE PHASING
BASED ON PERCENTAGE OF RANCH PLAN DEVELOPMENT

Percentage of Total EDUs with Number of Housing Sites Total Number of Housing Sites
Issued Building Permits Provided to the County Provided to the County”
25 percent
(2,972.5 EDUSs) 1-3 1-3
50 percent
(5,945 EDUS) 2-3 3-6
75 percent
(8,917.5 EDUs) 3-4 6-10
100 percent
(11,890 EDUS) As needed As needed
EDUs: equivalent dwelling units
*  The number of Affordable Housing sites is based on the use of Public-Sector Alternative for all the Affordable
Housing units. Therefore, the total number of Affordable Housing sites would be reduced with the use of Private-
Sector Alternative.
Source: County of Orange 2006.

Grading of Planning Area 3 (the first of the Planning Areas with Project sites to be developed) is
not expected to start until late 2017 or 2018. Therefore, the soonest the Affordable Housing sites

11 An EDU is a unit of measurement that expresses single-family, multi-family and non-residential development on a
common basis. The AHIA states that the EDU method that will be utilized in connection with identifying and providing
Affordable Housing sites will be based upon the EDU formula approved by the County for the South County Roadway
Improvement Program (SCRIP).

12 The Ranch Plan Planned Community Program Text (General Provision 11) requires RMV to submit AMRs, which are
required for conformance with the Growth Management Program of the Land Use Element of the Orange County
General Plan and the County’s Annual Development Monitoring Program. The Board of Supervisors, in the annual
adoption of the Development Monitoring Program, may identify a significant imbalance between development
projections and planned infrastructure or in the proportionate development of residential, commercial, and
employment land uses.
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would become available is estimated to be late 2018, and the development of Planning Areas 5
and 8 would be potentially 12 years in the future. A projected phasing concept has been
developed that estimates the general timeframe for implementing the affordable housing units.
The phasing of the units was developed to support the Water Supply Assessment prepared for
the Santa Margarita Water District.13

Table 3-3 projects the total number of units in generally five-year increments for each of the
scenarios broken out by planning area. The distribution of the units by planning area is based on
the number of Affordable Housing sites identified in the Subarea Plans processed for Planning
Areas 3 and 4 and the assumption there would be one Affordable Housing site each in Planning
Areas 5 and 8 (see Exhibit 3-1). The phasing concept assumes the number of units in each
planning area is prorated based on the total number of units proposed for each scenario.
However, it should be noted that, in identifying potential Affordable Housing sites, the Subarea
Plans assumed the remaining Affordable Housing sites would be developed with public-sector
resources (Scenario 3). If Scenario 1 or Scenario 2 is selected, the total number of Affordable
Housing sites would reasonably be reduced because fewer total acres of affordable housing
would be provided.

TABLE 3-3
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE PHASING
(ESTIMATED NUMBER OF UNITS)

Planning No Project

Timeframe Area Scenario 12 Scenario 22 Scenario 3 Alternative
2016-2020v 3 146 194 292 0
2021-2025 3 295 393 593 0
2021-2025 4 38 51 75 0
2026-2030 5 38 51 75 0
2026-2030 8 38 51 75 0
Total Dwelling Units 555 740 1,110 0

a  The implementation of the affordable units would be phased consistent with the phasing concept presented in the
AHIA (see Table 3-2, above). The timing of construction of the Affordable Housing units may be delayed if the market
rate units are delayed. With Scenarios 1 and 2, the use of Private-Sector Alternative would reduce the overall number
of acres provided for affordable housing units. It is expected that the overall number of Affordable Housing sites
would be reduced rather than reducing the size of the sites. However, for purposes of this phasing concept, the total
number of units in each planning area has been prorated to reflect the total number of units per scenario.

b The phasing of the units was developed to support the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Santa Margarita
Water District. The timeframes reflect the time periods for the Urban Water Management Plan. As indicated above,
the development in Planning Area 3 is not expected to start until 2018; however, the Urban Water Management Plan
addresses the 2016 to 2020 timeframe.

Source: SMWD 2016

Project Processing

Addendum Two to the AHIA would allow the development of the Dedicated Lands to use either
the Private-Sector Alternative or public-sector resources. Scenario 2 would employ both

13 The timeframes reflect the time periods for the Urban Water Management Plan.
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development approaches (i.e.,, some Affordable Housing sites would be developed using the
Private-Sector Alternative and some Affordable Housing sites would be developed with public-
sector resources). However, the individual Affordable Housing sites would employ only one
method (i.e., the individual Affordable Housing site would be developed using only the Private-
Sector Alternative or the public-sector resources, not a combination of both). There are minor
differences in the steps that would be followed dependent on approach used. For those
Affordable Housing sites that are developed using public-sector resources, the following is a
general overview of the process outlined in the AHIA.

o Affordable Housing site(s) will be identified as part of Subarea Plans or subsequent
Subarea Plan amendments. As part of this process, RMV will provide written notice to the
County for the availability of Dedicated Land.

e As soon as reasonably practicable after the written notice, RMV will deliver design
guidelines* and parcel information, including a title report, a Phase 1 hazardous
materials report, the grading base, access information, and points for dry utility hook up.

e The County will endeavor to distribute a Request for Proposal (RFP) to builders within
120 days following the delivery of design guidelines and parcel information.

e The County will negotiate a disposition and development agreement (DDA) with the
approved builder that conforms to the Ranch Plan Development Agreement and the AHIA
and which conforms to requirements outlined in the design guidelines. The RFP process,
including the selection and approval of the builder, is limited to 18 months or the County
forfeits Affordable Housing site/acreage.

e Within 30 days of selection of the approved builder, a start-up meeting will be held to
discuss coordination, schedules, and delivery of final architectural, improvement, and
site plans.

e The County and RMV shall work together to establish builder site controls that satisfy
funding source requirements or that use an RMV Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (I0D).1>
If an 10D is used, RMV must deliver an executed 10D for the Affordable Housing site
within ten days following Board approval of the DDA and the form of the IOD. Once the
IOD is recorded by the County, RMV’s obligation under the DDA and AHIA for the
Affordable Housing Site is deemed complete and acreage is deducted from 60-acre total.
The AHIA indicates establishing the building site controls, and funding may take from 6
to 18 months to complete.

For Affordable Housing sites being developed using the Private-Sector Alternative, the process
is slightly modified. For those developments using Private-Sector Alternative, the following steps
would apply.

14 Providing neighborhood design guidelines is optional and would include (a) a description of the neighborhood design;
(b) definitions of general architectural styles; (c) product criteria including information concerning how buildings and
improvements should be situated on the Affordable Housing site; and (d) landscape design criteria. The neighborhood
design guidelines will not identify a limit on the number of dwellings that may be constructed on the site and may not
impose requirements on any Affordable Housing site that are more onerous than those imposed on other sites in the
Subarea that will be developed by other builders.

15 As part of the financing process, the builder will need to demonstrate that they have building site control, meaning
that, though they may not have the underlying ownership of the property (such as in cases when there is a ground
lease), they have the authorization to construct the improvements.
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e Affordable Housing site(s) will be identified as part of Subarea Plans or subsequent
Subarea Plan amendments. As part of this process, RMV will provide written notice to the
County of the availability of Dedicated Land.

e Concurrent with or after giving the first written notice (identified above) and prior to the
County electing to distribute an RFP for builders of the affordable housing, RMV may give
a second written notice to the County to contract directly with an Affordable Housing
builder. This second written notice will contain a precise description of the Affordable
Housing site(s) (including type and income mix) and the development standards
(including the minimum density of 25 units per net acre) for the Affordable Housing
project(s). Within 30 days of receiving written notice, the County will provide RMV with
a letter of consent or denial to use of the Private-Sector Alternative.

e For each Affordable Housing site to be developed using the Private-Sector Alternative,
RMV shall enter into a long-term ground lease with the builder. RMV shall provide a copy
of the proposed ground lease to the County at least 30 days prior to execution. The County
will review the proposed ground lease to confirm that the development standards,
including the minimum density of 25 units per net acre, have been incorporated. The
ground lease shall provide for its transfer to the County in the event of the County’s
acceptance of the I0OD. RMV shall notify the County upon execution of the ground lease
and provide a copy of such ground lease to the County.

e AnlIOD would be recorded at the time of commencement of construction of the Affordable
Housing Project. Prior to or concurrent with recordation of the IOD, RMV shall record a
covenant restricting the use of the Affordable Housing Project/Affordable Housing site
for low, very-low and extremely-low income households for a period of 55 years.1® The
County’s acceptance of the 10D, if at all, would occur no sooner than 15 years and no later
than 55 years following recordation of the I0D.

3.4.4 ALTERNATIVE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT BASELINE

Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “an EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published. . . . This environmental setting will normally constitute the
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is
significant”. However, a lead agency can justify departing from the norm of an existing conditions
baseline when necessary to prevent misinforming or misleading the public and decision makers
(Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 57 Cal.4th 439 [2013]).

The case law further states that “an existing conditions analysis may take account of
environmental conditions that will exist when the project begins operations; the agency is not
strictly limited to those prevailing during the period of EIR preparation. An agency may, where
appropriate, adjust its existing conditions baseline to account for a major change in
environmental conditions that is expected to occur before project implementation. In so
adjusting its existing conditions baseline, an agency exercises its discretion on how best to define
such a baseline under the circumstance of rapidly changing environmental conditions”

16 Neither the AHIA nor Addendum Two requires the provision of housing for extremely low income households;
however, the Addendum requests that housing to meet this need be explored.
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(Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, supra, 48
Cal.4th at p. 328).

Because the Project will be developed within the larger Ranch Plan in accordance with the
provisions of the AHIA, the County of Orange has established an alternative baseline that
assumes the ongoing implementation of the Ranch Plan as part of the baseline conditions. An
evaluation of impacts using an existing conditions baseline would not accurately reflect the true
impacts of the Project. This alternative baseline is justified because the provisions of the AHIA
require RMV to provide the County of Orange with graded sites; provide access; and extend
utilities to the parcels before the development of the Affordable Housing units can commence.
The impacts associated with the site preparation are addressed through FEIR 589 and would
have CEQA and regulatory permit compliance prior to issuance of a grading permit. The
mitigation associated with the site preparation is the responsibility of RMV. The County would
not have a project to implement until these activities have been completed because they are
required to occur prior to the County accepting the Affordable Housing sites or before the units
can be constructed. The impacts associated with the following topics would be overstated if
existing (undeveloped) conditions were to be used as the Project baseline:1”

e Aesthetics

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources

e Biological Resources

e (Cultural Resources

e Geology and Soils

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials

e Hydrology/Water Quality

e Mineral Resources (Planning Area 5, only)
The Ranch Plan Development Agreement and the AHIA further state that the Affordable Housing
dwelling units are assumed to be over and above the Ranch Plan’s 14,000 dwelling unit cap. To
avoid underestimating the circulation impacts, the traffic baseline assumes full buildout of the

Ranch Plan so the impact analysis focuses on the incremental impact for the Affordable Housing
units, and any required mitigation is developed accordingly.

3.5 INTENDED USES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Pursuant to Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is primarily an informational
document intended to inform the public agency decision makers and the general public of the
potentially significant environmental effects of a project. Prior to taking action on the Project,
the County, as the lead agency, must consider the information in this EIR and certify the Final EIR.

17 It should be noted that use of the Alternative CEQA Baseline allows all these topical areas except Hydrology/Water
Quality to be focused out of this EIR. The issues focused out of the EIR are discussed in the Notice of Preparation/Initial
Study (provided in Appendix A) and summarized in Section 2.3.1 of this EIR.
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Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines Lead Agency as follows:

“Lead Agency” means the public agency which has the principal responsibility for
carrying out or approving a project. The Lead Agency will decide whether an EIR
or Negative Declaration will be required for the project and will cause the
document to be prepared.

Responsible Agencies are public agencies that have a level of discretionary approval over some
component of the Project. Section 15381 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines Responsible
Agency as follows:

“Responsible Agency” means a public agency which proposes to carry out or
approve a project, for which a Lead Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR
or Negative Declaration. For the purposes of CEQA, the term “Responsible
Agency” includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have
discretionary approval power over the project.

Responsible agencies may rely upon the EIR prepared by the Lead Agency (State CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15096). Permits and other approvals required to implement the Project are
identified below. As noted above, it is intended that this EIR will be used by agencies in their
consideration of approval of required subsequent permits and approvals. The following sections
provide an overview of the anticipated approvals associated with the Project.

3.5.1 COUNTY OF ORANGE

The County of Orange, as the lead agency, is responsible for discretionary actions as a part of
Project approval and implementation. The anticipated approvals, which are listed below, would
occur after certification of the Final EIR. As a Program EIR, it is recognized that the Project would
be implemented over a period of years. As such, activities subsequent to initial Project approval
would be examined in light of the Final EIR to determine whether additional CEQA
documentation would be required pursuant to the requirements of Section 21166 of CEQA (i.e.,
Public Resources Code, Section21166) and Sections 15162 and 15168 of the State CEQA
Guidelines (i.e., California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15162 and 15168) for
subsequent development approvals. The anticipated discretionary approvals are as follows:

e Approval by the Orange County Board of Supervisors of Addendum Two to the AHIA,
which would allow for use of either the Private-Sector Alternative, the public-sector
alternative, or a combination thereof, to develop the individual Project sites (Affordable
Housing sites).

e Approval by the Deputy Director, OC Public Works, Development Services of Site
Development Permits for each individual Project site.

The following non-discretionary (i.e., ministerial) approvals would also be required to
implement the Project:

e (Grading Permits, if necessary to accommodate finish grade;
e Landscaping Plans;

e Building Permits; and
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e Encroachment Permits.

3.5.2 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The Final EIR would also provide environmental information to responsible agencies, trustee
agencies, and other public agencies which may be required to grant approvals and permits or
coordinate with the County of Orange as a part of Project implementation. These agencies
include, but are not limited to, those listed below.

e Santa Margarita Water District. Approval of Water Supply Verifications and water and
sewer line connections.

e Regional Water Quality Control Board. Issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permit.
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4.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Sections 15125 and 15126(a) to (c) of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, this Section of the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes
those environmental topics where the Project could result in “potentially significant impacts,” or
where the Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study identified more detailed information would
be provided in the EIR for informational purposes. Based on the NOP and related Initial Study
Environmental Checklist, as well as the comments received by the County on those documents,
it was determined the Project may have potential significant environmental impacts for the
following topical areas; therefore, they need to be addressed in the Program EIR:

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use and Planning
Noise

Public Services
Transportation/Traffic

Additionally, while the Initial Study concludes that significant Project impacts are not
anticipated, the County intends to provide more detailed information on the following topics in
the Program EIR:

Hydrology and Water Quality
Population and Housing
Recreation

Utilities and Service Services

The Project proposes approval of Addendum Two to the AHIA, which would allow for development
of the Affordable Housing sites within Planning Areas 3, 4, 5 and 8 of the Ranch Plan, under two
different methods (or a combination thereof). One method is the use of the Private-Sector
Alternative, which permits one hundred percent builder financing and provides necessary
Project infrastructure at no cost to the County. The second method would rely on public-sector
(County, State, and federal) resources.

The environmental impacts of the Project are associated with the varying levels of actual
development that would be allowed should Addendum Two to the AHIA be approved. As
discussed in Section 3.4, the development scenarios reflect various levels of use of the Private-
Sector Alternative, which would result in differing numbers of total Affordable Housing units
built within the Ranch Plan. Therefore, the analysis in Section 4.1 through 4.10 is focused on the
three Project Scenarios and the No Project/No Development Alternative. Additionally, as
discussed in Section 3.4, the No Project/No Addendum Two to the AHIA would not preclude the
development of the Affordable Housing units in these Planning Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8. Rather, it
would mean that sufficient public-sector resources would need to be available in order to
develop the Affordable Housing sites, because resort to Private-Sector Alternative would not be
allowable for the Project under the AHIA. Since public-sector funding sources are generally
allocated on an annual basis, there is a risk the total amount of Dedicated Lands in Planning Areas
3, 4, 5, and 8 would not all get developed with Affordable Housing. As a result, the number of
Affordable Housing units could range between 0 (no public-resources available) and 1,110 (full
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build-out of the Dedicated Lands) Affordable Housing units. Though the total number of units
could be less than the range provided by the Project scenarios, it is within the range of the
scenarios/alternatives evaluated in this EIR (i.e., ranging from the No Project Alternative to
Scenario 3). Thus, a separate analysis of the No Project/No Addendum Two to the AHIA is not
provided in Sections 4.1 through 4.10. Should this alternative be selected, the impacts would be
range from those associated the No Project/No Development Alternative (no units) to those
associated with Project Scenario 3 (1,110 units).

Each topical section includes the following information: description of applicable regulations;
information on the existing setting; identification of methodology used for the analysis presented
in the section; identification of thresholds of significance; analysis of potential Project effects and
identification of significant impacts; cumulative impacts; identification of mitigation measures,
if required, to reduce the impacts; level of significance after mitigation; and a list of references
used to complete the analysis.

As discussed in Section 2.3.1, and the Initial Study (Appendix A), it has been determined that the
Project would not result in potentially significant impacts to environmental resource areas
concerning aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials; and mineral resources. These
issues have been eliminated from further evaluation because either the resource is not present
on site (forestry resources) or because RMV is required, under the Development Agreement and
the AHIA, to provide the County with graded building pads, and all impacts to these resources
that would occur during mass grading of the Affordable Housing sites by RMV have been fully
addressed in Final EIR 589 for the Ranch Plan Planned Community.

As discussed in Section 3.4.1, the EIR is evaluating three Project development scenarios and the
No Project Alternative at an equal level of detail. Therefore, all three scenarios are evaluated in
Sections 4.1 through 4.10, rather than evaluating only one scenario and then providing a
comparative analysis in a separate alternatives section of the EIR.

Each of the three Project scenario proposed a different level of private-sector financing;
therefore, a different number of Affordable Housing units would be provided. For many of the
thresholds, there is substantial commonality between the scenarios. In these instances, to avoid
undue repetition, the impact evaluation of Scenarios 1 through 3 are combined under the
heading “All Project Development Scenarios”. Additionally, there are topics (such as air
emissions or traffic volumes) where the analysis is basically the same but the data points are
different. In these instances, the analysis is still provided under the heading “All Project
Development Scenarios” but the data for each scenario is presented separately, generally in
tabular format.

Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines addresses thresholds of significance and
encourages each public agency to develop thresholds of significance through a public review
process. The County of Orange (County) has not formally adopted thresholds of significance. In
accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis and significance thresholds used in
this EIR have been derived from several sources, including the General Plan, standards identified
by agencies with applicable technical expertise, applicable regulatory standards, and the
County’s Environmental Checklist contained in the Orange County Local CEQA Procedures
Manual (which is comparable to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines).
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The mitigation program identifies standard conditions and requirements, as well as project
specific mitigation measures. By including all of these conditions as part of the mitigation
program they would all be tracked in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program required
for the Project. Standard conditions and regulations are based on local, state, or federal
regulations or laws that are frequently required independently of CEQA review and also serve to
offset or prevent specific impacts. Typical standard conditions and requirements include
compliance with the provisions of the Uniform Building Code, South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rules, local agency fees, etc. Additionally, any standard conditions of
approval routinely applied by the County of Orange have been identified.

4.0.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Discussion of the cumulative impacts of the proposed Project is provided in Sections 4.1 through
4.10, relative to each CEQA topical issue evaluated herein. The following is an overview and
introduction to the cumulative analysis per the State CEQA Guidelines. This avoids the undue
repetition of CEQA requirements relative to cumulative analysis within individual sections.

In requiring the State Office of Planning and Research to develop guidelines for the
implementation of CEQA, Section 21083(b) of the PRC requires that the guidelines shall
specifically include criteria for public agencies to follow in determining whether or not a
proposed project may have a “significant effect on the environment.” The criteria shall require a
finding that a project may have a “significant effect on the environment” if one or more of the
following conditions exist:

(1) A proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, curtail the range of the environment, or to achieve short-
term, to the disadvantageof long-term, environmental goals.

(2) The possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable. As used in this paragraph, "cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.

(3) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

This directive has been carried forth in Section 15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
establishes the criteria for determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a
project. Subsection 15064 (h)(1) directs the preparation of an EIR in the following circumstance:

[I]f the cumulative impact may be significant and the project’s incremental effect,
though individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as:
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Two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a
number of separate projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a
period of time.

Pursuant to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion
should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute
rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the
cumulative impact.

Methodology

A project’s cumulative impact is “an impact to which that project contributes and to which other
projects contribute as well. The project must make some contribution to the impact; otherwise,
it cannot be characterized as a cumulative impact of that project.”

Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates:

The following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant
cumulative impacts:

(1) Either:

(A) Alistof past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the
control of the agency, or

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or
statewide plan, or related planning document, that describes or
evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. Such plans
may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or plans for
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections
may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior environmental
document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented with
additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a
location specified by the lead agency.
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To provide an evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts for the proposed Project, the
approach using growth projections (Section 15130(b)(B)) have been used. Specifically, this
cumulative analysis considers the growth projected in the Orange County Projections 2014
(OCP-2014) socioeconomic projection. The OCP-2014 projections are countywide growth and
development forecasts based on input from the County of Orange and the cities located in the
County. These projections reflect adopted land uses and future growth scenarios based on local
land use policies and larger demographic conditions. The purpose of establishing countywide
projections is to establish a consistent database for jurisdictions to use for planning efforts. The
OCP-2014 projections are used in the demographic projections for this EIR to ensure consistency
with local and regional planning efforts and anticipated future growth within the region.

To ensure that the adopted socioeconomic data reflects the current conditions in Orange County,
the data sets are updated approximately every four to five years. By having an iterative process,
the agencies that use this data (the Southern California Association of Governments [SCAG], the
County, and local jurisdictions) are able to factor in variables (e.g., changes in employment
patterns, economic considerations, and migration patterns) that occur over time.

The OCP-2014 projections provide forecasts that take into account the projected growth of
Orange County in its entirety. OCP-2014 projections are particularly useful in evaluating the
cumulative impacts associated with traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and
noise because they provide growth assumptions consistent with the local general plans that have
been developed with along-range horizon year. This allows the cumulative analysis to go beyond
just a listing of projects, which might not adequately reflect conditions at Project buildout.

The OCP-2014 projections reflect not just local growth, but the anticipated growth for the region.
Therefore, these numbers are also integrated into the regional planning programs, such as the
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), the Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and the Regional Growth Management Element. Consistency
between local and regional forecasts is imperative because the regional planning programs have
been developed to ensure that the region achieves national and State air quality standards. The
control strategies that have been identified in these regional planning programs assume the
effects of long-range growth. The regional emissions analysis has demonstrated that, even with
the projected growth, the region would be consistent with the State Implementation Plan for
achieving the National Ambient Air Quality Standards as long as AQMP control measures are
implemented.

4.0.2 REFERENCES
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Air Quality

4.1 AIR QUALITY

This section identifies and evaluates the proposed Project’s potential to have adverse effects
related to air quality during construction and operation of the Orange County Affordable Housing
Implementation Program Project (the Project). Information presented in this section includes
data from the Project Traffic Study (Stantec), which is included as Appendix E of this EIR. Impacts
from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are addressed in Section 4.2 of this EIR.

4.1.1 BACKGROUND

Air Pollutants

Criteria Pollutants

Air quality is defined by ambient air concentrations of seven “criteria air pollutants” (CAPs),
which are a group of common air pollutants identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) to be of concern with respect to the health and welfare of the general public.
Federal and State governments regulate CAPs by using ambient standards based on criteria
regarding the health and/or environmental effects of each pollutant. These pollutants include
nitrogen dioxide (NO2); ozone (0O3); particulate matter, including both particles equal to or
smaller than 10 microns in size (PM10) and particles equal to or smaller than 2.5 microns in size
(PM2.5);1 carbon monoxide (CO); sulfur dioxide (SO2); and lead. A description of each CAP,
including source types and health effects, is provided below.

Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrogen gas, normally relatively inert (i.e., nonreactive), comprises about 80 percent of the air.
At high temperatures (e.g., in combustion processes) and under certain other conditions,
nitrogen can combine with oxygen to form several different gaseous compounds collectively
called nitrogen oxides (NOx). Nitric oxide (NO), NO, and nitrous oxide (N20) are important
constituents of NOx. NO is converted to NO2 in the atmosphere. Motor vehicle emissions are the
main source of NOx in urban areas.

NO: is a red-brown pungent gas and is toxic to various animals and to humans because of its
ability to form nitric acid with water in the eyes, lungs, mucus membranes, and skin. In animals,
long-term exposure to NOx increases susceptibility to respiratory infections, lowering resistance
to such diseases as pneumonia and influenza. Laboratory studies show that susceptible humans,
such as asthmatics, who are exposed to high concentrations of NO; can suffer lung irritation and,
potentially, lung damage. Epidemiological studies have also shown associations between NO;
concentrations and daily mortality from respiratory and cardiovascular causes, and with
hospital admissions for respiratory conditions.

While the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) only address NO2, NO and NO; are
both precursors in the formation of 0z and PM2.5, as discussed below. Because of this and the

1 Particulate matter size refers to the aerodynamic diameter of the particle.
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fact that NO emissions largely convert to NO2, NOx emissions are typically examined when
assessing potential air quality impacts.

Ozone

Ozone is a secondary pollutant, meaning that it is not directly emitted. It is a gas that is formed
when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (also referred to as reactive organic gases) and NOx
undergo photochemical reactions that occur only in the presence of sunlight. The primary source
of VOC emissions is unburned hydrocarbons in motor vehicle and other internal combustion
engine exhaust. NOx also forms as a result of the combustion process, most notably due to the
operation of motor vehicles. Sunlight and hot weather cause ground-level O3 to form; as a result,
ozone is known as a summertime air pollutant.?2 Ground-level Oz is the primary constituent of
smog. Because O3 formation occurs over extended periods of time, both O3 and its precursors are
transported by wind, and high O3z concentrations can occur in areas well away from sources of
its constituent pollutants.

People with lung disease, children, older adults, and people who are active can be affected when
ozone levels exceed ambient air quality standards. Numerous scientific studies have linked
ground-level ozone exposure to a variety of problems, including the following:

e lung irritation that can cause inflammation much like a sunburn;

e wheezing, coughing, pain when taking a deep breath, and breathing difficulties during
exercise or outdoor activities;

e permanent lung damage to those with repeated exposure to ozone pollution; and
e aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to respiratory

illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis.

Particulate Matter

Particulate matter includes both aerosols and solid particles of a wide range of size and
composition. Of particular concern are PM10 and PM2.5. Particulate matter tends to occur
primarily in the form of fugitive dust. This dust appears to be generated by both local sources
and by region-wide dust during moderate to high wind episodes. These regional episodes tend
to be multi-district and sometimes interstate in scope. The principal sources of dust in urban
areas are from grading, construction, disturbed areas of soil, and dust entrained by vehicles on
roadways.

PM10 is generally emitted directly as a result of mechanical processes that crush or grind larger
particles or from the re-suspension of dusts, most typically through construction activities and
vehicular travels. PM10 generally settles out of the atmosphere rapidly and is not readily
transported over large distances.

PM2.5 is directly emitted in combustion exhaust and is formed in atmospheric reactions between
various gaseous pollutants including NOx, sulfur oxides (SOx), and VOCs. PM2.5 can remain

2 Ground-level O3 is not to be confused with atmospheric Os or the “ozone layer”, which occurs very high in the
atmosphere and shields the planet from some ultraviolet rays.
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suspended in the atmosphere for days and/or weeks and can be transported long distances, as
many as several hundred miles.

The principal health effects of airborne particulate matter are on the respiratory system.
Short-term exposure (i.e., .lasting several days or weeks) to high PM2.5 and PM10 levels is
associated with premature mortality and increased hospital admissions and emergency room
visits; increased respiratory symptoms are also associated with short-term exposure to high
PM10 levels. Long-term exposure, lasting years to decades, to high PM2.5 levels is associated
with premature mortality and development of chronic respiratory disease. According to the
USEPA, some people are much more sensitive than others to breathing PM10 and PM2.5. People
with influenza, chronic respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and the elderly may suffer
worse illnesses; people with bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms; and children may
experience decline in lung function due to breathing in PM10 and PM2.5. Other groups
considered sensitive include smokers and people who cannot breathe well through their noses.
Exercising athletes are also considered sensitive because many breathe through their mouths.

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide is a colorless and odorless gas which, in the urban environment, is associated
primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. CO combines with
hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of oxygen that can be circulated through
the body. High CO concentrations can cause headaches; aggravate cardiovascular disease; and
impair central nervous system functions.

CO concentrations can vary greatly over comparatively short distances. Relatively high
concentrations are typically found near crowded intersections; along heavily used roadways
carrying slow-moving traffic; and at or near ground level. Even under the most severe
meteorological and traffic conditions, high concentrations of CO are limited to locations within a
relatively short distance (i.e., up to 600 feet or 185 meters) of heavily traveled roadways.

Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfur oxides (SOx) constitute a class of compounds of which SO and sulfur trioxide (SO3) are of
greatest importance. Ninety-five percent of pollution-related SOx emissions are in the form of
SO2. SOx emissions are typically examined when assessing potential air quality impacts of SO..
The primary contributor of SOx emissions is fossil fuel combustion for generating electric power.
Industrial processes, such as nonferrous metal smelting, also contribute to SOx emissions. SOx is
also formed during combustion of motor fuels; however, most of the sulfur has been removed
from fuels, greatly reducing SOx emissions from vehicles.

SO; combines easily with water vapor, forming aerosols of sulfurous acid (H2S03), a colorless,
mildly corrosive liquid. This liquid may then combine with oxygen in the air, forming the even
more irritating and corrosive sulfuric acid (H2SO04). Peak levels of SO in the air can cause
temporary breathing difficulty for people with asthma who are active outdoors. Longer-term
exposures, lasting years to decades, to high levels of SO; gas and particles cause respiratory
illness and aggravate existing heart disease. SO reacts with other chemicals in the air to form
tiny sulfate particles which are measured as PM2.5.
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Lead

Lead is a stable compound, which persists and accumulates both in the environment and in
animals. In humans, it affects the body’s blood-forming (or hematopoietic), nervous, and renal
systems. In addition, lead has been shown to affect the normal functions of the reproductive,
endocrine, hepatic, cardiovascular, immunological and gastrointestinal systems, although there
is significant individual variability in response to lead exposure. In general, an analysis of lead is
limited to projects that emit significant quantities of the pollutant (i.e., lead smelters) and are not
applied to residential development projects.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute
to an increase in deaths or in serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to
human health. TACs may be emitted from a variety of common sources, including motor vehicles,
gasoline stations, dry cleaners, industrial operations, painting operations, and research and
teaching facilities. The USEPA uses the term “hazardous air pollutants” (HAP) for TACs.

TACs are different than the CAPs previously discussed in that ambient air quality standards have
not been established for them. TACs occurring at extremely low levels may still cause health
effects, and it is typically difficult to identify levels of exposure that do not produce adverse
health effects. TAC impacts are described by carcinogenic (i.e., cancer) risk and chronic (i.e., of
long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short duration) adverse effects on human health.
Diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) is a TAC and is responsible for the majority of California’s
known cancer risk from outdoor air pollutants.

4.1.2 REGULATORY SETTING

The Project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB). The SoCAB is comprised of all of
Orange County and parts of San Bernardino, Los Angeles, and Riverside Counties. Air quality in
the SoCAB is regulated by the USEPA, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Each of these agencies develops rules,
regulations, policies, and/or goals to comply with applicable legislation. Although USEPA
regulations may not be superseded, both State and local regulations may be more stringent. The
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is an important partner to the SCAQMD
and produces estimates of anticipated future growth and vehicular travel in the basin that are
used for air quality planning. The federal, State, regional, and local regulations for CAPs and TACs
are discussed below.

Federal

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the adoption of NAAQS, which are periodically updated
to protect the public health and welfare from the effects of air pollution. The USEPA is
responsible for setting and enforcing the NAAQS for criteria pollutants. Primary standards set
limits to protect public health, including the health of at-risk populations such as people with
pre-existing heart or lung disease (such as asthmatics), children, and older adults. Secondary
standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against visibility impairment
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as well as damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. Current federal standards are set
for SOz, CO, NO2, 03, PM10, PM2.5, and lead. NAAQS are shown in Table 4.1-1.

The USEPA regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal
government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives.

Specific geographic areas are classified as either “attainment” or “nonattainment” areas for each
pollutant based upon the comparison of measured data with the NAAQS. “Attainment”
areas have concentrations of a criteria pollutant that are below the NAAQS, and a “nonattainment”
classification indicates the criteria pollutant concentrations have exceeded the NAAQS. When an
area has been reclassified from a nonattainment to an attainment area for a federal standard, the
status is identified as “maintenance”, and there must be a plan and measures that will keep the
region in attainment for the following ten years. Areas designated as “nonattainment” are
required to prepare regional air quality plans, which set forth a strategy for bringing an area into
compliance with the standards. These regional air quality plans, which are developed to meet
federal requirements, are included in an overall program referred to as the State Implementation
Plan (SIP).

TABLE 4.1-1
CALIFORNIA AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

California 2 Federal Standards
Pollutant | Averaging Time Standards Primary b Secondary ©
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m3) - -
03 8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m3) | Same as Primary
ug/ms3)
PM10 24 Hour 50 pg/m?3 150 pg/m3 Same as Primary
AAM 20 pg/m3 - -
PM2.5 24 Hour - 35 pug/m3 Same as Primary
AAM 12 pg/m3 12.0 pg/m3 15.0 pg/m3
o 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) -
8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) -
NO, AAM 0.030 ppm (57 pg/m3) | 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m3) | Same as Primary
1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m3) | 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m?3) -
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m3) - -
SOz 3 Hour - - (1,3?(.)501?1%7m3]
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m3) | 0.075 ppm (196 pg/ms3) -
30-day Avg. 1.5 pg/m3 - -
Lead Calendar Quarter - 1.5 pg/m3 .
- Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month Avg. - 0.15 pg/m3
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TABLE 4.1-1
CALIFORNIA AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

California 2 Federal Standards

Pollutant | Averaging Time Standards Primary b Secondary ©
Visibility Extinction coefficient
Reducing 8 hour of 0.23 per km -

Particles visibility = 10 miles

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m3 No
Hvd Federal

ydrogen 3 Standards

Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m3)

Vinyl 3
Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m3)

0Os: ozone, ppm: parts per million, pg/m3: micrograms per cubic meter, —: No Standard; PM10: respirable particulate
matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less, AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean, PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a
diameter of 2.5 microns or less, CO: carbon monoxide, mg/ms3: milligrams per cubic meter, NOz: nitrogen dioxide,
SO2: sulfur dioxide, km: kilometer.

a  (alifornia Air Quality Standards: California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe),
sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing
particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.

b National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect
the public health.

¢ National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known
or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

Note: More detailed information in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website
(www.arb.ca.gov).

Source: CARB 2015a.

State

CARB also has established the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) shown in
Table 4.1-1, which are generally more restrictive than the NAAQS. CARB conducts research;
compiles emissions inventories; develops suggested control measures; provides oversight of
local programs; and prepares the SIP. For regions that do not attain the CAAQS, CARB requires
the air districts to prepare plans for attaining the standards. CARB establishes emissions
standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (e.g., hair spray, aerosol
paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment. It also sets fuel
specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.

Mobile Source Reductions

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (“the Pavley Standard” or “AB 1493”) required CARB to adopt
regulations by January 1, 2005, to reduce GHG emissions from non-commercial passenger
vehicles and light-duty trucks of model year 2009 through 2016. While AB 1493 focuses on the
reduction of GHG emissions, this regulation contributes to the reduction of some CAPs.

CARB’s approach to passenger vehicles (cars and light trucks), under AB 1493, combines the
control of smog-causing pollutants and GHG emissions into a single coordinated package of
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standards. This approach also includes efforts to support and accelerate the numbers of plug-in
hybrids and zero-emission vehicles in California.

Advanced Clean Cars

In January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars (ACC) program, an emissions-control
program for model years 2017 through 2025. The program combines the control of smog, soot,
and GHGs with requirements for greater numbers of zero-emission vehicles. By 2025, when the
rules will be fully implemented, 2025 model year automobiles will emit 75 percent fewer smog-
forming emissions and 34 percent fewer global warming gases than the average 2012 model
year automobile (CARB 2015b).

Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards

The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24, Part 6 of
the California Code of Regulations [CCR]) were established in 1978 in response to a legislative
mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The current applicable standards are the
2013 Standards, effective July 1, 2014. The 2016 Code was published on July 1, 2016, and will go
into effect on January 1, 2017 (CBSC 2016). The requirements of the energy efficiency standards
result in the reduction of natural gas and electricity consumption. Since using natural gas
produces criteria pollutant emissions, a reduction in natural gas consumption results in a related
reduction in air quality emissions.? Additional discussion of the Title 24 energy efficiency
standards is included in Section 4.2, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Title 24 Green Building Standards

The 2013 California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR, Part 11), also known as the
“CALGreen Code”, contains mandatory and voluntary requirements for new residential and
nonresidential buildings (including buildings for retail uses, office uses, public schools, and
hospitals) throughout California (CBSC 2014). Development of the CALGreen Code is intended to
(1) cause a reduction in GHG emissions from buildings; (2) promote environmentally
responsible, cost-effective, healthier places to live and work; (3) reduce energy and water
consumption; and (4) respond to the directives by the Governor. In short, the CALGreen Code is
established to reduce construction waste; make buildings more efficient in the use of materials
and energy; and reduce environmental impact during and after construction.

The CALGreen Code provides standards for bicycle parking, carpool/vanpool/electric vehicle
spaces, light and glare reduction, grading and paving, energy-efficient appliances, renewable
energy, graywater systems, water efficient plumbing fixtures, recycling and recycled materials,
pollutant controls (including moisture control and indoor air quality), acoustical controls, storm
water management, building design, insulation, flooring, and framing, among others.
Implementation of the CALGreen Code measures reduces energy consumption and vehicle trips
and encourages the use of alternative-fuel vehicles which, in turn, reduces pollutant emissions.
Additional discussion of the CALGreen Code is included in Section 4.2, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.

3 Because electricity is not generated on site, the emissions associated with electricity generation are not included in the
emissions calculations.
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Beyond the mandatory standards, the CALGreen Code specifies voluntary measures for energy
and water efficiency, material conservation, and other design features. The levels of participation
are classified as Tier 1 and Tier 2. An example of Tier 1 requirements is 15 percent less energy
use in residential construction than required by existing regulations. Tier 2 requires 30 percent
less energy use in residential construction.

Regional

South Coast Air Quality Management District and Southern California
Association of Governments

In the SoCAB, the SCAQMD is the agency responsible for protecting public health and welfare
through the administration of federal and State air quality laws, regulations, and policies.
Included in the SCAQMD’s tasks are the monitoring of air pollution; the preparation of the
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SoCAB; and the promulgation of rules and
regulations.

In the Project area, SCAG is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization and the
State-designated transportation planning agency for six counties: Riverside, San Bernardino,
Los Angeles, Ventura, Imperial, and Orange.

The SCAQMD and SCAG are jointly responsible for formulating and implementing the AQMP for
the SoCAB. SCAG’s Regional Mobility Plan and Growth Management Plan form the basis for the
land use and transportation control portion of the AQMP.

Air Quality Management Plans

The current regional plan applicable to the Project is the SCAQMD’s 2012 AQMP. However, the
CARB and the USEPA also consider elements of the 2007 AQMP in review of the Statewide 2007
SIP. An AQMP establishes a program of rules and regulations directed at attaining the NAAQS
and CAAQS. The AQMP control measures and related emission reduction estimates are based on
emissions projections for a future development scenario derived from land use, population, and
employment characteristics defined in consultation with local governments. Accordingly,
conformance with the AQMP for development projects is determined by compliance with local
land use plans and/or population projections.

The AQMP and SIP processes generally occur concurrently: the SIP is required under the CAA to
provide the framework for non-attainment areas to come into attainment, and the AQMP is
prepared by the SCAQMD, in part, to satisfy the requirement for a SIP. The AQMP traditionally
evaluates all nonattainment and maintenance criteria pollutants; portions of the AQMP
represent the required SIP elements, which are then transmitted to the CARB for review and
approval before being transmitted to the USEPA for inclusion in the overall California SIP.
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The Orange County portion of the SOCAB is currently designated as a nonattainment area for the
federal and State Os standards; the State PM10 standards; and the federal and State PM2.5
standards.* The current status of the SIPs for these nonattainment pollutants are shown below:

The 2007 AQMP provides attainment demonstrations for the annual PM2.5 standard by
April 5, 2015, and the 8-hour 03 standard by December 31, 2023. In 2009 and 2011,
respectively, at the request of the USEPA, CARB provided clarifying revisions to the
annual PM2.5 and 8-hour O3 SIP amendments. In 2011, the USEPA approved the control
strategy, emission reduction commitment, and attainment demonstration for the annual
PM2.5 standard by April 5, 2015. In 2012, the USEPA approved the control strategy,
emission reduction commitment, and attainment demonstration for the annual 8-hour O3
standard by June 15, 2024.

The 2012 AQMP provides attainment demonstrations for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard by
2019 and the 1-hour O3 standard by 2023. In addition, it provides supplemental
information for the approved 8-hour 03 SIP (SCAQMD 2013a). On January 25,2013, CARB
approved the 2012 AQMP, which was subsequently submitted to the USEPA. To date, the
2012 AQMP has not been formally approved by the USEPA. However, the SCAQMD still
considers the 2012 AQMP to be the current and approved AQMP.

The SCAQMD is currently developing the 2016 AQMP. The population projections for this
plan include the proposed Project. Adoption by the SCAQMD Governing Board is
scheduled for December 2016. The 2016 AQMP will develop integrated strategies and
measures to meet the following NAAQS (SCAQMD 2015a):

8-hour O3 (75 parts per billion [ppb]) by 20325

Annual PM2.5 (12 micrograms per cubic meter [ug/m?3]) by 2021-2025

8-hour O3 (80 ppb) by 2024 (updated from the 2007 and 2012 AQMPs)

1-hour O3 (120 ppb) by 2023 (updated from the 2012 AQMP)

24-hour PM2.5 (35 pg/m3) by 2019 (updated from the 2012 AQMP)

O O O O O

South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules

The Project will be required to comply with existing SCAQMD rules for the reduction of fugitive
dust and criteria pollutant emissions. The rules described below are most relevant to the
proposed Project.

SCAQMD Rule 201 requires a “Permit to Construct” prior to the installation of any equipment
“the use of which may cause the issuance of air contaminants . ..” and Regulation II provides the
requirements for the application for a Permit to Construct. Rule 203 similarly requires a Permit
to Operate. Rule 219, Equipment not Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to Regulation II,
identifies “equipment, processes, or operations that emit small amounts of contaminants that
shall not require written permits...".

4 The Los Angeles County portion of the SoCAB is a nonattainment area for Lead.

5 On October 1, 2015, the USEPA lowered the 8-hour O3 standard to 0.070 ppm (70 ppb). The SIP (or AQMP) for the 70
ppb standard will be due 4 years after the attainment/non-attainment designations are issued by the USEPA, which is
expected next year in 2017. Thus, meeting the 70 ppb standard will be addressed in a 2021 AQMP.
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SCAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, states that a project shall not “discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause,
or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property”.

SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, requires actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive
particulate matter emissions. These actions include applying water or chemical stabilizers to
disturbed soils; managing haul road dust by applying water; covering all haul vehicles before
transporting materials; restricting vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph);
and sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways used by construction vehicles. In
addition, Rule 403 requires that vegetative ground cover be established on disturbance areas
that are inactive within 30 days after active operations have ceased. Alternatively, an application
of dust suppressants can be applied in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stable
surface. Rule 403 also requires grading and excavation activities to cease when winds exceed
25 mph.

SCAQMD Rule 445 has been adopted to reduce the emissions of particulate matter from wood-
burning devices, and prohibits the installation of such devices in any new development.

SCAQMD Rule 1113 governs the sale of architectural coatings and limits the VOC content in
paints and paint solvents. Although this rule does not directly apply to the Project, it does dictate
the VOC content of paints available for use during building construction.

Local

County of Orange

The Resources Element, one of nine elements of the County’s General Plan, contains official
County policies on the conservation and management of resources (County of Orange 2005). One
component of the Resources Element is Air Resources. The policy of the Air Resources
Component is “To develop and support programs which improve air quality or reduce air
pollutant emissions”. The Air Resources Component includes 15 implementation programs. The
responsibility for implementation is designated to the County, the Orange County
Transportation Authority, and other public agencies. The implementation programs are not
directly applicable to the proposed Project.

4.1.3 METHODOLOGY

California Emission Estimator Model

Proposed Project emissions were calculated by using California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 (SCAQMD 2013b). CalEEMod is a computer program accepted by
the SCAQMD that can be used to estimate criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with
land development projects in California. CalEEMod has separate databases for specific counties
and air districts. The Orange County database was used for the Project. The model calculates
emissions of CO, SOz, PM10, PM2.5, and the Oz precursors VOC and NOx. For this analysis, the
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results are expressed in pounds per day (Ibs/day) and are compared with the SCAQMD mass
daily thresholds described in Section 4.1.5 to determine impact significance.

Specific inputs to CalEEMod include land uses and acreages. Construction input data include but
are not limited to (1) the anticipated start and finish dates of each project construction activity
(e.g. grading, building, and paving); (2) inventories of construction equipment to be used during
each Project activity; (3) areas to be graded for development; (4) volumes of materials to be
imported to and exported from the Project site; (5) areas to be paved; and (6) areas to be painted.
The input data and assumptions are discussed in Section 4.1.6 below and are shown in notes on
the CalEEMod data in Appendix B. The CalEEMod model has the capability to calculate reductions
in construction emissions from the effects of dust control, off-road diesel-engine classifications,
low-emission paints, and other selected measures. CalEEMod was developed using EMFAC 2011
and OFFROAD 2011 for calculating emissions from on-road vehicles and off-road construction
equipment, respectively.

Operational inputs to CalEEMod include (1) the specific year for Project operations; (2) vehicle
trip generation rates; (3) land use and location characteristics that contribute to reductions in
vehicle miles traveled; and (4) Project criteria for energy use. Output operational emissions data
are separated into energy use, area sources, and mobile sources. The area sources are landscape
maintenance equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings used for routine
maintenance. Consumer products (e.g., household cleaners, air fresheners, automotive products,
and personal care products) emit VOCs. Mobile sources are the vehicles used by employees,
visitors, and vendors at the Project site. The CalEEMod model also includes data to calculate
emissions reductions based on Project-specific characteristics and resulting from the
implementation of mitigation measures (MMs). The methodology for most emissions reductions
is based on the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA’s) 2010
publication entitled Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, A Resource for Local
Government to Assess Emission Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (CAPCOA
2010).

Local Concentrations of Criteria Pollutants from On-Site Sources

As part of the SCAQMD’s environmental justice program, attention has focused on localized
effects of air quality and the exposure of persons to criteria pollutants generated on a project
site. The SCAQMD developed localized significance threshold (LST) methodology and mass rate
look-up tables that public agencies can use to determine whether or not a project may generate
significant adverse localized air quality impacts. In addition to the mass daily emissions for
regional thresholds, the SCAQMD established CEQA significance thresholds for ambient air
quality to address localized impacts. The localized impact analysis is based on the concentration
of a pollutant at a receptor site. The concentration standard is either the same as the NAAQS or
CAAQS oris based upon a health-based standard. It is possible for a pollutant to have a significant
impact regionally and a less than significant impact locally or vice versa. It is also possible for
both impacts (i.e., regional and local) to be significant or less than significant. The look-up tables
allow the evaluation of impacts without the complex task of dispersion modeling.

The analysis is not performed for operations because there would be no substantial on-site
stationary sources of criteria pollutants with the proposed Project. The LST methodology
translates the concentration standards into emissions thresholds. The LST methodology is
generally recommended to be limited to projects of five acres or less. For projects that exceed
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five acres, such as the proposed Project, the five-acre LST look-up values can be used as a
screening tool to determine which pollutants require detailed analysis (MacMillan 2011). If a
project exceeds the LST look-up values, then the SCAQMD recommends that project-specific
localized air quality modeling be performed. The impact analysis, in 4.1.6, Impact Analysis,
demonstrates the ability of the Project to meet the five-acre site emissions limit provided for the
LST methodology.

The LST methodology addresses NOz, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. SO, and lead are not
included because these pollutants are generated in very small amounts in development projects.
Ozone is not included because it is a secondary pollutant and local concentrations cannot be
estimated from precursor emissions. For NOz and CO, the one-hour standards are used and
receptors that could be exposed for one hour are considered. For PM10 and PM2.5, the 24-hour
standards are used and the receptors of interest are those where persons could be exposed for
24 hours (e.g., residences). Because emissions are based on the AAQS, exceedance of the LST
represents a potential health impact. As noted above, the potential impact can be confirmed or
found to be less than significant by a more detailed analysis.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

Local area CO concentrations for roadways were evaluated using screening level criteria. An
initial screening procedure is provided in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide
Protocol (CO Protocol) to determine whether a project poses the potential to generate a CO
h