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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction/Summary 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the environmental effects that may 
result from the construction of the proposed residential development. This EIR has been 
prepared in conformance with state and County of Orange environmental policy guidelines for 
implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

1.1 Introduction 

The proposed project site consists of two non-contiguous parcels of private property located in 
the southeastern portion of unincorporated Orange County in the Santa Ana mountains. The 
parcels are located to the west of Ortega Highway, and separated by Long Canyon Road.  

The project is approximately 1,500 feet west of El Cariso Village, a small rural residential area, 
six miles southwest of the City of Lake Elsinore in Riverside County, and approximately 6.25 
miles east of the City of Rancho Santa Margarita in Orange County.  

Phase 1 (south parcel) is approximately 389.6 acres and the Phase 2 (north parcel) is 194.5 acres. 
Throughout this EIR, the location of the proposed project will be referred to as the project site, 
and generally refers to both Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) unless explicitly 
stated.   

1.2 Background 

Development on the project site has been the subject of ongoing environmental review related to 
proposed developments since 2006. On May 22, 2006, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial 
Study were distributed to the State Clearinghouse (SCH), interested agencies, and the public for a 
30-day public review period. The SCH issued a project number for the previous EIR (No. 
2006051110) and a public scoping meeting was held on June 1, 2006. Between circulation of the 
NOP in 2006 and August 2008, the project applicant reduced the proposed number of single-
family residential units from 213 to a maximum of 169 single-family. As a result, the NOP was 
re-issued and another public scoping meeting was held on August 18, 2008. Prior to circulation of 
the Draft EIR in October 2008, the project applicant decided to suspend the project in response to 
a downturn in the residential housing market. 

Then in 2013, the project was redesigned to be smaller, and no longer proposes residential units 
within Riverside County, amongst other project revisions. A NOP and Initial Study was prepared 
and distributed for a 30-day public review period on September 26, 2013. However, pursuant to 
changes to the project description that involved the number of residential units and wastewater 
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systems, a revised NOP and Initial Study was circulated for a 30-day public review starting on 
October 16, 2014.  

1.3 Project Summary  

The project applicant, the Preserve at San Juan, LLC, proposes to develop 72 single-family 
residential lots under a proposed Rural Residential 1A General Plan Land Use Designation and a 
proposed AR “Agricultural Residential” zoning. The project would include large areas of open 
space, and would be developed in two phases (Phase 1 (south parcel), and Phase 2 (north parcel)).  

Phase 1 (south parcel) would develop 43 single-family residences and Phase 2 (north parcel) 
would develop 29 single-family residences. The total project area of both phases includes 584.1 
acres, and the project proposes improvements on 169.5 of those acres. The remaining 414.6 acres 
(71 percent of the project area) would remain undeveloped open space. 

1.4 Alternatives 

CEQA requires that “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or 
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project…” 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (a)). The discussion must focus on alternatives to the project 
or its location which are capable of lessening significant impacts, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or be more costly (Section 15126.6 
(b)). The EIR is required to briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be 
discussed and also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but rejected 
as infeasible during the scoping process. 

The specific alternative of “No Project” shall be evaluated along with its impact. If the “No 
Project” alternative is determined to be the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR shall 
also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR include the following: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project/No Build Alternative: under this alternative, no 
development would occur on the project site, and it would remain in its current condition. 

 Alternative 2 – Decreased Density Single Phase: under this alternative, a reduction in 
the number of residential units would occur by not developing Phase 1 (south parcel). 
Phase 2 (north parcel) would be developed with 29 residential units, as planned by the 
proposed project, and the Phase 1 (south parcel) would remain as open space. This 
alternative would decrease the number of residential units developed in the project area 
by 43 units, or approximately 60 percent. 

 Alternative 3 – Decreased Density Both Phases: under this alternative, a 50 percent 
reduction in the number of residential units would be built in each phase. Thus, 22 single-
family residences would be developed in Phase 1 (south parcel) and 14 single-family 
residences would be developed in Phase 2 (north parcel). This alternative would decrease 
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the number of residential units developed in the project area by 36 units, and provide a 
larger area of open space on each parcel. 

Other alternatives that were considered but rejected include selling the project site for 
conservation purposes (due to this not meeting any project objectives) and an alternative site for 
the project (due to the fact that there are no alternative sites within the control of the project 
applicant, and that in the event land could be purchased of suitable size and developmental 
characteristics, it would likely have similar impacts after mitigation as the project). 

1.5 Environmental Procedures 

Purpose of an EIR 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that will generally inform public agency decision makers and the public 
of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15151 contains the following standards for EIR adequacy: 

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision makers 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.” 

An EIR is an informational document for use by decision makers and the public in their review of 
the potential impacts of a proposed project, as well as in the evaluation of alternatives and 
mitigation measures which may minimize, or eliminate those impacts. As such, this document 
includes a full discussion of the project description, the existing environmental setting, 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts that may exist after mitigation 
has been implemented, and project alternatives that could alleviate potential impacts. 

To gain the most value from this report certain key points recommended in the CEQA Guidelines 
should be kept in mind:  

 This report should be used as a tool to give the reader an overview of the possible 
ramifications of the proposed project and the non-clustered scenario. It is designed as an 
“early warning system” with regard to potential environmental impacts and subsequent 
effects on the local community’s natural resources.  

 A specific environmental impact is not necessarily irreversible or permanent. 
Incorporating changes recommended in this report during the design and construction 
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phases of project development can wholly or partially mitigate impacts, particularly in 
more developed urban areas.  

As the public agency with the authority to approve or deny the project, the County will consider 
the information in the EIR along with other information before taking any action on the project. 
The conclusions of the EIR regarding environmental impacts do not control the County’s 
discretion to approve, deny or modify the proposed project, but instead are presented as 
information intended to aid the decision-making process.  

The purpose of this EIR is to provide an objective, full-disclosure document to inform agency 
decision makers and the general public of the direct and indirect environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, and related actions. This is a “Project” EIR in conformance with Section 15161 
of the CEQA Guidelines, in that it examines the environmental impacts associated with a specific 
development project. The primary purpose of this EIR is to: 

 Identify and evaluate potential environmental consequences of the proposed project. 

 Assess cumulative impacts of the project in conjunction with related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the area. 

 Indicate the manner in which those environmental consequences can be mitigated or 
avoided. 

 Define and analyze alternatives that have the potential to reduce or eliminate potentially 
significant impacts associated with the proposed project or non-clustered scenario. 

 Identify impacts, if any, that even with the implementation of mitigation measures would 
be unavoidable and adverse. 

 Provide documentation supporting these determinations. 

Environmental Process 

Initial Studies/Notice of Preparations 

The environmental analysis of the proposed project was initiated by the County with the 
preparation of an Initial Study. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and distributed with 
the Initial Study for a 30-day public review period, which commenced on September 26, 2013. In 
addition, a revised NOP and Initial Study was circulated for a 30-day public review starting on 
October 16, 2014 in response to changes in the project description related to the number of 
residential units and wastewater treatment systems. A copy of the NOP/Initial Study, Revised 
NOP/Initial Study, and copies of comments received in response to both are included as 
Appendix A1 and A2 of this EIR.  

Section 15123(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR summary identify areas of 
controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by other agencies and the public. 
Tables 1-1 and 1-2 identify those who submitted written comments on the NOPs/Initial Studies 
and topics raised by the commenters, and also provides a reference to the section of the EIR in 
which these issues are evaluated. None of the comments received are considered controversial, 
and all environmental issues raised are discussed within this EIR. 
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TABLE 1-1 
NOP TOPICS RAISED 

Commenter/Date Summary of Comment EIR Section 

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 

October 26, 2013 

Information and consultation request; 
cultural resource sensitivity. 

Section 3.4, Cultural  

Department of Transportation, 
District 12 

October 25, 2013 

Phase 1 Highway 74 accessibility; 
appropriate traffic analyses and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. 

Section 3.14, Traffic  

Pechange Band of Luiseno Indians 

October 25, 2013 

Information and 
consultation/involvement request; 
cultural resource sensitivity; 
cumulative cultural resource impacts; 
growth-inducing impacts; air quality 
effects. 

Section 3.2, Air Quality; Section 3.4, 
Cultural  

Local Agency Formation Commission 

October 24, 2013 

Efficiency and reliability of public 
services; annexation clarification. 

Chapter 2, Project Description; 
Section 3.15, Utilities  

Linda Hoffman 

October 17, 2013 

Night skies, traffic congestion, Native 
American artifacts, storm water 
drainage, water supply, wildlife and 
hunting grounds. 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics; Section 3.3, 
Biological Resources; Section 3.4, 
Cultural; Section 3.8, Hydrology; 
Section 3.14, Traffic  

Barbara Mitchell 

October 17, 2013 

Traffic impacts at Long Canyon 
Road, Native American artifacts, 
population increase, soil and climate. 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources; 
Section 3.4, Cultural; Section 3.14, 
Traffic;  

South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 

October 11, 2013 

Air quality impacts, methodology, 
thresholds, and data sources. 

Section 3.2, Air Quality 

Southern California Gas Company 

October 7, 2013 

Extension of new natural gas 
service, cultural or biological field 
monitoring.  

Section 3.15, Utilities; Section 3.4, 
Cultural; Section 3.3, Biological 
Resources 

SCH 

September 26, 2013 

General NOP Distribution. None 

 

TABLE 1-2 
REVISED NOP TOPICS RAISED 

Commenter/Date Summary of Comment EIR Section 

California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

December 1, 2014 

Information and 
consultation/involvement request; 
biological resources.  

Section 3.4, Biological Resources 

Metropolitan Water District 

December 1, 2014 

DEIR should include a statement on 
the proposed annexation to 
Metropolitan, WMWD, MWDOC and 
LAFCO. 

Section 2.0, Project Description and 
Section 3.16, Utilities 

Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission 
Indians 

November 26, 2014 

Information and 
consultation/involvement request; 
cultural resource sensitivity; 
cumulative cultural resource impacts; 
growth-inducing impacts; air quality 
effects. 

Section 3.2, Air Quality; Section 3.5, 
Cultural 
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Commenter/Date Summary of Comment EIR Section 

United States Department of the 
Interior 

November 26, 2014 

Information and consultation request; 
biological resources. 

Section 3.4, Biological Resources 

Department of Transportation, 
District 12 

November 25, 2014 

A Traffic Impact Study is necessary 
to determine the near and long term 
impacts to State facilities. Coordinate 
with District 8 for work performed 
within Caltrans ROW. 

Section 3.14, Traffic 

Orange County Fire Authority 

November 17, 2014 

Information and 
consultation/involvement request; fire 
services, fire hazard zones, and 
response times. 

Section 3.13, Public Services 

Department of Transportation, 
District 8 

November 14, 2014 

Recommendation of appropriate 
traffic analyses and mitigation for 
traffic impacts. 

Section 3.14, Traffic 

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 

November 6, 2014 

Information and 
consultation/involvement request; 
significance of cultural resources. 

Section 3.5, Cultural 

Native American Heritage 
Commission 

November 6, 2014 

Information and 
consultation/involvement request; 
significance of historical resources. 

Section 3.5, Cultural  

South Coast Air Quality Control 
District 

November 4, 2014 

Information and consultation request 
related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas analyses, modeling and health 
risk assessment files.  

Section 3.3, Air Quality 

State Clearinghouse 

September 26, 2013 

General NOP Distribution. None 

 

In addition to distribution of the NOPs/Initial Studies, two public scoping meetings were held at 
Hell’s Kitchen (32685 Ortega Highway, Lake Elsinore) on October 16, 2013 and November 13, 
2014, from 4:45 p.m. to 6:45 p.m. to introduce the proposed project to the community, and to 
provide an opportunity for the public to submit verbal and written comments and 
recommendations regarding the issues to be addressed in the EIR. Notification of the meeting 
included a direct mailing of the notice to public agencies and the surrounding community. A list 
of comments (both verbal and written) given at the scoping meetings are included in Table 1-3 
below, along with a reference to the chapter or section of the EIR in which these issues are 
evaluated. 
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TABLE 1-3 
COMMENTS RAISED AT SCOPING MEETINGS 

Summary of Comment EIR Section 

What is the background of the concept for the proposed 
project, and how will it fit into the existing in the project area? 

Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics 

Is there public access to the project site? Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Section 3.14, 
Traffic 

There should be allowance for an equestrian lifestyle, including 
public equestrian trails. 

Chapter 2.0, Project Description 

Is it the developer who owns the land or is it U.S. Forest 
Service land? 

Chapter 2.0, Project Description 

Where is the location of the secondary access road? Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Section 3.14, 
Traffic 

Will there be reinstallation of the historic USGS monument? Chapter 2.0, Project Description 

What is the role of Orange County versus the role of Riverside 
County? How does this pertain to road improvements in 
Riverside County? 

Chapter 2.0, Project Description; Section 3.14, 
Traffic 

What are the impacts of light pollution and impacts to star 
gazing activities? 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics 

Suggests using orange lighting equipment that does not radiate 
light back up at the sky after being cast downwards. 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics 

Would there be potential interruption to wildlife migration 
routes? 

Section 3.3, Biology 

There would be disruption to an existing viewing spot for wild 
deer near private property. 

Section 3.3, Biology 

Verify potential impacts to rock art and nearby burial grounds. Section 3.4, Cultural 

Suggests that an ethnographic study should be done. Section 3.4, Cultural 

Suggests that a Native American monitor should be able to be 
present on site at all times.  

Section 3.4, Cultural 

What is the extent of the proposed road widening, and what is 
the effect on soil erosion? 

Section 3.5, Geology and Soils 

Would there be increased flooding and increased creek depth 
from implementation of the proposed project? 

Section 3.8, Hydrology 

The Riverside County Fire Department will respond to fire calls, 
although the project site is within Orange County boundaries. 

Section 3.12, Public Services 

Would there be increased traffic impacts? Section 3.14, Traffic 

Describe the deceleration lanes? Section 3.14, Traffic 

Will pipelines supplying the project be new or would the 
existing pipelines be used? 

Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Section 3.15, 
Utilities 

Please verify the Los Caberos development and the proposed 
500kV transmission line for the Nevada Hydro company. 

Chapter 2.0, Project Description 

 
a Note: “Los Caberos” housing development and Nevada Hydro Company 500 kV transmission line were both mentioned at October 16 

scoping meeting. ESA could not locate any information regarding Los Caberos online. The proposed 500 kV transmission line was 
dismissed by the CPUC in 2012, and there is no application for the project currently present before the CPUC. Therefore, it cannot be 
considered as a proposed project under CEQA. Additional details can be found at this website: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/nevadahydro/talega_escondido_valley_serrano.htm. 
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Draft EIR 

Based on the Initial Studies and the scoping meetings, the following environmental issues were 
identified for evaluation in the EIR: 

 Aesthetics (Section 3.1) 
 Agriculture and forest resources (Section 3.2) 
 Air quality (Section 3.3) 
 Biological resources (Section 3.4) 
 Cultural/scientific resources (Section 3.5) 
 Geology and soils (Section 3.6) 
 Greenhouse gas emissions (Section 3.7) 
 Hazards and hazardous materials (Section 3.8) 
 Hydrology and water quality (Section 3.9) 
 Land use and planning (Section 3.10) 
 Noise (Section 3.11) 
 Population and housing (Section 3.12) 
 Public services (Section 3.13) 
 Recreation (Section 3.14) 
 Transportation and traffic (Section 3.15) 
 Utilities and service systems (Section 3.16) 

As discussed in the Initial Studies there are no mining or significant mineral deposits within the 
project site; impacts to mineral resources would not occur (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this 
EIR). Therefore, this issue is not discussed further in this EIR. 

This Draft EIR has been distributed to affected agencies, surrounding cities, counties, and 
interested parties for a 45-day review period in accordance with Section 15087 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. During the review period, from May 24, 2017 through July 7, 2017, the Draft EIR is 
available for general public review at the following locations:  

 OC Public Works, Development Services/Planning, 300 N. Flower Street, Santa Ana 92703 
 Mission Viejo Branch Library: 100 Civic Center, Mission Viejo 92691 
 El Toro Branch Library: 24672 Raymond Ave, Lake Forest 92630 
 Rancho Santa Margarita Branch Library: 30902 La Promesa Drive, Rancho Santa Margarita 

92688 
 Silverado Branch Library: 28192 Silverado Canyon Road, Silverado 92676 
 Lakeside Library: 32593 Riverside Drive, Lake Elsinore 92530 

Additionally, the Draft EIR can be downloaded or reviewed via the Internet at: 
http://www.ocpublicworks.com/ds/planning/projects/the_preserve_at_san_juan 

Interested parties may provide written comments on the Draft EIR. Written comments on the 
Draft EIR should be addressed to: 

Kevin Shannon, Contract Planner 
OC Public Works 
OC Development Services/Planning  
300 N. Flower Street 
Santa Ana, CA 92703 
Kevin.Shannon@ocpw.ocgov.com 
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Final EIR 

Upon completion of the 45-day public review period, written responses to comments on 
environmental issues discussed in the Draft EIR will be prepared and incorporated into the Final 
EIR. These comments, and their responses, will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by the 
Orange County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, as well as other public decision 
makers.  

1.6 Draft EIR Organization 

As illustrated in Table 1-4, this EIR is organized into nine chapters each dealing with a separate 
aspect of the required content of an EIR as described in the CEQA Guidelines; it is intended for 
use and reference. To help the reader locate information of particular interest, a brief summary of 
the contents of each chapter of the EIR is provided. Acronyms and abbreviations are included 
directly after the Table of Contents and provide a description of abbreviations and acronyms used 
throughout the document. The following chapters are contained within the EIR: 

TABLE 1-4 
REQUIRED DRAFT EIR CONTENTS 

Requirement (CEQA Guidelines Section) Location in EIR 

Table of contents (Section 15122) Table of Contents  

Summary (Section 15123)  Chapter 1.0 

Project description (Section 15124)  
and environmental setting (Section 15125) 

Chapter 2.0 and Chapter 3.0 (Sections 3.1 – 3.16) 

Significant environmental impacts (Section 15126.2(a)) Chapter 3.0 (Sections 3.1 – 3.16); Chapter 4.0 

Unavoidable significant environmental impacts  
(Section 15126.2(b)) 

Chapter 3.0 (Sections 3.1 – 3.16); Chapter 4.0 

Mitigation measures (Section 15126.4)  Chapter 1.0; Chapter 3.0 (Sections 3.1 – 3.16) 

Cumulative impacts (Section 15130) Chapter 3.0 (Sections 3.1 – 3.16) 

Alternatives to the proposed project (Section 15126.6) Chapter 5.0 

Growth-inducing impacts (Section 15126.2(d))  Chapter 8.0 

Effects found not to be significant (Section 15128) Chapter 3.0 (Sections 3.1 – 3.16); Chapter 6.0 

Organizations and persons consulted (Section 15129) Chapter 9.0 

List of preparers (Section 15129) Chapter 9.0 

 

Chapter 1.0 – Introduction/Summary: This chapter provides an overview of the purpose and 
use of the EIR, the scope of this EIR, the environmental review process for the EIR and the 
project, and the general format of the document. This chapter also contains a summary of the 
proposed project, environmental impacts, proposed mitigation, and level of significance after 
mitigation. Also, contained within this section is a summary description of project alternatives. 
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Chapter 2.0 – Project Description: This chapter defines the project location, describes the 
proposed project, the Project Design Features, benefits of the project, and outlines the project 
objectives.  

Chapter 3.0 – Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures: This chapter 
describes and evaluates the environmental issue areas, including the existing environmental 
setting and background, applicable environmental thresholds, environmental impacts, policy 
considerations related to the particular environmental issue area under analysis, mitigation 
measures capable of minimizing environmental harm, and a discussion of cumulative impacts.  

Prior to considering mitigation to lessen environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
project, CEQA encourages the avoidance of impacts. Optimally, environmental impacts can be 
either eliminated or substantially reduced by the project design. In addition to design 
considerations that avoid or reduce impacts, numerous existing regulatory requirements serve to 
mitigate the environmental impacts of a project. The significance evaluation for each 
environmental issue area in the EIR (Chapter 3.0), first considers the significance of an impact 
upon incorporation of Project Design Features and compliance with regulatory requirements. If 
upon implementation of these measures and requirements, an impact is less than significant, 
additional mitigation is not required pursuant to CEQA. If additional mitigation is required, such 
measures are recommended. The following outlines the mitigation structure included in Chapter 
3.0 of this EIR:  

 Project Design Features (PDFs) are specific applicant-initiated design features that are 
incorporated as part of the project to avoid and/or minimize potential environmental 
impacts. The PDFs will be included in the EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) to ensure implementation and appropriate monitoring of each PDF. 
These features are listed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, and discussed within each 
sub-sections of Chapter 3.0 to describe how these features would to avoid, reduce, or 
offset potential impacts.  

 Mitigation Measures are required by CEQA for projects that would otherwise cause 
significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). This EIR includes mitigation 
measures for potential impacts that would not be reduced or eliminated by a combination 
of Project Design Features and compliance with regulatory requirements.  

Chapter 4.0 – Significant Impacts: The significant impacts of the proposed project are analyzed 
in Chapter 3.0 are summarized in this chapter. 

Chapter 5.0 – Alternatives Analysis: This chapter analyzes feasible alternatives to the proposed 
project, including the Alternative 1: No Project/No Build, Alternative 2: Decreased Density 
Single Phase, and Alternative 3: Decreased Density Both Phases, as described above. 

Chapter 6.0 – Impacts Found Not to be Significant: This chapter summarizes the impacts 
found to less than significant for the proposed project. 
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Chapter 7.0 – Significant Irreversible Changes: This chapter identifies any irreversible 
changes to the natural environment resulting associated with the proposed project. 

Chapter 8.0 – Growth Inducing Impacts: This chapter provides a summary of the proposed 
project’s potential growth-inducing impacts.  

Chapter 9.0 – References/Report Preparation: This chapter identifies all references used and 
cited in the preparation of this report and lists those who prepared the analysis.  

Appendices: Data supporting the analysis or content of the EIR are provided in the appendices to 
the document. These include the two NOPs/Initial Studies and responses received, biological 
reports, geotechnical reports, hydrology reports, traffic report, and other technical reports prepared 
for the project. 

1.7 Summary of Impacts 

Impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed project are summarized in 
Table 1-5. As shown, project impacts associated with aesthetics and construction noise would 
remain significant and unavoidable even after incorporation of mitigation measures. These impacts 
would require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations during project approval. 
The details of the Project Design Features listed in Table 1-5 below, are provided in Table 2-6, 
Project Design Features, in Section 2.0, Project Description. 
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TABLE 1-5 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

3.1 Aesthetics     

Impact 3.1-1: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could have a substantial 
adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, 
PDF-4, PDF-5. 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

MM 3.1-1:  The project’s design plans shall state 
that exterior paint colors for the residential and 
associated structures are limited to a palette of 
earthy tones that shall be provided for homeowners 
to choose from to ensure that project structures 
blend into the natural surroundings. Exterior paint 
options shall be included in the CR&Rs; and 
managed, approved, and enforced by the 
Homeowner’s Association. 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Impact 3.1-2: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could substantially damage 
scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

 No impact None required. No impact 

Impact 3.1-3: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings 

PDF-1, PDF-2 PDF-3, 
PDF-4, PDF-5, PDF-6, 
PDF-9, PDF-19. 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

MM 3.1-1: Listed above under Impact 3.1-1. Significant and 
unavoidable 

Impact 3.1-4: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could create a new source of 
substantial light or glare, which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

PDF-20 Less than significant MM 3.1-2:  Prior to the issuance of building permits, 
the applicant shall demonstrate that all exterior 
lighting has been designed and located so that all 
direct rays are confined to the development areas of 
the project site in a manner meeting the approval of 
the County’s Building and Safety Department. 

Less than significant 

Cumulative PDF-1, PDF-2 PDF-3, 
PDF-4, PDF-5, PDF-6, 
PDF-9, PDF-19, PDF-
20. 

Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources     

Impact 3.2-1: Would the project conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

 No impact None required. No impact 

Impact 3.2-2: Would the project result in the 
loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-
20. 

No impact None required. No impact 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

Cumulative   None required. No Impact 

3.3 Air Quality     

Impact 3.3-1: Would the project conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.3-2: Would the project violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation. 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.3-3: 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). 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.3-4: Would the project expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Cumulative  Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.4 Biological Resources     

Impact 3.4-1: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could have a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-
13, PDF-14, PDF-17, 
PDF-20.  

Potentially significant MM 3.4-1:  Environmental Awareness Programs: 
The project’s construction plans and grading 
specifications shall state that the construction 
contractor shall implement the following measures: 

•  The applicant shall prepare a Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program that shall be 
administered to all on-site personnel including 
surveyors, construction engineers, employees, 
contractors, contractor’s employees, supervisors, 
inspectors, subcontractors, and delivery 
personnel. The program shall be implemented 
during site preconstruction and construction, and 
shall: 

1. Be developed by or in consultation with the 
County approved biologist and consist of an on-
site or training center presentation in which 
supporting written material and electronic 
media, including photographs of protected 
species, is made available to all workers; 

Less than significant 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

2. Discuss the locations and types of sensitive 
biological resources on the project site and 
adjacent areas, and explain the reasons for 
protecting these resources; 

3. Describe the temporary and permanent habitat 
protection measures to be implemented at the 
project site;  

4. Identify whom to contact if there are further 
comments and questions about the material 
discussed in the program; and 

5. Include a training acknowledge form to be 
signed by each worker indicating they received 
training and shall abide by the guidelines. 

•  The applicant shall implement a Resident 
Environmental Awareness Program intended to 
increase awareness to residents of the sensitive 
plants, wildlife and associated habitats that occur in 
the preserved open space areas. The intention of 
the program shall be to encourage active 
conservation efforts among the residents to help 
conserve the habitats in the preserved open space. 
The program shall address inadvertent impacts from 
the introduction of invasive plant species (including 
“escapees”). At a minimum, the program shall 
include the following components:  

1. Informational kiosks shall be constructed 
at entrance points to hiking trails and at 
various locations along the fence line that 
separates the project site and the open 
space area to inform residents and trail 
users on the sensitive flora and fauna that 
rely on the habitats found within the 
preserved open space and the importance 
of staying on trails within open space 
areas.  

2. The applicant shall provide residents or 
the Homeowners Association with a 
brochure which includes a list of plant 
species to avoid in residential landscaping 
to prevent the introduction of invasive 
plant species to the surrounding natural 
communities. 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

MM 3.4-2:  Best Management Practices for 
Biological Resources – Construction. The project’s 
construction plans and grading specifications shall 
state that prior to and during construction, the 
following shall apply: 

 The project impact footprint shall be staked and 
fenced (e.g., with orange snow fencing, silt 
fencing or a material that is clearly visible) by a 
surveyor and the boundary shall be confirmed 
by a qualified biological monitor. The 
construction site manager shall ensure that the 
fencing is maintained for the duration of 
construction and that any required repairs are 
completed in a timely manner. 

 Maintenance activities shall not commence 
until 7:00 a.m. and shall be completed before 
dusk each day. 

 If any common wildlife is encountered during 
maintenance activities, the common wildlife 
shall be allowed to leave the work area 
unharmed and shall be flushed or herded in a 
safe direction away from the work area(s). 

 Qualified biological monitor(s) shall be on‐site 
during all vegetation removal activities to flush 
any common wildlife within the project impact 
footprint away from work areas. 

 Any open trenches shall be covered at the end 
of each work day in a manner to prevent the 
entrapment of wildlife, or adequately ramped to 
provide an animal escape route. 

 If nighttime maintenance is required, lighting 
shall be shielded and focused downward and 
away from undisturbed areas and shall be 
limited to the minimum amount necessary to 
complete the maintenance activities. 

 Staging or storage areas shall be located a 
minimum of 300 feet from any drainage. 

 Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or 
operated within or adjacent to ponded or 
flowing water within any drainage shall be 
checked and maintained daily, to prevent leaks 
of materials that could be harmful to aquatic 
species.  

 All vehicles and equipment shall be maintained 
in proper working condition to minimize fugitive 
emissions and accidental spills from motor oil, 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

hydraulic fluid, grease, or other fluids or 
hazardous materials. All fuel or hazardous 
waste leaks, spills, or releases shall be 
stopped or repaired immediately with drip pans 
in place and cleaned up at the time of 
occurrence. However, no vehicle or equipment 
maintenance shall occur within 300 feet of any 
drainage. All spill material removed shall be 
contained and disposed of at an appropriate 
off‐site landfill. Maintenance vehicles shall 
carry appropriate equipment and materials to 
isolate and remediate leaks or spills, such as a 
spill containment kit. 

 Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, 
or generators, located within or adjacent to 
ponded or flowing water within drainages shall 
be positioned over drip pans. 

 No equipment maintenance shall be done 
within or adjacent to ponded or flowing water 
within drainages where petroleum products or 
other pollutants from the equipment may enter 
into the water. 

 No waste, cement, concrete, asphalt, paint, oil, 
or any other substances used during 
maintenance activities which could be 
hazardous to aquatic life, or other organic or 
earthen material, shall be allowed to 
contaminate the soil and/or enter into or be 
placed where it may be washed by rainfall or 
runoff into ponded or flowing water within any 
drainages.  Any of these materials placed 
where they may affect ponded or flowing water 
shall be removed immediately upon 
observation.  When operations are completed, 
any excess non-native materials shall be 
removed from the work area.  Only the use of 
native materials is expected to recontour 
existing baseline conditions (i.e., no non-native 
fill will be introduced to the open space areas). 

 All litter and pollutions laws shall be followed.  
If trash receptacles are provided within or near 
the work areas they shall be wildlife-proof. 

 All exposed/disturbed areas shall be stabilized 
to the greatest extent possible using 
appropriate, industry standard erosion control 
measures. 
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 No maintenance activities shall occur during 
active precipitation.  If any precipitation is 
forecasted, the work area shall be secured at 
least one day prior so no materials enter or 
wash into any drainages. 

 
MM 3.4-3:  Sensitive Wildlife. The project’s 
construction plans and grading specifications shall 
state that to avoid direct impacts to sensitive wildlife, 
a pre‐construction survey shall be conducted within 
three days of proposed impacts by a qualified 
biologist. If it is determined by the biologist during 
the pre‐construction survey that sensitive wildlife is 
present and thus may be impacted, no construction 
shall be allowed to occur in the immediate area until 
the individual(s) are relocated to an adjacent area 
that contains suitable habitat. A biological monitor 
shall be present during any ground disturbance 
activities within or immediately adjacent to habitat of 
sensitive wildlife species.  
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall 
be consulted prior to relocating any sensitive wildlife 
species. CDFW may require a sensitive wildlife 
relocation plan be prepared and approved prior to 
relocating any sensitive wildlife. If required by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the plan 
shall include methods for trapping, handling and 
relocating all sensitive wildlife and shall identify 
areas that are suitable for relocation. Suitable 
relocation habitats shall include areas containing 
proper soils, host plants, and moisture conditions 
favorable for long-term survival of the sensitive 
wildlife, and relocation areas shall be sufficient in 
size for introducing new individuals so that 
overpopulation does not occur. 
 
MM 3.4-4:  Sensitive Insects. The project’s 
construction plans and grading specifications shall 
state that as required by the updated U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service protocol, a preconstruction habitat 
assessment shall be conducted by a certified Quino 
checkerspot butterfly biologist in coordination with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A site 
assessment shall be conducted by a qualified Quino 
checkerspot butterfly biologist to determine if the 
project site contains areas where surveying for 
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Quino checkerspot butterfly is recommended. 
Recommended Quino checkerspot butterfly survey 
areas include all areas that do not fall under 
“Excluded Areas” outlined in U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service protocol, regardless of the presence or 
absence of QCB host plants or nectar sources. 
 
If it is determined by the habitat assessment and/or 
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
that focused surveys are needed and Quino 
checkerspot butterfly are found within the study 
area, any potentially significant impacts to Quino 
checkerspot butterfly habitat shall be mitigated at a 
minimum 1:1 mitigation-to-impact ratio, subject to 
approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
through Section 7 consultation. Appropriate 
mitigation includes one or more of the following 
measures: 

 On- and/or off-site preservation of Quino 
checkerspot butterfly habitat; 

 On- and/or off-site creation, restoration, and/or 
enhancement of Quino checkerspot butterfly 
habitat, including the preparation of a habitat 
mitigation and monitoring plan; and/or 

 Payment into a conservation bank or other 
comparable mitigation banking mechanism 
(e.g., in-lieu fee program, Pre-Approved 
Mitigation Area, etc.). 

Impact 3.4-2: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-
17, PDF-20. 

Potentially significant MM 3.4-5:  Sensitive Plant Communities. Measures 
to off‐set impacts to coast live oak woodland and 
coast live oak forest shall include one (or a 
combination) of the following mitigation measures 
(which are detailed in the Tree Management and 
Preservation Plan for the project:  

 Preservation of the 26.5 acres of preserved 
coast live oak woodland and 4.4 acres of coast 
live oak forest in perpetuity under a 
conservation easement, deed restriction, or 
other appropriate mechanism. 

 Individual coast live oak trees within fuel 
modification zones, off‐site impact areas, and 
temporary impact areas shall be protected and 
preserved in-place, and coast live oak trees 
located within the fuel modification zones that 
require pruning shall comply with Orange 

Less than significant 
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County Fire Authority requirements. Trees shall 
be pruned by a qualified arborist with 
experience specializing in the management 
and care of this tree species in consultation 
with the County Biological Resources Monitor 
and in accordance with the guidelines 
published by the National Arborist Association. 
In no case shall more than 20 percent of the 
tree canopy of any oak tree be removed. 

 The applicant shall plant trees, seedlings, and 
onsite-collected acorns within the landscaped 
portion of the proposed development as well as 
within the onsite oak woodlands to be 
preserved as open space. Trees shall be 
replaced at a minimum of 3:1 replacement 
ratio, with the possibility of up to 12:1 should all 
acorns/seedlings survive. All trees and 
seedlings shall be from a local source 
indigenous to the immediate area. 

 Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, 
the applicant shall obtain the approval of a tree 
preservation plan for the project by the 
Manager of OC Planning. The Manager of OC 
Parks is to be consulted if the plan involves any 
off-site tree mitigation at an OC Parks facility. 

 A five-year monitoring program shall be 
prepared that includes performance standards 
and criteria for evaluating success.  

Impacts to southern willow scrub shall be mitigated 
at a minimum ratio of 2:1, as directed by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 
include one, or a combination of, the following: 

 Onsite creation, enhancement, or restoration; 
 Offsite creation, enhancement, or restoration; 
 Offsite acquisition and preservation; 
 Purchase of credits at an agency-approved 

mitigation bank; and/or 
 Payment into an in-lieu fee agreement. 

A monitoring plan shall accompany the creation, 
restoration, and/or enhancement of sensitive plan 
communities. The plan shall focus on the provision 
of equivalent habitats within disturbed habitat areas 
of the study area and/or offsite (e.g., this may 
include, but is not limited to, removal of non‐native 
and/or invasive species; salvage/dispersal of native 
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duff and seed bank; transplantation, seeding, and/or 
planting/staking). In addition, the plan shall provide 
details as to the implementation of the plan, 
maintenance, and future monitoring to ensure 
success. 

Impact 3.4-3: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could have a substantial 
adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

PDF-13, PDF-14, PDF-
17. 

Potentially significant MM 3.4-6:  Jurisdictional Waters. The project’s 
construction plans and grading specifications shall 
state that the applicant shall provide on- and/or off-
site replacement and/or enhancement of existing 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife jurisdictional waters and wetlands. 
Riparian/riverine habitat shall be mitigated at a 
minimum ratio of 1:1 for unvegetated/upland areas 
and 2:1 for areas supporting riparian vegetation. 
Impacts to jurisdictional resources may be 
compensated through payment into an in-lieu fee 
program or approved mitigation bank through 
coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.   

If creation, restoration, and/or enhancement is to 
occur on-site and/or off-site, a mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall be prepared and subject to the 
approval of these regulating agencies. The plan 
shall describe the location of mitigation and provide 
details as to the implementation of the plan, success 
criteria, maintenance, and monitoring for a three-
year period following construction. 

Less than significant 

Impact 3.4-4: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could interfere substantially 
with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

PDF-1, PDF-2. Potentially significant MM 3.4-1: Listed above under Impact 3.4-1. 

MM 3.4-2: Listed above under Impact 3.4-1. 

MM 3.4-7:  Nesting Bird Surveys. The project’s 
construction plans and grading specifications shall 
state that all vegetation clearing for construction and 
fuel modification shall occur outside of the breeding 
bird season (fall and winter), between September 1 
and February 14 to reduce the potential to impact an 
active nest. If clearing and/or grading activities 
cannot be avoided during the breeding season, all 
suitable habitats shall be thoroughly surveyed for 
the presence of nesting birds by a qualified biologist 
prior to and initial ground disturbing activities. 
Suitable nesting habitat on the project site includes 
grassland, scrub, chaparral, and woodland 
communities. If any active nests are detected, the 
area shall be flagged, along with a 300-foot buffer 

Less than significant 
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for passerine species or 500 feet for raptors (or 
appropriate buffer as determined by the monitoring 
biologist), and shall be avoided until the nesting 
cycle is complete or it is determined by the biological 
monitor that the chicks have fledged the nest and 
the nest is no longer active. 

Impact 3.4-5: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

PDF-1, PDF-5, PDF-
22. 

Potentially significant MM 3.4-5: Listed above under Impact 3.4-2. Less than significant 

Impact 3.4-6: Would implementation of the 
proposed project could conflict with provisions 
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-4, 
PDF-13, PDF-14, PDF-
17, PDF-20. 

Potentially significant MM 3.4-8:  Compliance with Section 6.1.2 of the 
MSHCP – Protection of Species Associated with 
Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools. In 
accordance with Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, a 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation shall be prepared and submitted to the 
Environmental Programs Division The Determination 
of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation 
shall include an analysis of alternatives that 
demonstrates efforts that first avoid direct and 
indirect effects to MSHCP Riparian/Riverine habitat; 
if avoidance is not feasible, the Determination of 
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation 
shall include alternatives that would minimize 
potential effects. If an avoidance alternative is 
selected, the project shall ensure the long‐term 
conservation of the avoided Riparian/Riverine 
habitat through the use of deed restrictions, 
conservation easements, or other appropriate 
mechanisms. 

If an avoidance alternative is not feasible, the 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation shall include measures to ensure the 
replacement of any lost functions and values of 
Riparian/Riverine habitat. Riparian/Riverine habitat 
shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for 
unvegetated/upland areas and 2:1 for areas 
supporting riparian vegetation. Measures shall 
include one, or a combination of, the following: 

 Onsite creation, enhancement, or restoration; 
 Off-site creation, enhancement, or restoration; 
 Off-site acquisition and preservation; 
 Purchase of credits at an agency‐approved 

Less than significant 
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mitigation bank; and/or 
 Payment into an in‐lieu fee agreement. 

Cumulative PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-5, 
PDF-13, PDF-14, PDF-
17, PDF-20, PDF-22. 

Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.5 Cultural/Scientific Resources     

Impacts 3.5-1 and 3.5-2: Would the project 
result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical or archaeological 
resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5? 

PDF-1, PDF-2. Potentially significant MM 3.5-1:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the applicant/developer shall provide written 
evidence to the County Building and Safety Division 
that a qualified archaeologist has been retained to 
address the potential discovery of unanticipated 
archaeological discoveries. In addition, written 
evidence must be provided that Native American 
monitors shall be allowed to monitor earthmoving 
activity related to the project. 

In the event that archaeological materials, including 
stone tools, shells, bones, glass shards, ceramics, 
or other materials older than 50 years in age, are 
encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
work in the immediate vicinity of the resource shall 
cease until a qualified archaeologist has assessed 
the discovery and appropriate treatment pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 is determined.  

If archaeological resources are found to be 
significant, the archaeologist shall determine, in 
consultation with the County and local Native 
American groups expressing interest, appropriate 
avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation. 
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), 
preservation in place shall be the preferred means 
to avoid impacts to archaeological resources 
qualifying as historical resources. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), if it is 
demonstrated that resources cannot be avoided, the 
qualified archaeologist shall develop additional 
treatment measures, such as data recovery or other 
appropriate measures, in consultation with the 
implementing agency and local Native American 
representatives expressing interest in prehistoric or 
tribal resources. If an archaeological site does not 
qualify as an historical resource but meets the 
criteria for a unique archaeological resource as 
defined in Section 21083.2, then the site shall be 

Less than significant 
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treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 
21083.2. 

MM 3.5-2:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified archaeologist in consultation 
with the County and local Native American groups 
expressing interest. The plan shall identify the 
location and timing of cultural resources monitoring. 
Monitoring would occur in areas most likely to 
contain resources, such as valleys and canyons. 
The plan shall allow the qualified archaeologist, 
based on observations of subsurface soil 
stratigraphy or other factors during initial grading, 
and in consultation with the Native American monitor 
and the lead agency, to reduce or discontinue 
monitoring as warranted if the archaeologist 
determines that the possibility of encountering 
archaeological deposits is low. The plan shall 
provide the appropriate measures to be followed in 
the event of unanticipated discovery of a cultural 
resource consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(b)(3), as well as identify the appropriate 
data recovery methods and procedures to reduce or 
eliminate the effect of the project if avoidance of 
significant historical or unique archaeological 
resources is determined to be infeasible. The plan 
shall also include reporting of monitoring results 
within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and data 
at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports 
to local and state repositories, libraries, and 
interested professionals. The plan shall be 
submitted to the County Department of Building and 
Safety for review and approval prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit and any resulting archaeological 
requirements shall be incorporated into all 
development plans and included on project permits. 

Impact 3.5-3: Would the project directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

PDF-1, PDF-2. Potentially significant MM 3.5-3:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the applicant/developer shall provide written 
evidence to the County Department of Building and 
Safety that a qualified paleontologist has been 
retained to respond on an as-needed basis to 
address unanticipated paleontological discoveries, 
and the paleontological requirements shall be 
incorporated into all development plans submitted 
and included as conditions of approval. In the event 

Less than significant 
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that paleontological resources are encountered 
during grading and construction operations, all 
construction activities shall be halted or redirected to 
provide for the qualified paleontologist to assess the 
find for significance and, if necessary, develop a 
paleontological resources impact mitigation plan 
(PRIMP) for the review and approval by the County 
prior to resuming construction activities. 

Impact 3.5-4: Would the project disturb 
human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

PDF-1, PDF-2. Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Cumulative PDF-1, PDF-2. Less than significant Implement Mitigation Measures MM 3.5-1 through 
MM 3.5-3. 

Less than significant 

3.6 Geology and Soils     

Impact 3.6-1: Would the project expose 
people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving strong seismic 
ground shaking? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.6-1:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the applicant shall have a qualified civil engineer 
prepare final grading plans and a Final Geotechnical 
Assessment in conformance with the California 
Building Code, County Grading and Excavation 
Code, that shall be approved by the County’s 
Building and Safety Department. 

Less than significant 

Impact 3.6-2: Would the project expose 
people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving strong seismic 
ground shaking and landslides? 

PDF-10 Potentially significant MM 3.6-1: Listed above under Impact 3.6-1. Less than significant 

Impact 3.6-3: Would the project result in 
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

PDF-4, PDF-13, PDF-
14, PDF-15, PDF-16, 
PDF-17  

Potentially significant MM 3.9-1: Listed above under Impact 3.9-1. Less than significant 

Impact 3.6-4: Would the project be located on 
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
lateral spreading or collapse? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.6-1: Listed above under Impact 3.6-1. 

 

Less than significant 

Impact 3.6-5: Would the project have soils 
incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal system where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste water? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.6-2:  The project operator shall design and 
operate the onsite wastewater treatment systems in 
accordance with the SWRCB adopted Resolution 
No. 2012-0032—the Water Quality Control Policy for 
Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of On-
site Wastewater Treatment Systems (specifically 
Tier 2 of this Policy requiring Orange County 

Less than significant 
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Department of Public Works to oversee the design 
and approval of the systems); the Orange County 
On-site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines; and 
the County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment 
and Disposal Systems, which include minimum 
horizontal setback requirements from geologic and 
water features. All septic tanks, biofilters and reuse 
water pump station/emergency storage tanks shall 
be setback a minimum of five feet from structures, 
property lines and the top of descending slopes. The 
project operator shall obtain approval from the 
County for issuance of building permits for and 
operation of onsite wastewater treatment systems. 

MM 3.6-3: The Home Owners Association (HOA) 
shall provide detailed information via flyers and 
meetings to project residents regarding the proper 
use and maintenance necessary to keep onsite 
wastewater treatment systems functioning properly. 
In addition, information regarding County-registered 
HOA approved liquid waste haulers shall be 
provided to project site residents. 

Cumulative PDF-4, PDF-10, PDF-
13, PDF-14, PDF-15, 
PDF-16, PDF-17  

Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions     

Impact 3.7.1: Would the project generate 
significant amounts of greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

PDF-4 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.7.2: Would the project conflict with 
an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

PDF-1, PDF-4. Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Cumulative PDF-1, PDF-4. Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials     

Impact 3.8-1: Would the project create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 
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Impact 3.8-2: Would the project create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.8-1:  Prior to issuance of grading permits for 
Phase 2 (north parcel), a Site Management Plan 
(SMP) shall be prepared by a qualified hazardous 
materials consultant and shall detail procedures and 
protocols for management of onsite hazardous 
materials, including:   

 A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove 
all potentially hazardous materials, wastes, trash 
pit debris, and abandoned dilapidated vehicles, 
which shall be disposed of at an appropriate 
solid waste facility based on the content of the 
materials. All recyclable materials shall be 
separated and disposed of at a recycling facility. 
Hazardous materials shall be transported per 
California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a 
landfill permitted by the state to accept 
hazardous materials.  

 After removal of the potentially hazardous 
materials soils samples shall be taken at the 
airport hangar/maintenance area, storage shed, 
bunker, vehicle storage areas, trash pits, and at 
other debris areas to identify any contaminated 
soils with concentrations above worker safety 
thresholds established by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs). Any samples identified 
to exceed the RWQCB ESL limits shall be 
characterized, removed, and disposed of off-site 
at a licensed hazardous materials disposal 
facility according to California Hazardous Waste 
Regulations. A report of the findings shall be 
provided to the County for review and approval 
prior to issuance of grading permits for the 
Phase 2 (north parcel). 

 Any subsurface materials exposed during 
construction activities that appear suspect of 
contamination, either from visual staining or 
suspect odors, shall require immediate cessation 
of excavation activities. Soils suspected of 
contamination shall be segregated from other 
soils to be tested for potential contamination. If 
contamination is found to be present 
Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), any 
further proposed groundbreaking activities within 

Less than significant 
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areas of identified or suspected contamination 
shall be conducted according to California 
Hazardous Waste Regulations. 

 A Health and Safety Plan (HSP) shall be 
prepared for each contractor that addresses 
potential safety and health hazards and includes 
the requirements and procedures for employee 
protection. The HSP shall also outline proper soil 
handling procedures and health and safety 
requirements to minimize worker and public 
exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction.     

 All SMP measures shall be printed on the 
construction documents, contracts, and project 
plans prior to issuance of grading permits.   

Impact 3.8-3: Would the project impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

PDF-10 and PDF-11. Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.8-4: Would the project expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

PDF-10, PDF-11. Potentially significant MM 3.13-1: Listed below under Impact 3.13-1. Less than significant 

Cumulative PDF-10, PDF-11.  None required. Less than significant 

3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality     

Impact 3.9-1: Would implementation of the 
proposed project violate water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, 
PDF-4, PDF-6, PDF-
13, PDF-14, PDF-15, 
PDF-16, PDF-17,  

Potentially significant MM 3.6-2: Listed above under Impact 3.6-5.  

MM 3.6-3: Listed above under Impact 3.6-5. 

MM 3.9-1:  Prior to the issuance of any grading or 
building permits, the project operator shall 
demonstrate compliance under California’s General 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activity by providing a copy of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water 
Resources Control Board and a copy of the 
subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste 
Discharge Identification (WDID) Number; or other 
proof of filing in a manner meeting the satisfaction of 
the Manager, Permit Services. Projects subject to 

Less than significant 
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this requirement shall prepare and implement a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A 
copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the 
project site and be available for County review upon 
request.  

Impact 3.9-2: Would implementation of the 
proposed project substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of the pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-4, 
PDF-6, PDF-13, PDF-
14, PDF-15. 

Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.9-3: Would implementation of the 
proposed project substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion, siltation or 
flooding on- or off-site? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, 
PDF-13, PDF-14, PDF-
15. 

Potentially significant MM 3.9-1: Listed above under Impact 3.9-1. Less than significant 

Impact 3.9-4: Would implementation of the 
proposed 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? 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, 
PDF-4, PDF-6, PDF-
13, PDF-14, PDF-15, 
PDF-17. 

Potentially significant MM 3.9-1: Listed above under Impact 3.9-1. Less than significant 

Impact 3.9-5: Would implementation of the 
proposed project otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.6-2 Listed above under Impact 3.6-5. 

MM 3.6-3: Listed above under Impact 3.6-5. 

Less than significant 

Cumulative PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, 
PDF-4, PDF-6, PDF-
13, PDF-14, PDF-15, 
PDF-16, PDF-17 

Less than significant None required. Less than significant  

3.10 Land Use and Planning     

Impact 3.10.1: Would the project conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3. Less than significant None required. Less than significant 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

Cumulative  Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.11 Noise     

Impact 3.11-1: Would the project expose 
persons to, or generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

PDF-21 Significant and 
unavoidable 
(construction) 
 

Less than significant 
(operation) 

MM 3.11-1:  The project’s construction plans and 
grading specifications shall state that temporary 
sound barriers shall be installed between the 
location of construction activities and the closest 
residences during construction activities that could 
exceed noise limits. The temporary sound barriers 
shall remain in place until the conclusion of 
demolition, grading, and construction activities that 
could exceed noise limits. The design of the sound 
barrier will be:  

 At least 14-feet in height above grade;  

 located such that it will break the line-of-sight 
between the sound source and the receiver; 

 Consist of an impervious material with a 
minimum surface density of 4 pounds per 
square foot;  

 Not have any gaps or holes between the 
panels or at the bottom; and 

 A minimum weight of two pounds per square 
foot with no gaps or perforations. 

MM 3.11-2:  The project’s construction plans and 
grading specifications shall state that the project 
construction contractor shall post signs at the 
construction sites that are legible at a distance of 
50-feet and two weeks prior to the commencement 
of construction of the project, the project proponent 
shall send a notice to the off-site residential uses 
located within a 0.5-mile radius from the project 
boundaries. All notices and signs shall provide the 
dates and duration of construction activities, as well 
as provide a telephone number where residents can 
inquire about the construction process and register 
complaints.  

MM 3.11-3:  The project’s construction plans and 
grading specifications shall state that the 
construction contractor shall establish a “noise 
disturbance coordinator” who shall be responsible 

Significant and 
unavoidable 
(construction) 

Less than significant 
(operation) 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

for responding to any local complaints about 
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator 
shall determine the cause of the noise complaint 
(e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall 
be required to implement reasonable measures 
such that the complaint is resolved. All notices that 
are sent to residential units within 0.5-mile radius 
from the project boundaries and all signs posted at 
the construction site shall list the telephone number 
for the disturbance coordinator. 

Impact 3.11-2: Would the project expose 
persons to, or generation of, excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.11-3: Would the project cause a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.11-4: Would the project cause a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

PDF-21 Significant and 
unavoidable 

MM 3.11-1 through MM 3.11-3, listed under Impact 
3.11-1. 

 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Cumulative  Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.12 Population and Housing     

Impact 3.12-1: 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)? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Cumulative PDF-1 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.13 Public Services     

Impact 3.13-1: Would implementation of the 
proposed project result in adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered fire, police, school, or 
other public service facilities? 

PDF-4, PDF-10, PDF-
11, PDF-19 

Less than 
significant 

MM 3.13-1:  Prior to the issuance of any 
grading permits, the applicant shall obtain the 
Orange County Fire Authority design approval 
of all fire protection access roads, fire hydrants, 
and fire prevention design measures that shall 
include the following:  

 Turning radius and access in and 

Less than significant 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

around the project site and structures 
shall be designed to accommodate 
large fire vehicles and their weight. 

 All roadways that have medians that do 
not exceed 1000-feet in width shall have 
a turnaround. Roadways with medians 
greater than 1000-feet in width shall 
provide emergency turnaround access 
for heavy fire equipment.  

 If a dead-end street exceeds 150 feet or 
when otherwise required, a clearly 
marked fire apparatus access 
turnaround shall be provided and 
approved by the Orange County Fire 
Authority. 

 All traffic signals on public access ways 
shall include the installation of optical 
preemption devices. 

 Project plans shall include plan and 
section views and indicate the grade 
and width of the access road flow-line to 
flow-line.  

 Applicable CC&Rs shall contain 
provisions prohibiting obstructions such 
as speed bumps/humps, control gates 
or other modifications unless approval 
from the Orange County Fire Authority 
is granted.   

 A note shall be placed on the fire 
protection access easement plan 
indicating that all street/road signs shall 
be designed and maintained to be 
illuminated in a manner meeting the 
Orange County Fire Authority 
requirements.  

 Fire hydrant spacing shall be 600 feet 
between fire hydrants, or as approved 
by the Orange County Fire Authority. 

 All electrically operated gates shall 
install emergency opening devices as 
approved by the Orange County Fire 
Authority. 

MM 3.13-2:  The HOA managing the proposed 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

project shall ensure disclosure of potential wildfire 
hazards the location of fire and emergency services 
to all residents. This information shall be provided in 
information provided to new homeowners and within 
regular communications to residents from the HOA. 

Cumulative PDF-4, PDF-10, PDF-
11, PDF-19. 

Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.14 Recreation     

Impact 3.14-1: 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? 

PDF-1 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.14-2: Would the project include 
recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

PDF-1 No impact None required. No impact 

Cumulative PDF-1 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.15 Transportation/Traffic     

Impact 3.15-1: 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? 

PDF-21 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.15-2: Would the project conflict with 
an applicable congestion management 
program, 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? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.15-3: Would the project substantially 
increase hazards due to a design feature 

PDF-7, PDF-8, PDF-9. Less than significant None required. Less than significant 
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Impact Applicable Project 
Design Features 

Level of Significance 
before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Significance after 
Mitigation 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Impact 3.15-4: Would the project result in 
inadequate emergency access? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Cumulative  Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

3.16 Utilities and Service Systems     

Impact 3.16-1: Would the project exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.6-2: Listed above under Impact 3.6-5. 

MM 3.6-3: Listed above under Impact 3.6-5. 

Less than significant 

Impact 3.16-2: 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? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.16-3: Would the project require or 
result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

 Potentially significant MM 3.9-1 Listed above under Impact 3.9-1. Less than significant 

Impact 3.16-4: Would the project result in 
insufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or new or expanded entitlements 
are needed? 

PDF-18 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.16-5: Would the project be served 
by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 Less than significant None required. Less than significant 

Impact 3.16-6: Would the project comply with 
federal, state and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

 No impact None required. No impact 

Cumulative  Less than significant None required. Less than significant 
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CHAPTER 2 
Project Description 

2.1 Project Background 

Development on the project site has been the subject of ongoing environmental review related to 
proposed developments since 2006. On May 22, 2006, an NOP and Initial Study were distributed 
to the State Clearinghouse (SCH), interested agencies, and the public for a 30-day public review 
period. The SCH issued a project number for the previous EIR (SCH No. 2006051110) and a 
public scoping meeting was held on June 1, 2006. Between circulation of the NOP in 2006 and 
August 2008, the project applicant reduced the proposed project from an original 213 single-
family residential units to between 165 and 169 single-family residential units. As a result, the 
NOP was re-issued and another public scoping meeting was held on August 18, 2008. Prior to 
circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant decided to suspend the previous project in 
response to a downturn in the residential housing market. Therefore, the Draft EIR was not 
circulated for public review, finalized, nor considered by the County for approval.  

The project has since been redesigned and is smaller than the previously proposed project, as 
described in detail in Section 2.5, Project Design Characteristics below. The project no longer 
proposes residential development within Riverside County. Because several years have passed 
since commencement of the previous CEQA documentation, and because various details of the 
proposed project have been revised, new CEQA documentation (this Draft EIR) has been 
prepared.  

2.2 Project Location 

The proposed project site consists of two non-contiguous parcels located in the southeastern 
portion of unincorporated Orange County, between 2,300 feet and 2,970 feet west of Ortega 
Highway, respectively, and separated by Long Canyon Road. The project site is situated on 
private property in the Santa Ana mountains. The project is approximately 1,500 feet west of El 
Cariso Village, a small rural residential area, six miles southwest of the City of Lake Elsinore in 
Riverside County and approximately 6.25 miles east of the City of Rancho Santa Margarita in 
Orange County (see Figure 2-1). Phase 1 (south parcel) is approximately 389.6 acres and is 
located between 2,300 feet and 2,970 feet west of Ortega Highway. The 194.5-acre Phase 2 
(north parcel) is located approximately 122 feet north of Phase 1 (south parcel), and is between 
2,240 and 2,670 feet west of Ortega Highway. Figure 2-2 illustrates the project site in its local 
setting.  
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2.3 Site Characteristics and Adjacent Uses 

The project site is made up of two non-contiguous parcels of land that are separated by a parcel of 
land that is part of the Cleveland National Forest and Long Canyon Road. The project site is 
located within an undeveloped and densely vegetated part of the Santa Ana Mountains within the 
unincorporated southeastern portion of Orange County. The natural topography of the area is 
diverse and consists of steep terrain, ridgelines, and areas of level ground. For example, the 
northern portion of the project site has a steep ridgeline and the southernmost area has a deep 
canyon, and elevations range from approximately 3,300 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the 
northeast portion of the project site to approximately 2,025 amsl in the southern portion in the 
canyon. Most of the area proposed for development is between 2,400 and 2,900 feet amsl. 

The project site has an existing Orange County General Plan land use designation of Open Space 
(OS) and a zoning designation of General Agricultural (A1).  

Phase 1 (south parcel) is 389.6 acres and is located west of Ortega Highway. The site consists of 
gently sloping terrain in the southern portion of the parcel and steep, rugged terrain in the 
northern portion of the parcel. The majority of Phase 1 (south parcel) is undisturbed and supports 
dense chaparral, densely vegetated hills, and scattered patches of oak woodland. Long Canyon 
Creek crosses the southwest corner of the parcel.  

Existing disturbance areas are generally located in the northeastern portion of the Phase 1 (south 
parcel) and includes a network of dirt roads and trails, one abandoned residence with a shed 
containing a water well and cistern. 

Phase 2 (north parcel) is 194.5 acres and is located approximately 122 feet north of Phase 1 
(south parcel), and is also west of Ortega Highway. The Phase 2 (north parcel) consists of gently 
sloping terrain in the northeast portion of the parcel and steep, rugged terrain throughout the 
remainder of the parcel. The majority of the parcel is undisturbed and supports dense chaparral 
with large rock outcroppings and areas of oak woodland. Long Canyon Creek crosses the 
northeast corner of the parcel and an unnamed stream bisects the center of the parcel from north 
to south.  

Existing disturbance areas are located in the southern portion of the parcel and include a network 
of dirt roads and trails throughout the parcel, and an occupied residence in the southwest corner 
of the parcel that would be vacated prior to the start of construction. This portion of site is 
connected to the electricity grid and contains two active water wells and several water storage 
tanks (one of them 8,000 gallons). Additionally, various cleared graded areas exist where 
structures had previously been built.  

The southwestern portion of the Phase 2 (north parcel) contains the previously used McConville 
Airstrip (FAA Identifier CA42) that has a gravel surface, is approximately 1,000 feet long, and 
lies in a northeast to southwest direction on a slope. (see Figure 2-2). The airstrip was previously 
used for training of landing small aircraft in rural areas. A hangar/maintenance structure, bunker, 
and a shed that contains tools, equipment and various oils and lubricants is located adjacent to the 
airstrip.  
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In addition, several areas within Phase 2 (north parcel) are being used to store numerous 
dilapidated vehicles and debris piles. The parcel also contains two trash pits were used up until 
the 1950s or 1960s, and are now that are covered by soil and vegetation. 

Adjacent Uses. Land uses adjacent to the project area are described below: 

 Between Phase 1 and 2. An undeveloped parcel that is part of the Cleveland National 
Forest separates the two project phases, and consists of gently sloping terrain in the 
northern portion of the parcel; and steep, rocky, rugged terrain in the southern portion. 
The parcel is undisturbed (except for the paved Long Canyon Road right-of-way), and 
supports dense chaparral, as well as scattered patches of oak woodland. 

 North: Undeveloped, densely-vegetated Cleveland National Forest lands are located to 
the north of both Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel).  

o The nearest structures to the north of Phase 1 (south parcel) include a residence near 
Long Canyon Road that is 1,340 feet from the project site, the U.S. Forest Service El 
Cariso Hotshot Camp (forest service fire-fighting complex) that is approximately 
1,400 feet from the site; the Cleveland National Forest Blue Jay Campground (with 
50 campsites), which is farther than 1,500 feet from the site; and the Los Pinos 
Conservation Camp (1,500 feet northwest of the site), which is a residential 
education center that is owned by the Cleveland National Forest  and operated by the 
California Conservation Corps (CCC).  

o No structures are located to the north of Phase 2 (north parcel). Further to the east of 
these facilities are single-family rural residences. There are no structures north of 
Phase 2 (north parcel).  

 East: Undeveloped, densely-vegetated Cleveland National Forest lands are located to the 
east of both phases.  

o There are no structures in proximity to the east of the Phase 1 (south parcel). The 
closest structure to the east of Phase 1 (south parcel) is Ortega Highway, which is 
located between 2,300 feet and 2,970 feet to the east. 

o The nearest structures to the east of the Phase 2 (north parcel) are rural residential 
structures that exists on the perimeter of the small rural community of El Cariso 
Village that is located approximately 1,500 feet east of Phase 2 (north parcel), in 
Riverside County.  

 South: Undeveloped densely vegetated Cleveland National Forest lands are located to 
the south of Phase 1 (south parcel). There are no structures in proximity to the south of 
Phase 1 (south parcel). An area containing Long Canyon Road and an undeveloped parcel 
that is part of the Cleveland National Forest is located to the south of the Phase 2 (north 
parcel), which is in between the two project phases. In addition, a residence is located 
approximately 160 feet from the southeastern boundary of the Phase 2 (north parcel).  

 West: Undeveloped densely vegetated Cleveland National Forest lands are located to the 
west of Phase 1 (south parcel). There are no structures in proximity to the west of Phase 1 
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(south parcel). The Mystic Oaks Retreat that includes various cabins for visitors is 
located to the west of the Phase 2 (north parcel).  

2.4 Project Objectives 

The proposed project is intended to provide for the development and maintenance of a single-
family residential neighborhood in conjunction with limited vineyard uses. The following 
objectives have been established by the applicant to serve as a basis for comparing the 
alternatives, and for the evaluation of associated environmental impacts. 

 To provide a residential community that is compatible with the surrounding residential 
and natural areas. 

 To mitigate impacts to existing blue-line streams and California coastal live oaks. 

 To ensure that current infrastructure and public services would not be lessened or 
burdened by project implementation but would be improved. This includes water 
capacity, fire safety, and storm-water runoff quality, and road safety. 

 To ensure that lot coverage and density do not have impacts upon the site which cannot 
be mitigated in accordance with the County of Orange land use policies and development 
standards.  

 To provide mitigation to the satisfaction of the County of Orange, California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for any impacts to habitat or 
blue-line streams. 

 To provide a residential community that incorporates a wildland fire-safe design that 
protects the proposed homes from potential wildland fires in accordance with the 
standards set forth by the Orange County Fire Authority.  

 To provide a residential community that is uniquely different by integrating with and 
being sensitive to the environmental constraints of the existing terrain, geology, blue line 
streams, and the California live oak trees and that offers a large lot and remote lifestyle in 
a natural setting that is not commonly found within Orange County. 

2.5 General Plan Land Use Amendment and Zone 
Change 

The existing Orange County General Plan designation for the project area is Open Space (OS), 
which allows for limited land uses that do not require a commitment of significant urban 
infrastructure. The existing zoning designation is General Agricultural (A1), which allows 
residential development at a maximum density of 0.25 dwelling unit per acre (or four acres per 
dwelling unit), and other low intensity uses that have a primarily open space character.  

The project proposes to change the General Plan Land Use designation of the project area to 
Rural Residential (1A), which allows a minimum density of 0.25 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre, 
(or two to four units per acre). The project also proposes to change the zoning designation to 
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Residential Agricultural (AR). The AR zone provides for single-family residential neighborhoods 
in conjunction with agricultural and outdoor recreational uses and requires a minimum residential 
lot size of 7,200 square feet. The proposed residential development is designed to be consistent 
with the AR development regulations pursuant to Section 7-9-59.8 (AR District) of the County of 
Orange County Zoning Code. 

2.6 Water Districts Annexations  

The project site is adjacent to the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD) service 
area, and an existing out of boundary water distribution pipeline runs adjacent to the project site. 
Water supplies to the proposed project would be supplied through this pipeline, and the portions 
of the project site that would require potable water (Approximately 133.4 acres) would be 
annexed into the EVMWD service area. Areas of the project site that would remain in natural 
open space, or fuel modification areas that do not require irrigation, would not be annexed into 
the water service area.  

EVMWD is wholly within the boundaries of Western Municipal Water District (Western), which 
is wholly within the boundaries of Metropolitan Water District (MWD) which provides water 
supplies. Because of this arrangement, the area to be included in the EVMWD service area would 
also be annexed into the boundaries of Western and MWD. These service area boundary changes 
require approval by Riverside County Local Agency Formation Commission (Riverside LAFCO). 

2.7 Project Design Characteristics 

The proposed project would develop 72 single-family residential lots on the project site, as well 
as, internal circulation, external access improvements, on-site wastewater treatment systems, 
internal landscaping, fuel modification zones, and dedicated open space. The proposed project 
has been designed to provide: 

 Ecosystem planning, which preserves a large block of open space that is contiguous to 
other large blocks of open space, thereby providing greater connectivity and linkages to 
foster wildlife movement; 

 Oak tree mitigation which relies on preservation/restoration/enhancement of on-site oak 
trees through sustainable tree plantings (as well as native tree planting); 

 Wildland planning that utilizes sophisticated fire behavior modeling to provide a fire safe 
design to protect residents and structures, by including fuel modification zones and 
defendable spaces around residences; and 

 Water quality and hydromodification features that efficiently utilize the project’s 
infiltration capacity along with low impact development techniques and preservation of 
natural processes within drainages for water treatment. 
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2.7.1 Residential and Hardscape Elements 
The project would develop 72 single-family residential lots under a proposed “Rural Residential” 
(1A) General Plan Land Use designation and “Agricultural Residential” (AR) zoning. The project 
would be developed in two phases (Phase 1 [south parcel] and Phase 2 [north parcel]) and would 
include large areas of open space. A summary of the project development area is provided in 
Table 2-1 and shown in Figure 2-3 for Phase 1 (south parcel) and Figure 2-4 for Phase 2 (north 
parcel). 

The proposed project would cluster development toward Long Canyon Road on the portions of 
the parcels where the natural terrain is conducive to development. Open space would be 
concentrated in the western and northern portions of the project site to create a buffer between the 
proposed residential uses and the adjacent Cleveland National Forest lands; which would buffer 
the residential uses and reduce or avoid potential environmental edge effects of development. The 
areas of project disturbance are shown in Figure 2-5.  

TABLE 2-1 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AREA SUMMARY 

Land Use Gross Acres Single-Family Units 

Phase 1 (south parcel)  

Residential Building Pads  

 

42.7 

 

43 

Roadways 7.6  

Landscape, Fuel Modification, Vineyards 58.3  

Total Developed Phase 1 (south parcel)  108.6  

Phase 2 (north parcel) 

Residential Building Pads 

 

32.0 

 

29 

Roadways 8.2  

Landscape, Fuel Modification, Vineyards 20.7  

Total Developed Phase 2 (north parcel)  60.9  

Open Space   

          Phase 1 (south parcel) 281.0  

          Phase 2 (north parcel) 133.6  

Total Open Space 414.6  

Total Project Acreage 584.1 72 
 
Source: The Preserve at San Juan Area Plan Document, 2017. 
 

 

As shown in Table 2-1, Phase 1 (south parcel) of the project would develop 43 single-family 
residences on approximately 108.6 acres and 281 acres would be dedicated to open space. Phase 
2 (north parcel) would develop 29 single-family residences on approximately 60.9 acres and 
133.6 acres would be dedicated to open space. The total onsite project area (both Phase 1 [south 
parcel] and Phase 2 [north parcel]) includes 584.1 acres and the project proposes improvements to 
169.5 of those acres. The remaining 414.6 acres (71 percent of the project area) would remain 
undeveloped open space. No improvements, including landscaping, would occur in the open 
space portions of the project site. Areas that are designated for open space by the proposed 
project would be preserved in the existing natural condition. 
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Residential lot sizes would average 23,997 square feet for Phase 1 (south parcel) and 23,667 
square feet for Phase 2 (north parcel). The maximum height of all residential development would 
be two stories (less than 35 feet).   

Proposed hardscape elements include project entry monuments for each Phase, and walls and 
fences proposed for the individual lots. The heritage for the area is Spanish in nature with the 
Mission San Juan Capistrano and Rancho Mission Viejo having the biggest influence on 
structural design. Materials, colors, and textures relating to this design theme would be translated 
by including slumpblock masonry with either a mortarwash finish or left unfinished in an adobe 
color. The mortar-washed slumpblock is proposed at the project entries as it has a more refined 
appearance, while the adobe colored slumpblock is proposed as the individual residential lots. 
The proposed fencing consists of precast concrete two-rail fencing with low mortar-washed 
slumpblock pilasters or high tubular steel fencing. The two-rail fencing and low pilasters is 
proposed at the project entries. See Figure 2-6 through Figure 2-9 for the fencing and wall plans 
for each phase.  

2.7.2  Vehicular Circulation 
Access to both phases of the project would be provided from Long Canyon Road via Ortega 
Highway (SR-74), which are both public roadways. Long Canyon Road is designated as a 66-foot 
right-of-way public road that branches off of Ortega Highway (State Route 74). Long Canyon 
Road was improved in 2016 and currently provides a paved width of 24-feet with a curb and 
gutter. 

The onsite roads throughout both phases would loop through the proposed development areas and 
would be designed pursuant to both the Orange and Riverside Counties’(depending on roadway 
location) rural street standards, and would have features such as rolled curbs, no sidewalks, cul-
de-sacs, and landscaped planter islands.  

Phase1 (south parcel) 

The Phase1 (south parcel) would be accessed directly from Long Canyon Road via gated entries 
that would be setback from Long Canyon Road at a minimum of 100 feet from the curb line of 
Long Canyon Road, to provide adequate vehicle stacking space (per Orange County Standard 
Plan No. 1107). Stop signs, stop bars, and stop legends would be installed at the intersection of 
Long Canyon Road for vehicles exiting the site.  

A portion of the onsite roadway would cross Long Canyon Creek in the northern portion of Phase 
1 (south parcel). The roadway creek crossing would consist of an arch span bridge of concrete or 
steel with a natural bottom that was designed to minimize potential impacts to the creek and its 
related biological resources. 

The Phase 1 (south parcel) roadway would connect back to Long Canyon Road to the west of the 
entrance gate, via an existing off-site roadway that would be improved (approximately 0.5-acre 
off-site improvement area) to existing Orange County standards, that would be used as a 
secondary exit and a restricted entrance. The secondary exit would be limited to residents leaving  
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(departures only), and the restricted access would be for emergency responders only. The 
secondary entrance gate would be locked, and a “knox box” would be installed to provide 
emergency entry for Sheriff and Fire Department personnel. Knox boxes are small mounted safes 
that hold keys or access cards for fire and police departments to use in emergency situations. The 
proposed circulation Phase 1 (south parcel) is shown in Figure 2-3. 

Due to the topographical constraints of the Phase 1 (south parcel) an 8-acre portion of the onsite 
roadway is within Riverside County. Roadway improvement permits for development of this 
portion of the onsite private roadway would be required by the Riverside County Transportation 
Department to ensure improvements are consistent with private roadway improvement 
requirements. 

Phase 2 (north parcel) 

Phase 2 (north parcel) would be accessed from Long Canyon Road via an existing 0.73-acre off-
site roadway area that would be improved for the project. Improvements would include pavement 
and installation of stop signs, stop bars, and stop legends at the intersection of Long Canyon Road 
for exiting vehicles. Gated entries would be installed at the entrance to the Phase 2 (north parcel). 

The secondary exit and a restricted entrance for Phase 2 (north parcel) would also be gated and 
would be limited to residents leaving the site and restricted access for emergency responders 
only. The entrance gate at the secondary access would be restricted by the use of a “knox box” 
that would provide for Sheriff and Fire Department entry, as needed. The secondary 
exit/restricted access would connect to Monte Vista Street in Riverside County. The connection 
roadway to Monte Vista Street would be improved pursuant to Riverside County’s roadways 
standards. The proposed circulation for the Phase 2 (north parcel) is shown in Figure 2-4. 

Off-Site Roadway Improvements 

The off-site roadway improvements that would occur for the Phase 1 (south parcel) include 
paving and grading 0.5-acres of an existing unpaved roadway to provide secondary access. The 
off-site roadway improvements for Phase 2 (north parcel) includes grading, paving, installation of 
street lights, a water line, and dry utilities (electricity, cable, telephone), which would occur on a 
0.73-acre off-site currently unpaved roadway that connects to Long Canyon Road. The Phase 2 
(north parcel) secondary improvements include grading and paving to Monte Vista Street, in 
addition to installation of street lights, water line, and dry utilities. 

In addition, improvements would occur within the paved right-of-way on Ortega Highway at the 
Long Canyon Road intersection to provide enhanced access to both phases of the project. The 
improvements consist of installing a northbound 12-foot wide acceleration lane and a northbound 
12-foot wide left turn lane on Ortega Highway; and installing a minimum 22-foot wide 
southbound deceleration lane on Ortega Highway from Long Canyon Road to 160 feet to the 
north. The Ortega Highway improvements would require an encroachment permit and 
coordination with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to ensure that the 
roadway improvements are implemented pursuant to Caltrans standards.  
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2.7.3 Landscape Elements and Vineyards 
The landscaped areas within the proposed project are all located within the development area 
identified in Table 2-1, and broken down into the following general categories that are visually 
depicted in the conceptual landscape plans shown in Figures 2-10 and 2-11. 

 Vegetated Swales 

 Project Entries 

 Fuel Modification Zone A 

 Fuel Modification Zone B, which includes vineyards and manufactured slopes 

 Fuel Modification Zone C 

The plant palette for each category meets the following criteria: 

 The plant is appropriate for the climatic zone of the project site, both in altitude and 
location. 

 All of the plant material is rated as either ‘LOW’ or “VERY LOW” in the State of 
California’s Water Use Classifications of Landscape Species (WUCOLS); except for the 
treated effluent dispersal areas of Fuel Modification Zone ‘B’ which would contain 
“MODERATE” water use plant material. 

 Native plant material would be used extensively throughout the project. 

 All plant material was reviewed by the project biologist to verify that none of the plants 
would be detrimental to the existing natural vegetation. 

 No plants are proposed that are listed as being invasive to native habitat. 

 All plants proposed for fuel modification zones have been utilized in a manner consistent 
with like applications for density, amounts and location. 

 All of the plant material is available from localized wholesale sources. 

Vegetated Swales  

Vegetated swales are landscaping features that also provide storm water treatment and 
conveyance to infiltration basins that would capture and retain the difference in runoff flow rates 
(and volume) between the site’s natural and proposed conditions. Vegetated swales would be 
located throughout the project site, and would vary in width and have a meandering path to create 
a more natural appearance. The feature would be planted with a hydroseed mix of a blend of 
Fescue grasses. The materials would be self-maintaining other than the need for watering and 
possible scalping of the grass every few years to eliminate thatch buildup. The swales would be 
water efficient with a rating of moderately low water consumption, and designed per the County 
of Orange requirements to control and treat runoff.  
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Figure 2-10
Phase 1 (South Parcel)

Conceptual Landscape Plan

SOURCE: Robert Mitchell & Associates, 2014
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Figure 2-11
Phase 2 (North Parcel)

Conceptual Landscape Plan

SOURCE: Robert Mitchell & Associates, 2014
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Project Entries 

The project entries are intended to identify the project entrance from the surrounding area and 
provide an aesthetically positive image of the project. Areas of mown Fescue turf would be 
located on each corner with a backdrop of layered shrubs and poplar trees. To coordinate with the 
natural environment of Long Canyon Creek, native California Sycamores would be planted in the 
medians that split the entry drive area.  

Fuel Modification Zone A 

A fuel modification zone is an area of land where combustible vegetation has been removed 
and/or the area is modified with drought-tolerant, fire-resistant plants to provide protection from 
fires. Fuel modification Zone A would be located on the flat pad portions of the residential lots 
and would vary from 15 to 100 feet in width, depending on the size, location and configuration os 
each residential lot. This area would not be developed or improved by developer. However, 
landscaping in this area would be restricted to specific guidelines per the Fuel Modification Plan, 
and an approved plant palette would be provided with plants having either a Low or Moderate 
water use rating, which would be included in the project’s CR&Rs that would be implemented by 
the Homeowners Association.  

Fuel Modification Zone B 

Fuel modification Zone B would be the primary fuel modification zone, and would extend a 
minimum of 150 feet from the end of Zone A. Zone B would include manufactured slope areas, 
natural open space, and/or vineyards. This zone would be irrigated, and landscaping would be 
installed in accordance with the Fire Marshal’s criteria. The plant material would be selected 
from two different plant palettes approved by the Fire Marshal and plants would be installed in a 
manner and density consistent with the Fuel Modification Plan’s requirements.  

The two different planting palettes would be utilized. The area of Fuel Modification Zone ‘B’ 
closest to the residences would be mostly irrigated with subsurface drip irrigation lines and 
treated effluent from the onsite wastewater treatment systems that would be located on each 
residential lot. The plant palette would be comprised of moderate water use plants, which would 
provide for the disposal of the treated effluent. During warmer months when treated effluent 
quantity may not be sufficient to meet irrigation needs, supplemental irrigation with domestic 
water supply would be provided to ensure proper plant health, vitality and moisture content in 
conformance with this zone’s fuel modification requirements. 

The Fuel Modification Zone ‘B’ areas that are farther from residences and would not treat 
effluent would utilize domestic water for irrigation purposes, and would be landscaped with a 
plant palette of ‘Low’ water use plants, which would conserve water and meet the Fuel 
Modification requirements.  

Trees within the Fuel Modification Zone ‘B’ areas would be grouped in clusters of no more than 
three, with a 30-foot separation from the projected mature canopy of the cluster to any other tree 
and/or cluster. Shrubs would be planted in clusters of no more than three with a minimum 10-foot 
separation from the projected mature canopy of the cluster to any other tree and/or shrub cluster. 
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The ground cover would consist of existing plant material that has been thinned as required by the 
Fire Marshal or a hydroseeded mix of low ground cover plantings that have low fuel content as 
approved by the Fire Marshal. 

Vineyards 

The Fuel Modification Zone ‘B’ area includes 34.5 acres of vineyards throughout both phases of 
the project that would provide fuel modification while contributing to the aesthetic quality and 
character of the site. The vineyards would be planted on the existing natural terrain of the project 
site. The land would be substantially cleared and vines would be planted in rows at 12-feet on 
center with vines at every six feet along a steel and wire trellis element. The vines would be 
irrigated by means of the drip or bubbler system providing efficient irrigation. The ground plane 
would be kept virtually bare, with only low growing grasses and ground cover so as not to 
compete with the vines nor inhibit tending the vines. In addition, vineyard related service roads 
and paths would be developed, which would provide unimpeded emergency access to these areas. 

The vineyards would not include wine making facilities. Grapes grown onsite would be harvested 
and sold. The vineyards would be owned, operated/maintained by the project’s homeowner’s 
association (HOA). HOA fees and funds from grape sales would pay for the operation and 
maintenance of the vineyards. Homeowners would not be individually responsible for vineyards, 
other than through payment of HOA fees. It is estimated that five employees would be needed on 
a year-round basis (daily) to oversee the vineyard production, with peaks of up to 25 employees 
needed during harvest season. 

Manufactured Slopes 

All manufactured slopes would be planted and irrigated to help stabilize the slope area and retain 
the appropriate moisture content, and would be part of the Fuel Modification Zone B area. The 
plant material would be selected from a plant palette approved by the Fire Marshal and the plants 
would be installed in a manner and density consistent with the Fuel Modification Plan 
requirements. Five and/or 15-gallon trees would be grouped in clusters of no more than three 
plants with a 30-foot separation from the projected mature canopy of the cluster to any other tree 
and/or cluster. Shrubs would be planted in clusters of no more than three with a minimum 10-foot 
separation from the projected mature canopy of the cluster to any other tree and/or shrub cluster. 
The ground cover would be hydroseeded with a mix of low-growing ground cover plantings that 
have low fuel content to them that would be approved by the Fire Marshal. 

Fuel Modification Zone C 

This zone consists of the last 50 feet of fire protection that would be between 150 and 200 feet 
from the proposed residences. No new plantings or irrigation are proposed for these areas; 
however, existing plant material would be thinned per the Fuel Modification Plan. No vineyards, 
new plantings, or irrigation would be installed in Zone C area, unless it falls within a 
manufactured slope area. When this occurs, the landscaping would be consistent with the 
proposed approach and treatment for manufactured slope areas described below. 



2. Project Description 

 

The Preserve at San Juan 2-23  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

Roadside Fuel Modification 

Roadside fuel modification areas would consist of a 50-foot wide alignment on both sides of the 
streets and roads within the project site that would be in accordance with the Fuel Modification 
Plan. The roadside areas would be selectively thinned. In addition, many roadside areas would be 
disturbed due to project grading operations that would require vegetation removal or the 
development of graded slopes, swales, and other such improvements. In these instances, the areas 
would be treated it in the same manner as the vegetated swale or the manufactured slopes 
categories. If any new trees or shrubs are planted, it would be done in the clusters and spacing 
previously described under Fuel Modification Zone B. 

2.7.4  Open Space  
As described above, development of the proposed residential uses and onsite street system would 
be clustered in tracts close to Long Canyon Road, and in areas where existing topography is 
suitable for development. Large portions of the project site would be dedicated for undeveloped 
open space. As shown in Table 2-1, the project includes 414.6 acres (71 percent of the project 
area) of open space, which does not include vineyards, landscaping, and fuel modification areas. 
The open space portion of the project includes large areas of chaparral habitat, over 30 acres of 
coast live oak woodland and coast live oak forest, and two USGS blueline streams. The 
residences would be clustered to minimize the area of grading and fuel modification. In addition, 
the vineyards, landscaping, and fuel modification provide additional open space areas (included 
in the development area statistics and not included in the 414.6 acres) and a vegetative buffer 
between the development and preserved open space areas, that would be comprised of non-
invasive species, many of which would be native. 

2.7.5  Fire Protection 
Since the project site is located within an Adopted Very High Fire Hazard Area (Calfire, 2011) a 
fuel modification plan is required. Per Guideline C-05 of the OCFA, which complies with the 
requirements of Section 317 of the California Fire Code, development within high fire hazard 
areas are required to incorporate fuel modification zones into site plans. In addition, the Riverside 
County Municipal Code Chapter 8.32, Fire Code, provides requirements to reduce the potential of 
fires that include vegetation management. Thus, a Fire Behavior Analysis Report, a Fuel 
Modification Plan, and a Fire Master Plan were prepared to cover all fire-related issues for the 
project area into one comprehensive document, which was approved in September 2016 by the 
Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA).  

The Fuel Modification Plan and a Fire Master Plan identifies areas in both Orange and Riverside 
Counties where combustible vegetation would be removed or modified with drought-tolerant, 
fire-resistant plants to provide protection from wildlands fires. The minimum width of the fuel 
modification areas is 170 feet, and in some cases, the width increases due to type of terrain and/or 
type and mass of vegetation. As described previously, the Fuel Modification Plan designates three 
fire zones throughout the project area and is consistent with the California Fire Code, OCFA 
Guideline C-05, and Riverside County Municipal Code Chapter 8.32, Fire Code. Figure 2-10 and 
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Figure 2-11 show the fuel modification zones on Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north 
parcel).  

2.7.6  Water Services  
Water service for potable use, irrigation, and fire flow would be supplied by the Elsinore Valley 
Municipal Water District (EVMWD). As described above, approximately 133.4 acres of the 
project site (portions of the site needing domestic water service) would be annexed into the 
EVMWD, Western Municipal Water District, and MWD service areas. Areas of the project site 
that would remain in natural open space, and Fuel Modification Zone C areas, and other areas that 
would not be irrigated would not be annexed into the water service area.  

Water would be provided to serve the residential uses and irrigated landscaping areas. Water for 
construction activities would be provided by an existing well on the project site. Tables 2-2 and 
2-3 show estimated water demand rates for construction and operation, respectively.  

TABLE 2-2 
PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WATER DEMAND 

Project Phase 
Approximate Maximum  
Water Demand (gallons) 

Phase 1 (south parcel) 3,608,700 

Phase 2 (north parcel) 2,549,550 

Total 6,158,250 

 

TABLE 2-3 
PROPOSED PROJECT OPERATIONAL WATER DEMAND 

Development 

Approximate Maximum 
Water Demand (gallons per 

day) 

Phase 1 (south parcel) 

Roadway medians, swales, and slopes 60,211 

Fuel modification zones (A and B) 78,743 

Vineyards 42,169 

Residential Water (43 lots) 25,8001 

Subtotal 206,923 

Phase 2 (north parcel) 

Roadway medians, swales, and slopes 41,610 

Fuel modification zones (A and B) 43,467 

Vineyards 26,728 

Residential Water (29 lots) 17,4001 

Subtotal 129,205 

Total Water Demand 336,128 

 
1 Calculated based on a generation rate of 600 gallons per day (gpd) per lot per EVMWD 

recommendations. 
Source: Robert, 2014; PACE, 2014. 
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The proposed project includes on-site and off-site improvements to the EVMWD infrastructure 
system. All of the off-site water distribution improvements would occur within the existing 
EVMWD right-of-way adjacent to the existing six-inch water transmission main. The existing six 
inch main starts from the Tomlin No. 1 Booster Station, which is west of the City of Lake 
Elsinore, and travels southwest to provide potable water to communities along Ortega Highway, 
including El Cariso Village. The existing transmission main runs adjacent to the north portion of 
the project site along Ortega Highway, and then intersects the project site as it travels west along 
Long Canyon Road to its terminus at the 100,000 gallon Los Pinos No. 2 Reservoir, located west 
of the project site at an elevation of approximately 3,500 feet.  

The new on-site water distribution facilities would include a 12-inch distribution line that would 
be constructed throughout the developed portions of the project site during each construction 
phase. In addition, a 615,000-gallon and a 525,000-gallon water storage tank would be installed 
(in each phase) to provide emergency water and fire suppression supplies. The size of the tanks 
has been coordinated with OCFA and EVMWD to ensure appropriate capacity to meet potential 
demands. The reservoir site on the Phase 1 (south parcel) would be 615,000 gallons and would be 
located in the northwestern-most portion of the Phase 1 (south parcel) development area. The 
reservoir in the Phase 2 (north parcel) would be 525,000 gallons and would be located at the far 
northern end of the Phase 2 (north parcel). Figure 2-12 shows the proposed water distribution 
system for the project, including the water storage tanks, which would be sited at elevations 
sufficient to provide water to their respective development phases, in order to minimize the use of 
booster stations. New distribution mains from each reservoir would be installed to provide water 
to their respective development phases, and would be sufficiently sized based on peak flow 
demand and fire-flow requirements. 

2.7.7  Wastewater Systems  
Wastewater generated by the project would be treated and disposed of through the use of onsite 
wastewater treatment systems located on each lot. The onsite wastewater treatment systems 
installed on each lot would consist of three components: (1) a 1,500-gallon septic tank; (2) three 
modular peat fiber biofilters; and (3) a 300-gallon water reuse pump station. In addition, a 1,500-
gallon emergency storage tank would be part of the water reuse pump station. The septic tank 
would provide primary treatment of the wastewater and settle out solids. From the septic tank, 
effluent would flow to a dosing tank and be pumped to the biological peat filtration system for 
secondary treatment via an aerobic attached growth process (contaminants would be physically 
absorbed onto the peat fiber and digested by naturally-occurring microbes). Treated effluent 
would then flow by gravity to the water reuse pump station, and then be pumped to subsurface 
dispersal irrigation fields on fill slopes and natural areas to irrigate portions of the Zone B fuel 
modification area. Approximately 320 gallons per day would be emitted for irrigation of 
approximately 13,100 square feet; treated effluent would be supplemented with freshwater to 
meet this irrigation demand when necessary.  
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The proposed septic tanks were sized based on the number of bedrooms serve per the California 
Plumbing Code (1,500-gallon tank sizes are based on Code requirements for five bedroom units).  
The septic tanks, biofilters, reuse water pump stations and emergency storage tanks would be 
setback pursuant to existing regulations of the California Plumbing Code, State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
Orange County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems, and Orange County 
On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines that provide specific setbacks, such as a 
minimum of 100 feet between streams and graywater irrigation areas, 15 feet from slopes of two 
feet or more, and 10 feet from property lines. In addition, these regulations provide regulations 
related to soil conditions in areas where onsite wastewater systems are used.  

High water alarms would be included in each system to alert homeowners and the HOA of high 
water level conditions prior to a potential overflow event. In addition, an emergency storage tank 
(to ensure overflows would not occur) would be part of each system. A description of the onsite 
wastewater treatment systems and compliance with federal, state, RWQCB, and County standards 
is provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality of this EIR. 

2.7.8 Home Owners Association Services  
The project includes development of a Home Owners Association (HOA) that would be 
established to provide maintenance for and fund the following: 

• Onsite roadways 

• Open space areas 

• Landscaping within common areas  

• Oak trees 

• Fuel modification zones 

• Vineyards 

• Irrigation facilities and grey water irrigation areas 

• Community and neighborhood entries and signage 

• Community perimeter walls and fencing 

• Landscape of slopes internal to the development areas 

• Common area lighting 

• Implementation of CR&Rs 

 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) would be implemented by the HOA as a 
means of ensuring and enforcing quality design during development and the level of maintenance 
of common areas, such as the vineyards and fuel modification zones. To appropriately maintain 
all fuel modification areas CC&R’s would include an Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) 
approved annual self-inspection procedure and certification of the HOA by an outside consultant 
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to ensure adequate and timely maintenance of all fuel modification zones as well as oversight by 
OCFA. This would include an approved plant palette for residential homeowners to use. 
 

2.8 Project Design Features 

The proposed project has been designed to incorporate a number of Project Design Features that 
would prevent or lessen potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project (see Table 2-4). These Project Design Features will be included in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and would be monitored to ensure completion, in 
the same manner as project mitigation measures. 

TABLE 2-4 
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES 

No. Design Feature 

PDF-1 Open space within the Preserve accounts for 414.6 acres or approximately 71 percent of the project 
site, which will be offered for dedication to the U.S. Forest Service. 

PDF-2 Open space would be concentrated in the western and northern portions of the project site and the 
single-family residences would be clustered toward Long Canyon Road to create a buffer between the 
residential uses and the Cleveland National Forest lands to avoid or minimize potential environmental 
impacts. 

PDF-3 The project has been designed to develop the flatter portions of the project site. However, some hills 
will be lowered and some valleys raised to create level building pads. This design will maintain similar 
topographic characteristics as the existing condition. 

PDF-4 A conceptual landscape plan for the project has been prepared by a licensed landscape architect 
pursuant to the County’s Standard Plans for landscape areas, adopted plant palette guides, OCFA 
requirements, and water conservation measures. The conceptual landscape plan has been designed to 
preserve open space areas and provide landscaping that would assist in carbon intake and minimize 
surface water runoff, incorporate the use of native/drought tolerant plant materials, avoid the use of 
invasive plants, and utilize only a small percentage of turf in the common landscape areas. 

PDF-5 In accordance with the Tree Management Preservation Plan that was prepared by certified arborists, 
oak tree relocations will be within the project site, and monitoring will be performed following all tree 
plantings and relocations for a period of seven years. Oak trees will be maintained by the Homeowners 
Association as part of the project’s covenants, conditions and restrictions. 

PDF-6 Interior private streets have been designed to rural street standards, with no sidewalks and rolled curbs 
(except at the main entry where standard curbs will be used to control drainage). The paved widths of 
interior streets have been designed to have a minimum paved width of 28 feet to 32 feet.  

PDF-7 The project has been designed to include an eastbound left-turn lane (300-foot storage length), a 
westbound right-turn lane (320-foot storage length), and a westbound acceleration on Ortega Highway 
at the intersection of Long Canyon Road. 

PDF-8 Roads within the project site will be privately owned and maintained. Stop signs, stop bars, and stop 
legends will be provided for vehicles exiting the project phases at the intersection of Long Canyon 
Road. The gated entries to both Phases will be constructed and setback from Long Canyon Road at a 
distance that complies with the Orange County Standard Plan No. 1107, which is a minimum of 
100 feet from the curb line of Long Canyon Road, to provide adequate vehicle stacking space. 

PDF-9 The project circulation has been designed to be consistent with the County’s design components of the 
General Plan-adopted Viewscape Typical Section including: an enlarged parkway, a hiking trail, and a 
lack of curbs. 

PDF-10 The project includes a Fuel Modification Plan that is required to provide a landscape transition area 
along the interface between residential development and adjacent onsite open space areas to provide 
wildfire protection. Plant species for landscaping will be in accordance with the Orange County Fire 
Authority plant palettes and use predominantly native species. 
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PDF-11 The project includes a Fire Master Plan that was reviewed and approved by the Orange County Fire 
Authority. The Fire Master Plan provides enhanced construction features, requirements for fuel 
modification zones, and requirements for enhanced fire sprinkler systems per California Building Code 
Chapter 7A.  

PDF-12 In order to minimize project hazards relative to vector control and public health concerns and comply 
with the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System permit, the infiltration basins will be designed for a 
maximum 72-hour draw down period for retained runoff. The infiltration basins will employ approved 
vector control treatment measures as specified in the California Department of Public Health’s 
recommendations for best management practices for mosquito control in collaboration with the Orange 
County Vector Control District to mitigate potential vector issues. 

PDF-13 The project has been designed to mimic the hydrological characteristics of the site in its natural, 
undeveloped state through clustering the residential sites, controlling development flows (runoff) with 
vegetated swales; infiltration basins; the incorporation of low impact development principles; and 
preserving the site’s main drainage along the easterly boundary; thereby adhering to hydromodification 
requirements established by the current Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit.  

 The project has been designed so that the design capture volume will be collected and infiltrated 
on-site. This amount will be retained and would not discharge off-site. 

 The design capture volume would remain within the basin; any volume in excess of infiltration 
basin capacity would be allowed to discharge from the basins via the spillway. 

 For areas where vegetated swales alone can account for the hydromodification, the downstream 
basins only capture and infiltrate the design capture volume. 

PDF-14 The project has been designed to implement the following Low Impact Development techniques: 

 Conservation of natural areas, including existing trees, other vegetation and soils. 

 Keeping streets at minimum widths and eliminating paved sidewalks in parkways. 

 Minimizing the impervious footprint of the project. 

 Minimizing disturbances to natural drainages. 

 Providing vegetated swales for water quality purposes. 

PDF-15 The project has been designed to include the following Best Management Practices to promote 
infiltration and slow down surface flows: 

 Impervious area dispersion. 

 Inclusion of native drought-tolerant landscaping/efficient irrigation. 

 Providing vegetated swales for hydromodification purposes. 

PDF-16 The project includes a Hydrology Analysis that demonstrates that the proposed development would not 
overload existing drainage facilities downstream of the project site or exceed existing runoff velocities 
and peak discharge at discharge points for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year storm events. 

PDF-17 The project includes a Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) that has been prepared to 
identify preliminary best management practices (BMPs), to control pollutant runoff. The WQMP has 
been based on the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan, Model WQMP, Technical 
Guidance Manual, and the County’s WQMP template. The WQMP includes the following: 

 Detailed site and project description. 

 A description of potential stormwater pollutants. 

 Post-development drainage characteristics. 

 Low impact development BMP preliminary selection and analysis. 

 Preliminary structural and non-structural source control BMPs. 

 Preliminary site design and drainage plan. 

 GIS coordinates for all proposed LID and treatment control BMPs. 

 Preliminary Operation and Maintenance Plan that: (1) describes the long-term operation and 
maintenance requirements for BMPs; (2) identifies the entity that will be responsible for long-
term operation and maintenance of the referenced BMPs; and (3) describes the mechanism for 
funding the long-term operation and maintenance of the referenced BMPs. 
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PDF-18 Approximately 133.4 acres of the project site (portions of the site needing domestic water service) 
would be annexed into the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, Western Municipal Water District, 
and Metropolitan Water District service areas to provide water services. Areas of the project site that 
would remain in natural open space or are within the fuel modification areas that do not require 
irrigation, would not be annexed into the water service area.  

PDF-19 The project includes two water storage tanks (one 615,000-gallon tank and one 525,000-gallon tank), to 
provide emergency storage to the residents of the project. The tanks will be visually screened with 
native/drought-tolerant landscaping and will be painted a neutral tone to blend with the surrounding 
environment. 

PDF-20 Best management practices will be incorporated into the project to ensure that indirect impacts (i.e., 
edge effects) are avoided or minimized to the maximum extent possible. Utilization of “night sky friendly” 
light fixtures shall be used, lighting will be pointed away from offsite areas, and ambient light levels will 
be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.  

PDF-21 Construction activities will be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through 
Saturday, excluding federal holidays, per the County’s Noise Ordinance (Section 4-6-7). Additionally, 
the following measures will be implemented to reduce construction-related noise:  

 Construction activities will be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Saturday, excluding federal holidays, which is consistent with the County’s Noise 
Ordinance.  

 During all excavation and grading on-site, the construction contractors will equip all 
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, 
consistent with manufacturers’ standards to reduce construction equipment noise to the 
maximum extent practicable. The construction contractor will place all stationary construction 
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from noise sensitive receptors. 

 The construction contractor will stage equipment and material stockpiles in areas that will 
create the greatest distance between construction-related noise sources and noise sensitive 
receptors during project construction. 

 The construction contractor will limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified for 
construction equipment. 

 Electrically powered equipment to be used instead of pneumatic or internal combustion 
powered equipment, where feasible. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (e.g., in excess of 5 minutes) will be 
prohibited.  

 The use of noise‐producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, will be for safety 
warning purposes only  

PDF-22 Protection measures for oak trees include fencing and protection of oak trees adjacent to construction 
areas. Placement of fill, storage of equipment, and grading will be prohibited within the dripline of any 
tree proposed for preservation. Retaining walls will be used to protect oaks proposed for preservation 
from surrounding cut and fill and any retaining walls will be placed outside of the root zone of the oak 
tree to be preserved. 

 

2.9 Construction Activities and Schedule  

Construction activities for the proposed project would occur in the following stages on Phase 1 
(south parcel) first, and then on Phase 2 (north parcel) site): (1) site preparation; (2) grading and 
excavation; (3) construction of drainage, utilities, and subgrade infrastructure; (4) building 
construction; and (5) paving and application of architectural coatings. Grading for the project 
would be balanced on-site, meaning that no import or export of excavated soil would be required. 
Phase 1 (south parcel) would require 313,800 cubic yards of cut and fill and Phase 2 (north 
parcel) would require 221,700 cubic yards of cut and fill. Total excavation over both phases is 
estimated at 535,500 cubic yards, with 10,000 cubic yards to be excavated on a maximum day.  
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Table 2-5 shows the anticipated construction schedule and effort for the proposed project. 
Construction activities for Phase 1 (south parcel) are anticipated to take 18 months from 
beginning to end.  

At the completion of Phase 1 (south parcel) construction, activities would commence on Phase 2 
(north parcel). Each of the construction phases would be the same, but would be shorter in 
duration. Construction activities for Phase 2 (north parcel) are anticipated to take 14 months from 
beginning to end. However, build out of Phase 1 (south parcel) is dependent on economic factors 
including housing market conditions at the time of construction. Construction activities would be 
limited to the hours allowable by the Orange County Municipal Code Section 4-6-7, which are 
between 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, excluding federal holidays, as 
included in Project Design Feature PDF-21. 

TABLE 2-5 
CONSTRUCTION STAGES AND DURATION 

Construction Stage 
Workers 

(Max) 
Duration 

(Work Days) 

Phase 1 (south parcel) 

Site Preparation 5 45 

Grading/Excavation 15 120 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 10 90 

Building Construction 50 120 

Paving 6 30 

Architectural Coatings 4 30 

Phase 2 (north parcel) 

Site Preparation 5 30 

Grading/Excavation 15 90 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 10 70 

Building Construction 50 90 

Paving 6 20 

Architectural Coatings 4 20 

 

2.10 Project Approvals and Intended Uses of the EIR 
The proposed project includes a request for approval of the following discretionary and other 
implementing approvals, which are provided in the order in which they would occur: 

 Area Plan to be approved by the County of Orange. 

 General Plan land use designation amendment change from Open Space (OS) to Rural 
Residential (1A) to be approved by the County of Orange.  

 Zone change from “General Agriculture” (A1) to “Agricultural Residential” (AR) to be 
approved by the County of Orange.  

 Annexation of 133.4 acres of the project site into the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water 
District, Western Municipal Water District, Metropolitan Water District to be approved 
by Riverside LAFCO. 
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 Vesting Tentative Tracts 17269 and 17270 for subdivision of the project site to be 
approved by the County of Orange. 

 Grading Permit(s) (required prior to clearance of vegetation and earthwork on the project site) 
to be approved by the County of Orange. 

 Building and roadway permits required and to be approved by the County of Orange. 

In addition to the County of Orange, Other agencies that may utilize this EIR to provide permits 
and approvals that may be required include the following: 

 Riverside County LAFCO water district annexations 

 EVMWD for annexation 

 Western for annexation 

 MWD for annexation  

 Riverside County: Grading and Roadway Development Permits 

 U.S. Army of Corps of Engineers (USACE): Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 
Permit 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Endangered Species Act Section 7 
Consultation 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): Streambed Alteration Agreement 

 California Regional Water Quality Board (RWQCB): Construction General Permit, CWA 
Section 401 Permit 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Rights-of-Way Encroachment Permit 
 

 



The Preserve at San Juan 3-1  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 
 

 

CHAPTER 3 
3.01 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures 

This chapter focuses upon evaluating the significant environmental effects of proposed Preserve at San 
Juan Project (proposed project), which is described in Chapter 2, Project Description. This Chapter 
describes the existing physical environmental setting (also referred to as “baseline”) for each 
environmental topic, and the impacts that would result from implementation of proposed project. Because 
existing federal, state, and local regulations also will shape how the proposed project is implemented and 
provides requirements for avoiding and reducing environmental impacts, a discussion of relevant plans, 
programs, and policies pertinent to each environmental issue addressed in each environmental topic 
section is provided. Additionally, as necessary, feasible mitigation measures are identified to reduce the 
significant impacts of proposed project. 

Environmental Topics 

The following sections in this chapter analyze the environmental topics listed below: 

3.1 Aesthetics  3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

3.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources 3.10 Land Use and Planning  

3.3 Air Quality 3.11 Noise  

3.4 Biological Resources 3.12 Population and Housing  

3.5 Cultural Resources 3.13 Public Services 

3.6 Geology and Soils 3.14 Recreation 

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3.15 Transportation and Traffic  

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 3.16 Utilities and Service Systems 

This EIR evaluates the direct and indirect impacts resulting from construction and ongoing operations of 
the proposed project. Under CEQA, EIRs are intended to focus their discussion on significant impacts, 
and may limit discussion of other impacts to a brief explanation of why the impacts are not significant. As 
discussed in Chapter 6, Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, the proposed project would have no effect 
on mineral resources because no known mineral resources are located in the project vicinity. Therefore, 
CEQA does not require further detailed evaluation of mineral resources. In addition, consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, other thresholds within the environmental topics listed above were 
determined to have no effect related to the project; the details of which are provided in Chapter 6, Impacts 
Found Not to Be Significant and within the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies (included as Appendices 
A1 and A2).  
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Determinations that impact would be less than significant were also reached for certain significance 
criteria related to the environmental topics listed above. These determinations and the accompanying 
analysis are presented as part of the impact assessments for individual environmental topics. 

Format of Environmental Topic Sections 
Each environmental topic section in this Chapter generally includes the following main subsections:  

 Environmental Setting, describing the existing physical environmental conditions (environmental 
baseline) related to the environmental topic being analyzed.  

 Regulatory Setting, describing applicable federal, state, and local plans, policies, and regulations 
that the proposed project must address, and will shape its implementation. 

 Thresholds of Significance, setting forth the thresholds of significance (significance criteria) used 
to determine whether impacts are “significant.” 

 Methodology, A description of the methods used to analyze the impact and determine whether it 
would be significant or less than significant. 

 Project Impacts and Mitigation, setting forth and analyzing one or more impact statements for 
each identified significance threshold. The analysis of each impact statement is organized as 
follows: 

o A statement of the CEQA threshold being analyzed,  

o The EIR’s conclusion as to the significance of the impact. 

o An impact assessment that evaluates the changes to the physical environment that would 
result from proposed project. 

o An identification of significance comparing identified impacts of the proposed project to 
the relevant significance threshold, prior to implementation of any required mitigation. 

o For each impact determined to be potentially significant, feasible mitigation measure(s) 
to be implemented are provided. Mitigation measures include enforceable actions to: 

 avoid a significant impact; 

 minimize the severity of a significant impact; 

 rectify an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the effected physical 
environment; 

 reduce or eliminate the impact over time through preservation and/or 
maintenance operations during the life of the project; and/or 

 compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environmental conditions. 

o Actions to be taken to ensure effective implementation of required mitigation measures. 

o Analysis as to the effectiveness of identified mitigation measure(s) to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts to a less than significant level.  



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

 

The Preserve at San Juan 3-3  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

 

Environmental Setting/Baseline 
The “Environmental Setting” subsections describe current conditions with regard to the environmental 
resource area reviewed. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 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, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time the environmental 
analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. The environmental setting will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead Agency determines whether an 
impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to 
gain an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.”  

CEQA Guidelines and case law recognize that the date for establishing an environmental baseline cannot 
be rigid (see CEQA Guidelines Sections 15146, 15151, and 15204). In some instances, information is 
presented in the environmental setting that differs from the precise time of the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP). This information is considered representative of baseline conditions. Furthermore, environmental 
conditions may vary from year to year, and in some cases it is necessary to consider conditions over a 
range of time periods. 

Two Notice of Preparations and Initial Studies were published for the proposed Preserve at San Juan 
Project. A Notice of Preparation/Initial Study was prepared and distributed on September 26, 2013. In 
addition, a revised Notice of Preparation/Initial Study was circulated on October 16, 2014 in response to 
changes to the project description regarding the number of residential units and wastewater treatment 
systems, which occurred in response to the findings of technical studies that were completed for the 
proposed project. Thus, studies related to evaluation of the existing environment and potential impacts of 
the proposed project occur from 2013 through 2016. The baseline conditions relevant to the 
environmental issues being analyzed are described within each subsection in this Chapter. In some cases, 
(such as in Section 3.1, Aesthetics), discussion of baseline conditions is also provided in the impacts 
analyses to provide context for the impact in the most reader-friendly format and organization. 

Thresholds of Significance/Significance Criteria 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in 
determining whether the physical change is significant.”  

The “Thresholds of Significance” subsections provide the specific thresholds of significance by which 
impacts are judged to be significant or less than significant in this EIR. These include identifiable 
quantitative or qualitative standards or sets of criteria pursuant to which the significance of each given 
environmental effect can be determined. Exceedance of a threshold of significance normally means the 
effect will be determined to be “significant” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(a)). However, an iron-
clad definition of a “significant” effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may 
vary with the setting (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b)). Therefore, a Lead Agency has the discretion 
to determine whether to classify an impact described in an EIR as “significant,” depending on the nature 
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of the area affected. The thresholds of significance used to assess the significant of impacts are based on 
those provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Impact Significance Classifications 

The following classifications are used throughout the impact analysis in this EIR to describe the level of 
significance of environmental impacts: 

 Significant Impact - A significant impact is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines 
as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, 
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself “shall not 
be considered a significant effect on the environment … [but] may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant.” As defined in this EIR, a significant impact exceeds 
the defined significance criteria and therefore requires mitigation. 

 No Impact – No adverse effect on the environment would occur, and mitigation measures are not 
required.  

 Less than Significant Impact – The impact does not reach or exceed the defined threshold 
(criterion) of significance. Therefore, no mitigation is required.  

 Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated – The impact reaches or exceeds 
the defined threshold (criterion) of significance, and mitigation is therefore required. Feasible 
mitigation measures, including standard conditions of approval, when implemented, will reduce 
the significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 Significant and Unavoidable Impact – The impact reaches or exceeds the defined threshold 
(criterion) of significance, and mitigation is therefore required. However, application of all 
feasible mitigation measures and standard conditions of approval would not reduce the impact to 
a less-than-significant level.  

While CEQA requires that an EIR identify all feasible mitigation to avoid or reduce the significant 
impacts of a project, it also permits public agencies to approve a project even though it would result in 
one or more significant unavoidable environmental effects. For a Lead Agency to approve project with 
one or more significant unavoidable impacts, it must first prepare a statement of overriding 
considerations, which identifies the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the 
project, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, that outweigh its significant 
unavoidable effects, and thereby warrant its approval (Public Resources Code Section 21083; CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093). The statement of overriding considerations must be supported by substantial 
evidence in the record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)). 
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3.02 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts refer to the combined effect of the proposed project’s impacts with the impacts of 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Both CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines require that cumulative impacts be analyzed in an EIR. As set forth in the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130(b), “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.” CEQA Guidelines direct that the discussion should be guided by 
practicality and reasonableness, and focus on the cumulative impacts that would result from the 
combination of the proposed project and other projects, rather than the attributes of other projects which 
do not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

According to Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines,  

“‘Cumulative impacts’ refer to 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.” 

Therefore, the cumulative discussion in this EIR focuses on whether the impacts of the proposed project are 
cumulatively considerable within the context of impacts caused by other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects.  

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1), an EIR should not discuss cumulative 
impacts that do not result at least in part from the project being evaluated in the EIR. Thus, cumulative impact 
analysis is not provided for any environmental issue where the proposed project would have no 
environmental impact. Analysis of cumulative impacts is, however, provided for all project impacts, whether 
they were determined to be significant and unavoidable, less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation measures, or less than significant. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) states that the information utilized in an analysis of cumulative 
impacts should come from one of the following, or a reasonable combination of the two: 

 A list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including those projects outside the control of the lead agency; or 

 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. 
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The cumulative analysis for air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic relies on projections 
contained in adopted local, regional, or statewide plans or related planning documents, such as Southern 
California Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and relevant regional plans 
developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The cumulative analyses for 
other environmental issues use the list of projects approach. The list of reasonably foreseeable future 
projects within the geographic scope of the impact analyses is based upon information provided by 
Orange and Riverside Counties, and the Cities of Lake Elsinore, Mission Viejo and Rancho Santa 
Margarita.  

Different types of cumulative impacts occur over different geographic areas. For example, the geographic 
scope of the cumulative air quality analysis, where cumulative impacts occur over a large area, is different 
from the geographic scope considered for cumulative analysis of aesthetic resources, for which 
cumulative impacts are limited to specific viewsheds. Thus, in assessing aesthetic resources impacts, only 
development within and immediately adjacent to the project area would contribute to a cumulative visual 
effect is analyzed, whereas cumulative traffic impacts are based upon all development within the traffic 
study area of roadways and intersections. Because the geographic scope and other parameters of each 
cumulative analysis discussion can vary, the cumulative geographic scope, and the cumulative projects 
included in the geographic scope (when the list of projects approach is used), are described for each 
environmental topic. Table 3-1 provides a list of projects considered in this cumulative environmental 
analysis, which was compiled per information provided by each agency, and Figure 3-1 shows the 
locations. 

TABLE 3-1 
CUMULATIVE PROJECT LIST 

 Name/Address Description Status 

County of Orange Projects  

1 The Ranch Plan Planned 
Community (Rancho Mission 
Viejo) Planning Area 2 Master 
Area Plan / Chiquita Canyon; 
east of Antonio Parkway and 
north of Ortega Highway 

The recently approved Master Plan allows for 
the development of a maximum of 3,291 
dwelling units, parkland, an urban activity 
center and a neighborhood center on 895 of 
the 1,680 total acres of Planning Area 2. 

Approved. 

County of Riverside Projects 

There are no pending, proposed or future Riverside County projects within the project vicinity. 

US Forest Service 

Long Canyon Road Improvement Project. The road was improved in 2016. Improvements included crack sealing, 
pavement patching, asphalt overlay, culvert repair and replacement, ditch reconditioning, signing and striping. Long 

Canyon Road has a 66-foot right-of-way and currently provides a paved width of 24-feet with a curb and gutter. 

City of Lake Elsinore Projects 

2 Lakeshore Point / Corner of 
LeHarve Avenue and Riverside 
Drive 

The multi-family residential project includes 
150 units. 

 

Approved. 

3 The Villages at Lakeshore / 
Corner of Riverside Drive and 
Grand Avenue 

This project includes a Specific Plan, 
Amendment (No. 1) and 163 condominium 
detached dwelling units on 19.7 acres. 

Approved. 
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 Name/Address Description Status 

4 Wake Rider Beach Resort / 
Northwest of the intersection of 
Grand Avenue and Kevin Place 

Commercial mixed use consisting of five 
buildings totaling 62,437 square feet; 
including: 4,327 square foot retail/office 
building, three 18,303 square foot and a 
19,274 square foot commercial buildings, 
13,512 square feet for a hotel, and 7,022 
square feet for a restaurant.   

Approved. 

City of Mission Viejo Projects  

5 Hampton Inn and Suites Hotel / 
28682 Marguerite Parkway 

The project would demolish a 23,000-
square-foot vacant retail building on a 
1.69-acre site and construct a 101-room 
Hampton Inn and Suites. 

Under construction through 
March 2017. 

6 Green Street Shopping Plaza 
Project / 28662 Marguerite 
Parkway 

The project would demolish two existing 
buildings totaling just under 9,000 feet on 
a 1.7-acre site currently utilized by a 
church to construct a two-level 17,700 
square foot shopping plaza, auto spa and 
parking stalls. 

Under construction through 
early 2018. 

7 555 Shops at Mission Viejo The project would develop an 111,000 
square-foot medical office building (by 
NCA) with 5-level parking structure for 635 
parking stalls on The Shops at Mission 
Viejo regional mall. 

In application stage. 

City of Rancho Santa Margarita 

8 Chiquita Ridge / Bordered by 
Antonio Parkway on the west 
and Highway 241 on the east; 
south of Tijeras Creek Golf 
Club 

The 92-acre project site currently 
consisting of open space has the potential 
to develop up to 55 acres. If said area is 
ever developed, an active sports park 
must be included at a minimum of 23 
acres, leaving 32 acres for other potential 
uses.  

Development potential 
approved. No projects 
proposing to develop on the 
site have been approved. 

9 Robinson Ridge / East of the 
intersection of Trabuco Canyon 
Road and Trabuco Creek 
Road, south of Trabuco Creek 
Road, and west of the 
Cleveland National Forest 
boundary. 

The 92-acre project site has the potential 
to develop up to 612 units, consistent with 
the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan. 

Development potential 
approved. No projects 
proposing to develop on the 
site have been approved.  

10 21522 Plano Trabuco Road This project has been approved for 36 
attached townhomes. 

The project is currently 
under construction, 
anticipated completion is 
2017. 

Sources: Counties of Orange and Riverside, U.S. Forest Service, Cities of Lake Elsinore, Mission Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita; 2017.  
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3.1 Aesthetics  

The purpose of this section is to analyze potential aesthetics impacts that could occur from the 
proposed project. This analysis identifies and evaluates key visual resources in the project area, 
determines the degree of visual impacts that could occur from project implementation, describes 
the potential aesthetic effects of project development on the existing landscape, and analyzes the 
compatibility of the proposed project on scenic resources pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. 

3.1.1 Environmental Setting 
Existing Conditions 

Visual Characteristics 

The project site consists of two non-contiguous generally undeveloped parcels of land located in 
the Santa Ana Mountains and bordered by the Cleveland National Forest to the north, south, and 
west. Portions of the Cleveland National Forest land that are visible from the project area include 
undeveloped open space areas of steep slopes and ridges covered in dense chaparral and trees 
with some dirt roads. 

Phase 1 (south parcel) is a vast 389.6-acre parcel that consists of gently sloping terrain in the 
southern portion of the parcel and steep, rugged terrain in the northern portion of the parcel. The 
majority of Phase 1 (south parcel) is undisturbed and contains views of dense chaparral, densely 
vegetated hills, and scattered patches of oak woodland. Long Canyon Creek crosses the southwest 
corner of the parcel, which is a dry creek bed most of the year. Due to the dense vegetation, and 
steep, rugged terrain many areas of the site are not closely visible; however, the Phase 1 (south 
parcel) provides large expansive views of natural topography, vegetation, and open space.  

Disturbance areas are generally located in the northeastern portion of the south parcel and 
includes a network of dirt roads and trails, some cleared areas, one abandoned residence with a 
shed containing a water well and cistern. Therefore, views within Phase 1 (south parcel) contain 
rural abandoned disturbances. However, due to the distance between the disturbed areas and 
Ortega Highway, which is over 2,300 feet to the east, the currently disturbed areas within the 
Phase 1 (south parcel) are not visible from the highway.   

Phase 2 (north parcel) contains views of gently sloping terrain in the northeast portion of the 
parcel and steep, rugged terrain in the remainder of the parcel. The majority of the parcel is 
undisturbed and supports dense chaparral with large rock outcroppings and areas of oak 
woodland. Long Canyon Creek crosses the northeast corner of the parcel and an unnamed stream 
bisects the center of the parcel from north to south. One residence is located just east of the 
boundary of Phase 2 (north parcel). Therefore, views of the Phase 2 (north parcel) is largely 
undeveloped vegetated open space, and views of rural residential development are adjacent to the 
parcel. Similar to the views within Phase 1 (south parcel), due to the dense vegetation, and steep, 
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rugged terrain many areas of the site are not closely visible; however, the Phase 2 (north parcel) 
provides large expansive views of natural topography, vegetation, and open space. 

Existing disturbance areas within Phase 2 (north parcel) are generally located in the southern 
portion of the parcel and includes a network of dirt roads and trails, and a residence in the 
southwest corner of the parcel, near two water wells and several water storage tanks (one of them 
8,000 gallons).  

The southwestern portion of the Phase 2 (north parcel) also contains the previously used private 
McConville Airstrip (FAA Identifier CA42), which provides views of a gravel graded sloped 
surface that is approximately 1,000 feet long. A hangar/maintenance structure, bunker, and a shed 
are located adjacent to the private airstrip. In addition, several areas within Phase 2 (north parcel) 
are being used to store numerous dilapidated vehicles and debris piles. Due to the distance 
between the disturbed areas on Phase 2 (south parcel) and Ortega Highway, which is over 2,240 
feet to the east, the currently disturbed areas are not visible from the Highway. 

Scenic Vistas and Corridors 

Public viewpoints near the project site include views from various areas in the Cleveland National 
Forest of the project site. Views of the project area can be seen from higher elevations areas to the 
north, such as near the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) EL Cariso Hotshot Station. In addition, the 
Cleveland National Forest Blue Jay Campground is located to the north of Phase 1 (south parcel). 
However, this campground area is located at a lower elevation than the project site and there are 
no views available of the project site from this campground. Views of the project site can also be 
seen from vehicles traveling along Long Canyon Road. 

Ortega Highway (SR-74) is identified by the California Scenic Highway Mapping System 
(Caltrans, 2016) as an Eligible State Scenic Highway – not officially designated. Ortega Highway 
lies diagonally east of the project site (between 2,240 and 2,970 feet east of the project area) and 
provides regional access to Long Canyon Road, which is the route to the entrance of the project 
area. Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 provide representative views of the project area from Ortega 
Highway. 

Ortega Highway provides access to the scenic ridge tops in the Santa Ana Mountains and is 
designated as a viewscape corridor by the Orange County General Plan, which is the more 
protective of two General Plan designations that are assigned to areas surrounding State Scenic 
Highways as described in Section 3.1.2, “Regulatory Setting,” below. Specifically, a viewscape 
corridor highway is one that traverses a corridor in which unique or unusual scenic resources and 
aesthetic vistas are found. Additionally, the Orange County General Plan states that special care 
must be paid to avoid damaging the scenic resources within a viewscape corridor. Furthermore, 
the General Plan Resources Element states that the foothills abutting the Cleveland National 
Forest boundary (which is the location of the proposed project) possess outstanding scenic 
qualities. 
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Figure 3.1-1. View Looking Northwest Toward the Project Site from Ortega Highway

Figure 3.1-2. View Looking Southeast Toward the Project Site from Ortega Highway

Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2
Views of the Project Site

from Ortega Highway

SOURCE: Hunsaker & Associates, 2014
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Light and Glare 

Currently, the project site generates a very minimal amount of light and glare as it is largely 
undeveloped and/or unoccupied. The nighttime lighting environment consists of residential 
lighting from one occupied residence in the southwest corner of the Phase 2 parcel, one occupied 
residence in the southwest corner of the parcel, vehicle headlights along Long Canyon Road and 
Ortega Highway, and scattered lighting from rural residential uses near the project site and in El 
Cariso Village, which is approximately 1,500 feet east of the Phase 2 (north parcel). 

Regulatory Setting 

State Scenic Highway Program 

The State Scenic Highway Program, created by the California Legislature in 1963, was 
established to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from change that would diminish the 
aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. A highway is designated under this program when 
a local jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor protection program, applies to Caltrans for scenic 
highway approval, and receives notification from Caltrans that the highway has been designated 
as a scenic highway. When a city or county nominates an eligible scenic highway for official 
designation, it defines the scenic corridor, which is land generally adjacent to and visible to a 
motorist on the highway. As described above, Ortega Highway is an Eligible State Scenic 
Highway – not officially designated (Caltrans, 2016). Ortega Highway lies diagonally east of the 
project site (between 2,240 and 2,970 feet east of the project area) and provides regional access to 
Long Canyon Road, which provides access the project driveways. 

County of Orange General Plan  

Land Use Element  

The Land Use Element of the Orange County General Plan, last updated in 2015, contains the 
following policy that is relevant to the proposed project: 

Policy 9: Enhancement of Environment – To guide development so that the quality of the 
physical environment is enhanced.  

Resources Element Open Space Component 

The Open Space Component of the Resources Element provides preservation measures to assure 
scenic views. The Component identifies the Cleveland National Forest as unique, as there are few 
counties that possess national forests located near urban areas. Additionally, the component sets 
forth that maintaining a buffer between Cleveland National Forest. Specifically, the following 
goal, objective, and policy are relevant to the proposed project: 

Goal 1: Retain the character and natural beauty of the environment through the preservation, 
conservation, and maintenance of open space. 

Objective 1.1: To designate open space areas that preserve, conserve, maintain, and enhance 
the significant natural resources and physical features of unincorporated Orange County. 

Policy 1.1: To guide and regulate development of the unincorporated areas of the County to 
ensure that the character and natural beauty of Orange County is retained. 
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Transportation Element Scenic Highways Plan Component 

The Scenic Highways Plan Component of the General Plan identifies the County’s scenic 
highway routes, and designates Ortega Highway as a viewscape corridor, the more protective of 
two definitions assigned to areas surrounding State Scenic Highways, and consist of a route that 
traverses a corridor that contains unique or unusual scenic resources and aesthetic values. This 
designation is provided to minimize the impact of the highway and land development upon the 
significant scenic resources along the route. Transportation Element goal, objectives, and policy 
that is relevant to the proposed project are listed below. 

Goal 1: Preserve and enhance unique or special aesthetic and visual resources through 
sensitive highway design and the regulation of development within the scenic corridor. 

Objective 1.1: Protect and enhance the County's beauty, amenities and quality of life within 
the unincorporated areas. 

Objective 1.2: Add to the pleasure of its residents and visitors by enhancing scenic routes. 

Objective 1.4: Preserve established Scenic Highways in order to protect the existing scenic 
qualities of these corridors. 

Objective 1.5: Develop the roadway portion of the scenic corridors in a manner that 
recognizes the natural scenic resources of the corridor and is sensitive to them to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Objective 1.6: Require sufficient setback from the scenic corridor, where feasible, for the 
purpose of preserving the corridor’s scenic qualities. 

3.1.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to aesthetics, a project could have a significant effect on the 
environment if it would: 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; 

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; or 

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

As described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, Notice of Preparations and Initial Studies were 
prepared and circulated for public review in both 2013 and 2014; the following comments related 
to aesthetics topics were received: 

 Describe the background of the concept for the proposed project, and how will it fit into 
the existing views in the project area. 
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 Describe potential impacts Existing views of wild animals. 

 Describe potential impacts related to light pollution. 

3.1.3 Methodology 
The significance determination for the visual analysis is based on consideration of the following: 
(1) the extent of change related to project visibility from key public vantage points; (2) the degree 
of visual contrast and compatibility in scale and character between project elements and the 
existing surroundings; and (3) project conformance with public policies regarding visual and 
urban design quality. The impact analysis presented below utilizes visual simulations prepared by 
Hunsaker & Associates that demonstrate the build-out conditions of the proposed project from 
key public vantage points. The viewpoint locations are identified in Figure 3.1-3.  

In addition, nighttime lighting impacts would be significant if they would interfere with or intrude 
into sensitive land uses, which include wildlife, private residences, and public access areas, or if 
they impacted views in the area. Glare impacts would be significant if they result in daytime 
interferences with activities at sensitive land use areas as well as public roadways where drivers 
can be temporarily blinded by glare, thus causing a safety concern.  

3.1.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.1-1: Would implementation of the proposed project have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista? 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Scenic vistas in the vicinity of the project site include the 
views of the generally undeveloped natural setting, ridgelines, hillsides, chaparral, woodlands, 
rock outcroppings and other features of the surrounding Santa Ana Mountains, which are visible 
throughout the project area, including from travelers along Ortega Highway, which is an Eligible 
State Scenic Highway and designated as a Viewscape Corridor by Orange County.  

The proposed project would result in a change to scenic vistas from Ortega Highway by altering 
undeveloped rural land that contains natural visual resources such as topographical changes and 
various natural vegetation to residential uses and associated structures and landscaping that would 
be visible within, and thus have a substantial effect on, scenic vistas. Visual simulations of the 
proposed project from Ortega Highway are provided in Figures 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, and are 
described below.  

Viewpoint 1: As shown in Figure 3.1-4, with development of the proposed project, views of 
residential uses in Phase I from Ortega Highway would be very limited and distant. However, 
Phase 2 (north parcel) would be visible as part of mid-range views to northbound travelers along 
Ortega Highway at a distance of approximately 0.35 mile south of Long Canyon Road. 
Undeveloped open space would consist of foreground views; however, some of the residences 
and rooflines within Phase 2 (north parcel) would be visible against the backdrop of the hills and 
ridgelines of the Santa Ana Mountains. The degree of visual contrast between the project 
elements and the existing surrounding area would be limited given obstruction of views by 
existing vegetation and topography, and that project landscaping seen from this distance (the  



The Preserve at San Juan 

Figure 3.1-3
Viewpoint Locations Map

SOURCE: Hunsaker & Associates, 2014

Ortega Highway

Long Canyon Road
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Figure 3.1-4. Viewpoint 1: Ortega Highway Looking Northwest 

Figure 3.1-5. Viewpoint 2: Ortega Highway Looking Southeast 

Figures 3.1-4 and 3.1-5
Viewpoints 1 and 2

SOURCE: Hunsaker & Associates, 2014
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trees) would blend into the surrounding area, especially because it includes installation of 
native oak trees. The major features contributing to the aesthetic value of this scenic 
vista, including the Santa Ana Mountain ridgeline and rock outcroppings in the 
background, and rolling hills and natural vegetation in the foreground, would continue to 
be visually prominent; and the proposed structures would consist of a limited portion of 
the view, which would be set back at a distance and would largely blend into the existing 
view. However, the addition of a clustered group of residential structures in the vast open 
space natural scenic vista would be inconsistent with the existing view, and because 
Ortega Highway is an Eligible State Scenic Highway and is designated as a viewscape 
corridor and the project would affect views of the unique scenic resources and aesthetic 
vistas in the Santa Ana Mountains, which are considered by the General Plan Resources 
Element to possess outstanding scenic qualities. Thus, the project would result in a 
significant impact on the scenic vista from Viewpoint 1.   

 Viewpoint 2: As shown in Figure 3.1-5, with the development of the proposed project, 
mid-range views of residential uses within Phase 2 (north parcel) and long-range views of 
residential uses within Phase 1 (south parcel) would be visible to southbound travelers 
along Ortega Highway at a distance approximately 0.5 mile north of Long Canyon Road. 
The degree of visual contrast between the project elements and surrounding area would 
be substantial as several residences within Phase 2 (north parcel) would be visible and 
new landscaping would be introduced to an area that contains open space views of native 
vegetation and topography. Because these residences would fall in the middle ground, 
they would not obscure prominent features contributing to scenic vistas in the area, 
including the ridgelines of the Santa Ana Mountains. Residential uses constructed within 
Phase 1 (south parcel) would be marginally visible in long-range views and the visual 
contrast between Phase 1 (south parcel) and the existing surrounding area would be low 
as most of the structures associated with Phase 1 (south parcel) development would blend 
with the surrounding landscape. However, the addition of a clustered group of residential 
structures in the vast open space natural scenic vista, particularly the Phase 2 structures as 
shown in Figure 3.1-5, would be inconsistent with the existing undeveloped view of 
hillsides, ridgelines, and native vegetation; and because Ortega Highway is an Eligible 
State Scenic Highway and is designated as a viewscape corridor by Orange County and 
the project would affect views the unique scenic resources and aesthetic vistas in the 
Santa Ana Mountains, which are considered by General Plan Resources Element to 
possess outstanding scenic qualities, the project would result in a significant impact on 
the scenic vista from Viewpoint 2. 

Overall, scenic vistas available from Ortega Highway (Viewpoints 1 and 2) would be impacted 
by the proposed project, although the project would be set back from the roadway, existing 
vegetation and topography would obstruct views of the project, and implementation of the 
following Project Design Features would reduce the impacts to scenic vistas: 

 The provision of 414.6 acres or approximately 71 percent of the project site would 
preserve large areas of scenic vistas onsite, which are adjacent to the vistas within the 
Cleveland National Forest (PDF-1). 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Aesthetics 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.1-10  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

 Open space would be concentrated in the western and northern portions of the project site 
and the single-family residences would be clustered toward Long Canyon Road to create 
a buffer between the residential uses and the Cleveland National Forest lands, which 
would reduce impacts to scenic vistas by preservation of large areas of vistas (PDF-2). 

 The project design will maintain similar topographic characteristics as the existing 
condition (PDF-3). 

 Conceptual landscape plan has been designed to preserve open space areas, implement 
and oak tree planting plan, and provide landscaping that would screen views of the 
residential buildings and help them blend into the native vegetation surrounding the 
project site (PDF-4 and PDF-5). 

However, after implementation of the Project Design Features, the proposed project would 
continue to result in a significant impact to scenic vistas that are available from portions of Ortega 
Highway, which is an Eligible State Scenic Highway and is designated as a viewscape corridor by 
Orange County. The project would affect views of the unique scenic resources and aesthetic 
vistas in the Santa Ana Mountains that are considered to possess outstanding scenic qualities by 
the General Plan Resources Element. The proposed project would permanently alter the existing 
views from a largely undisturbed natural setting to a residential development. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-1 has been included to require the use of earthen tones for exterior 
paint on the project’s structures to further blend in with the natural environment and reduce 
impacts to scenic vistas. However, even with implementation of the Project Design Features and 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-1, the proposed project would continue to result in impacts to 
viewpoints from Ortega Highway, and as a result, impacts related to scenic vistas would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.1-1 The project’s design plans shall state that exterior paint colors for the residential 
and associated structures are limited to a palette of earthy tones that shall be 
provided for homeowners to choose from to ensure that project structures blend 
into the natural surroundings. Exterior paint options shall be included in the 
CR&Rs; and managed, approved, and enforced by the Homeowner’s 
Association.  

_________________________ 

Impact 3.1-2: Would implementation of the proposed project substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. The project site is not located within a state scenic highway. Ortega Highway is an 
Eligible State Scenic Highway– not officially designated (Caltrans, 2016), and as described above 
the proposed project would be partially visible from Ortega Highway from to Viewpoints 1 and 2 
to both northbound and southbound travelers; however,  because Ortega Highway is not a 
designated state scenic highway, and no other state scenic highways are in the region of the 
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project site, impacts related to damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway would not 
occur.   

__________________________ 

Impact 3.1-3: Would implementation of the proposed project substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. The proposed project would result in a change in the 
visual character of the project site and vicinity by altering undeveloped rural land that contains 
natural visual resources such as topographical changes and various natural vegetation to 
residential uses and associated structures, landscaping, fencing, roadways, and parking areas. 

 Viewpoints 1 and 2: As described above and shown in Figures 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, 
residential uses in Phase 2 (north parcel) would be visible as part of mid-range views to 
northbound travelers along Ortega Highway against the backdrop of the hills and 
ridgelines of the Santa Ana Mountains. Although the proposed structures would consist 
of a limited portion of the view, which would be set back at a distance and would largely 
blend into the existing Santa Ana Mountain backdrop, the clustered group of residential 
structures in the vast open space natural scenic vista would be inconsistent with the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The degree of visual 
contrast between the clustered residences and surrounding views of native vegetation and 
topography would be substantial. Thus, the character of the existing undeveloped, rural, 
open space area would be modified in a manner that is inconsistent with the existing rural 
character of views from Ortega Highway.  

 Viewpoint 3: As shown in Figure 3.1-6, with the development of the proposed project, 
views of the residential uses, roadways, and landscaping associated with Phase 2 (north 
parcel) would be clearly visible looking north along Long Canyon Road. The degree of 
visual contrast between the project elements and the surrounding area would be 
substantial, as entire houses and associated roadways and landscaping would be featured 
prominently in foreground views and would be introduced in an area that is currently 
largely undisturbed. From this viewpoint, the proposed project would be incompatible 
with the character of the existing views, which consist of rural, undeveloped, open space, 
and native vegetation.  

Viewpoint 4: As shown in Figure 3.1-7, with the development of the proposed project, 
views of the residential uses, roadways, and landscaping associated with Phase 1 (south 
parcel) would be clearly visible from Long Canyon Road. The degree of visual contrast 
between the project elements and the surrounding area would be substantial as entire 
structures and new roadways would be featured prominently in foreground views in an 
area that is rural, largely undisturbed, and provides vast views of native vegetation and 
open space. Thus, the proposed project would be incompatible with the character of the 
existing views, which consist of rural, undeveloped, open space, and native vegetation.  
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Figure 3.1-6. Viewpoint 3: Long Canyon Road at Project Entrance, Looking North

Figure 3.1-7. Viewpoint 4: Long Canyon Road at Project Entrance, Looking South

SOURCE: Hunsaker & Associates, 2014 Figures 3.1-6 and 3.1-7
Viewpoints 3 and 4
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  Viewpoint 5: As shown in Figure 3.1-8, with the development of the proposed project, 
views of the proposed residential uses would be visible from Long Canyon Road 
approximately 0.5 mile to the west of the project site at a location with a higher elevation 
than the project site, near the USFS El Cariso Hotshot Camp. The degree of visual 
contrast between the project elements and the surrounding open space, undeveloped area 
that contains hillsides and ridgetops would be substantial. Thus, the project would be 
incompatible with the character of the existing views, which consist of rural, undeveloped 
open space and native vegetation. 

Overall, the proposed project would represent a substantial change to the existing visual character 
of the project area due to the addition of residential uses in an undeveloped open space area that 
contains various topographical features and native vegetation. However, the project includes 
several Project Design Features that are provided to minimize the visual contrast between the 
proposed project and the surrounding natural environment. In addition to Project Design Features 
PDF-1 through PDF-5 listed previously under Impact 3.1-1, above, Project Design Features PDF-
6, PDF-9, and PDF-19, as listed below would also be implemented: 

 Interior private streets have been designed to rural street standards (PDF-6). 

 The project circulation is designed to be consistent with the County’s Viewscape Typical 
Section including: an enlarged parkway, a hiking trail, and a lack of curbs (PDF-9). 

 The water storage tanks will be visually screened with native/drought-tolerant 
landscaping and will be painted a neutral tone to blend with the surrounding environment 
(PDF-19). 

In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-1 would require the use of earthen tones for exterior 
paint to blend in with the natural environment and reduce impacts to the visual character of the 
surrounding area. However, due to the substantial change to the existing visual character that 
would occur from implementation of the proposed project in the rural open space area of native 
vegetation, a significant and unavoidable impact related to the existing visual character of the 
project area and its surroundings would occur. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.1-1 (Provided previously under Impact 3.1-1) 

_________________________ 

Impact 3.1-4: Would implementation of the proposed project create a new source of 
substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. The proposed project would 
result in new sources of daytime glare from cars and nighttime light associated with street 
lighting, vehicles, and interior and exterior residential lighting.  

The proposed project would not introduce a substantial source of glare to the project site that 
would affect views in the area because the project would construct 72 homes using typical  
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SOURCE: Hunsaker & Associates, 2014 Figure 3.1-8

Viewpoint 5

Figure 3.1-8. Viewpoint 5: USFS El Cariso Hotshot Camp, Looking East
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building materials (i.e., stucco siding, clay tile roofs, etc.), which would not create substantial 
daytime glare. Sources of daytime glare would include cars within the project site; however, the 
project does not include a substantial number of cars, or a central parking location that could 
create a substantial source of glare. Thus, impacts related to glare would be less than significant.  

New sources of nighttime lighting would include indoor and outdoor lighting at the residential 
units as well as street lights associated with the interior roadway network for the residential 
development. The overall effect would be an increase in ambient light within the project site; 
however, residential lighting spilling out of the project area would be limited by the existing and 
proposed vegetation and natural topography of the area. The trees and hills and valleys would 
shield residential lights, such that an adverse impact relating to these lights would not occur. 

In addition, new onsite roadway lighting would be shielded downward onto roadways and away 
from sensitive uses in conformance with County lighting standards. The County’s approval 
process for the proposed project (implemented through Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-2) includes 
review of the project’s specific lighting plans, which would ensure that the proposed lights would 
meet County standards while not generating a substantial source of light that would adversely 
affect nighttime views in the area. Furthermore, incorporation of Project Design Feature PDF-20, 
which includes BMPs related to minimizing ambient light from the project, would reduce 
potential impacts related to light. Therefore, with implementation of the Project Design Feature 
PDF-20 and Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-2, which requires lighting to be designed to meet the 
standards of the County, impacts related to lighting would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.1-2 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall demonstrate that all 
exterior lighting has been designed and located so that all direct rays are confined 
to the development areas of the project site in a manner meeting the approval of 
the County’s Building and Safety Department. 

__________________________ 

3.1.5  Cumulative Impacts  
The proposed project would represent a substantial change in the visual character of the project 
site and vicinity by altering undeveloped land to residential community uses. The project site is 
located in a rural and relatively remote area of Orange County, adjacent to the Cleveland National 
Forest. The geographic area within which cumulative effects to aesthetic resources could occur is 
the viewshed surrounding the project site, as only those projects that can be viewed in the context 
of the proposed project could contribute to cumulative visual effects.   

There are no proposed or existing other projects within the viewshed of the proposed project. The 
nearest project listed on Table 3-1 of Chapter 3, is approximately 2.4 miles away from the project 
site in the City of Lake Elsinore and does not fall within the project’s viewshed. Thus, the project 
area is too distant to potentially combine with visual impacts from cumulative projects. Likewise, 
the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative increase in ambient nighttime 
lighting conditions or daytime glare due to its distance from other projects. Therefore, the 
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proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to aesthetic 
resources, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources  

This section identifies and evaluates issues related to agriculture and forest resources in the 
context of the proposed project. It includes a description of existing land use conditions in 
relation to agriculture and forestry resources and an evaluation of potential impacts associated 
with implementation of the proposed project. Cumulative impacts are determined with 
consideration of projected development in the area.     

3.2.1 Environmental Setting 
Existing Conditions 

Agricultural Setting 

The project site and surrounding vicinity is primarily undeveloped, vacant land. The project site 
has an Orange County General Plan Land Use designation as Open Space (5), and is currently 
zoned as General Agriculture (A1). Although the project site is zoned as General Agriculture 
(A1), no agricultural uses or resources exist on or adjacent to the project site. California 
Department of Conservation’s (DOC’s) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) 
monitors the quantity and quality of farmland in the state and produces maps and statistical data 
on agricultural resources. The project site is not located in an area classified as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) by the FMMP (DOC, 2013).  

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (commonly referred to as the Williamson Act) 
serves to preserve open spaces and agricultural land. It discourages urban sprawl and prevents 
landowners from developing their property for the greater land value of commercial and/or 
residential uses. The project site does not contain or adjacent to any lands that are subject to 
Williamson Act contracts, either active or in nonrenewal. The nearest land parcel under active 
Williamson Act contracts is located 5.9 miles northwest of the project site (APN 290-160-014). 

Forest Setting 

The project site is located on private land that is adjacent to areas within the southeastern portion 
of Cleveland National Forest, within the Santa Ana Mountains. Cleveland National Forest is a 
part of the national system of forest reservations, under the jurisdiction of U. S. Forest Service 
(USFS) and consists of 460,000 acres, mostly of chaparral, with a few riparian areas.  

Timber production is historically scarce in Southern California, where the mountain vegetation is 
primarily brush with little timber (Sakarias, 1975). However, oak woodlands cover about 23,000 
acres of the Cleveland National Forest. Several types of oak woodland are found on the forest; 
dominant species include coast live oak, black oak, and Engelmann oak (GORP, 2010). 

The forest is divided into three Ranger Districts for administrative purposes: the Descanso 
District, occupying a large part of the San Diego County mountain area south of Palomar 
Mountain and north of the Mexican border; the Palomar District, consisting of Palomar Mountain 
and adjacent areas; and the Trabuco Ranger District, encompassing the Santa Ana Mountains, 
northeast of San Juan Capistrano in Orange, Riverside, and San Diego Counties. The project site 
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is located within the Trabuco Ranger District. Existing activity in the Trabuco Ranger District 
includes primarily hiking, biking, and horseback riding.  

The forest is divided into a series of geographical units that are referred to as “places.” There are 
11 places identified for the Cleveland National Forest: Aguanga, Elsinore, Laguna, Morena, 
Palomar, Pine Creek, San Dieguito/Black Mountain, San Mateo, Silverado, Sweetwater, and 
Upper San Diego River. The project site is also located within Elsinore Place (46,729 acres), as 
defined in the Cleveland National Forest Land Management Plan (USFS, 2005). This includes the 
east-facing slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains, and is almost entirely surrounded by urban 
development. Elsinore Place contains 497 acres of San Mateo Wilderness (existing wilderness) 
and 11 acres of Chiquito Basin (special interest area). The project site is not located within any 
special designated areas of existing wilderness or within any special interest areas.  

The project site is not zoned as forest land (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 
1220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 51104 (g)). None of the 
lands within or adjacent to the project site are used for timber harvesting.  

Regulatory Setting 

Public Resources Code 

The California Public Resource Code defines Forest Land, Timber Land, and Timber Land 
Production Zones as follows: 

Forest Land (12220 G): Land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of any species, 
including: hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or 
more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water 
quality, recreation, and other public benefits. 

Timber Land (4526): Land, other than land owned by the Federal government and land 
designated by the Board as experimental forest land, which is available for, and capable of, 
growing a crop of trees of any commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest 
products, including Christmas trees. Commercial species shall be determined by the Board on 
a District basis after consultation with the District committees and others. 

Timber Land Production Zone (51104 G): Timber Land Production Zone (TPZ) are areas 
which have been zoned and is devoted to and uses for growing and harvesting timber, or for 
growing and harvesting timber and compatible uses. 

Orange County General Plan Resources Element Natural Resources 
Component 

The Orange County General Plan Resources Element Natural Resources Component contains the 
following goals and objectives that are relevant to the proposed project: 

Goal 1: Protect wildlife and vegetation resources and promote development that preserves 
these resources. 
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Objective 1.1: To prevent the elimination of significant wildlife and vegetation through 
resource inventory and management strategies. 

Goal 3: Manage and utilize wisely the County’s landform resources. 

Objective 3.1: To minimize to the extent feasible the disruption of significant natural 
landforms in Orange County. 

3.2.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to agricultural and forest resources, a project could have a 
significant effect on the environment if it would: 

 Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; or 

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

Potential impacts to agricultural resources were examined in the Notice of Preparations/Initial 
Studies (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR). It was determined that the proposed project 
would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP) of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. The Initial Study 
also determined that the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)). Additionally, the proposed project would not 
involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion forest land to non-forest 
use. Therefore, no additional analysis of these significance criteria is addressed in this EIR. 

3.2.3 Methodology 
No existing land used for agricultural purposes is located onsite or in the vicinity of the project. 
The agricultural and forest resource impact analysis is based upon on zoning in and around the 
project site, and relevant federal, state, and local regulations. Potential impacts to forestry 
resources are based on information from the USFS, comparing existing settings and uses and 
those uses anticipated from the proposed project and the potential loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 

3.2.4 Project Impacts 
Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in physical changes to the project 
area. Potential impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources are described below. 

Impact 3.2-1: Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 
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No Impact. The project site is zoned General Agricultural (A1), which allows residential 
development at a maximum density of 0.25 dwelling unit per acre (or four acres per dwelling 
unit), and other low intensity uses that have a primarily open space character. There are no 
existing agricultural uses on the site or in the project vicinity. In addition, the project site also 
does not contain any lands that are subject to Williamson Act contracts, either active or in 
nonrenewal.  

The project proposes to rezone land from General Agriculture (A1) to Agricultural Residential 
(AR) zoning. Section 7-9-59.1 of the County’s Zoning Code states that the AR zone is to provide 
for single-family residential neighborhoods in conjunction with agricultural and outdoor 
recreational uses. Consistent with the proposed zoning, the project would provide agricultural 
resources, in the form of vineyards, as part of the fuel modification and landscaping features. 
Grapes grown onsite would be maintained, harvested, and sold by the project’s Homeowner’s 
Association (HOA), which is consistent with the intent of both the existing and proposed 
agricultural zoning classification. Overall, the project would provide agricultural production to an 
area where none currently exists. Therefore, the project would not conflict with agricultural 
zoning and impacts related to agriculture would not occur. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.2-2: Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use?  

No Impact. The project site is not zoned as forest land (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 1220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland 
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 51104 (g)). None of 
the lands within the project site are used for timber harvesting. However, a parcel that is part of 
the Cleveland National Forest separates Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel). In 
addition, Cleveland National Forest lands are located to the north of Phase 2 (north parcel), to the 
south of Phase 1(south parcel), and to the west of both Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north 
parcel). 

The proposed project would not provide any improvements or construction to any lands within 
the Cleveland National Forest. All of the project improvements would be located on private lands, 
or within a public right-of-way, such as the Ortega Highway and Long Canyon Road rights-of-
way. The proposed project would cluster development (Project Design Feature PDF-2) and 
concentrate open space on the western and northern portions of the project site to create a buffer 
between the proposed residential uses and the existing Cleveland National Forest lands. In 
addition, as included by Project Design Feature PDF-20, best management practices would be 
incorporated into the project to ensure that indirect impacts (i.e., edge effects) are avoided or 
minimized to the maximum extent possible. Lighting would be pointed away from offsite areas 
and ambient light levels would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable, which would 
reduce edge effects related to the proposed residential development. Furthermore, as included by 
Project Design Feature PDF-1, open space accounts for 414.6 acres or approximately 71 percent 
of the project site, which would be offered for dedication to the U.S. Forest Service. With the 
dedication of this 414.6 acres that is currently private land, the existing forestland in the project 
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area would be increased, which is a benefit of the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project 
would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; conversely the project 
would provide for additional U.S. Forest Land. As a result, impacts related to the loss or 
conversion of forest lands would not occur.  

__________________________ 

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic scope for cumulative agricultural and forest impacts is southern Orange County, 
including the Cities of Rancho Santa Margarita, Lake Elsinore, and the Mission Viejo. Overall, 
cumulative growth in population would likely decrease the amount of agricultural and forest land 
in southern Orange County. However, the proposed project area does not include any Important 
Farmland or other agricultural resources, and would not result in a cumulative contribution to the 
overall loss of farmland. Conversely, the project would implement the proposed Agricultural 
Residential (AR) zoning and provide agricultural resources, in the form of vineyards. Grapes 
grown onsite would be maintained, harvested, and sold by the project’s HOA, which is consistent 
with the intent of the proposed agricultural zoning classification. Overall, the project would 
provide agricultural production to an area where none currently exists, and cumulatively 
considerable adverse impacts related to agricultural resources would not occur from 
implementation of the project. 

The proposed project is located on private lands adjacent to parcels within the Cleveland National 
Forest, and no project improvements would be located within forestland, and the project has been 
designed to reduce the potential of edge effects related to the proposed residential development. 
Additionally, the project would offer 414.6 acres of land to the U.S. Forest service, which would 
increase the amount of forestland in the area. Thus, the project would increase forestland and 
cumulatively considerable adverse impacts related to forestland would not occur from 
implementation of the project. 
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3.3 Air Quality 

This section provides an overview of the existing air quality at the project site and surrounding 
region, a summary of applicable regulations, and analyses of potential short-term and long-term 
air quality impacts from implementation of the proposed project. Mitigation measures are 
recommended as necessary to reduce significant air quality impacts.  

3.3.1 Environmental Setting 
Climate and Meteorology 

The proposed project site consists of two non-contiguous sites, Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 
(north parcel), that are located in the southeastern part of unincorporated Orange County. The 
project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is under the jurisdiction of 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The Basin is a 6,600-square-mile 
coastal plain bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the southwest and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, 
and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Basin includes the non-desert portions of 
Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties, and all of Orange County. 

The ambient concentrations of air pollutants are determined by the amount of emissions released 
by sources and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute such emissions. Natural factors 
that affect transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and sunlight. 
Therefore, existing air quality conditions in the area are determined by such natural factors as 
topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the amount of emissions released by existing 
air pollutant sources. 

Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact 
with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air 
pollutants. The topography and climate of Southern California combine to make the Basin an area 
of high air pollution potential. The Basin is a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low 
hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and high mountains around the rest of the 
perimeter. The general region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern 
Pacific, resulting in a mild climate tempered by cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds. 
The usually mild climatological pattern is disrupted occasionally by periods of extremely hot 
weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. During the summer months, a warm air mass 
frequently descends over the cool, moist marine layer produced by the interaction between the 
ocean’s surface and the lowest layer of the atmosphere. The warm upper layer forms a cap over 
the cool marine layer and inhibits the pollutants in the marine layer from dispersing upward. In 
addition, light winds during the summer further limit ventilation. Furthermore, sunlight triggers 
the photochemical reactions which produce ozone. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) currently focus on the following air pollutants as indicators of ambient air 
quality: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), respirable 
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10), fine 
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particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), and lead. 
These pollutants are referred to as “criteria air pollutants” because they are the most prevalent air 
pollutants known to be injurious to human health. Extensive health-effects criteria documents 
regarding the effects of these pollutants on human health and welfare have been prepared over the 
years.1 Standards have been established for each criteria pollutant to meet specific public health 
and welfare criteria set forth in the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). California has generally adopted 
more stringent ambient air quality standards for the criteria air pollutants (referred to as State 
Ambient Air Quality Standards, or state standards) and has adopted air quality standards for some 
pollutants for which there is no corresponding national standard, such as sulfates, hydrogen 
sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. 

Ozone 

Ozone, the main component of photochemical smog, is primarily a summer and fall pollution 
problem. Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed through a complex series of 
chemical reactions involving other compounds that are directly emitted. These directly emitted 
pollutants (also known as ozone precursors) include reactive organic gases (ROGs) or volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). While both ROGs and VOCs refer to 
compounds of carbon, ROG is a term used by CARB and is based on a list of exempted carbon 
compounds determined by CARB. VOC is a term used by USEPA and is based on their own 
exempt list. The time period required for ozone formation allows the reacting compounds to 
spread over a large area, producing regional pollution problems. Ozone concentrations are the 
cumulative result of regional development patterns rather than the result of a few significant 
emission sources.  

Once ozone is formed, it remains in the atmosphere for one or two days. Ozone is then eliminated 
through reaction with chemicals on the leaves of plants, attachment to water droplets as they fall 
to earth (“rainout”), or absorption by water molecules in clouds that later fall to earth with rain 
(“washout”). 

Short-term exposure to ozone can irritate the eyes and cause constriction of the airways. In 
addition to causing shortness of breath, ozone can aggravate existing respiratory diseases such as 
asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema. 

Carbon Monoxide 

CO, a colorless and odorless gas, is a relatively non-reactive pollutant that is a product of 
incomplete combustion and is mostly associated with motor vehicles. When inhaled at high 
concentrations, CO combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying 
capacity of the blood. This results in reduced oxygen reaching the brain, heart and other body 
tissues. This condition is especially critical for people with cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung 
disease, or anemia. CO measurements and modeling were important in the early 1980s when CO 
levels were regularly exceeded throughout California. In more recent years, CO measurements 

                                                            
1   Additional sources of information on the health effects of criteria pollutants can be found at CARB and USEPA’s 

websites at http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/health.htm and http://www.epa.gov/air/airpollutants.html, 
respectively. 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

3.3 Air Quality 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.3-3  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

and modeling have not been a priority in most California air districts due to the retirement of 
older polluting vehicles, lower emissions from new vehicles, and improvements in fuels. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

NO2 is a reddish-brown gas that is a by-product of combustion processes. Automobiles and 
industrial operations are the main sources of NO2. Combustion devices emit primarily nitric 
oxide (NO), which reacts through oxidation in the atmosphere to form NO2. The combined 
emissions of NO and NO2 are referred to as NOx, which are reported as equivalent NO2. Aside 
from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2 can increase the risk of acute and chronic 
respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a coloring component of a brown 
cloud on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. 

Sulfur Dioxide 

SO2 is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid that enters the atmosphere as a pollutant 
mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and coal, and from chemical processes 
occurring at chemical plants and refineries. When SO2 oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfur 
trioxide (SO3). Collectively, these pollutants are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOx). 

Major sources of SO2 include power plants, large industrial facilities, diesel vehicles, and oil-
burning residential heaters. Emissions of SO2 aggravate lung diseases, especially bronchitis.  
This compound also constricts the breathing passages, especially in people with asthma and 
people involved in moderate to heavy exercise. SO2 potentially causes wheezing, shortness of 
breath, and coughing.  Long-term SO2 exposure has been associated with increased risk of 
mortality from respiratory or cardiovascular disease. 

Particulate Matter 

PM10 and PM2.5 consist of particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and 2.5 microns 
or less in diameter, respectively (a micron is one-millionth of a meter). PM10 and PM2.5 
represent fractions of particulate matter that can be inhaled into the air passages and the lungs and 
can cause adverse health effects. Acute and chronic health effects associated with high particulate 
levels include the aggravation of chronic respiratory diseases, heart and lung disease, and 
coughing, bronchitis and respiratory illnesses in children. Particulate matter can also damage 
materials and reduce visibility. One common source of PM2.5 is diesel exhaust emissions. 

PM10 consists of particulate matter emitted directly into the air (e.g., fugitive dust, soot, and 
smoke from mobile and stationary sources, construction operations, fires, and natural windblown 
dust) and particulate matter formed in the atmosphere by condensation and/or transformation of 
SO2 and ROG. Traffic generates particulate matter emissions through entrainment of dust and 
dirt particles that settle onto roadways and parking lots. PM10 and PM2.5 are also emitted by 
burning wood in residential wood stoves and fireplaces and open agricultural burning. PM2.5 can 
also be formed through secondary processes such as airborne reactions with certain pollutant 
precursors, including ROGs, ammonia (NH3), NOx, and SOx. 
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Lead 

Lead is a metal found naturally in the environment and present in some manufactured products. 
There are a variety of activities that can contribute to lead emissions, which are grouped into two 
general categories, stationary and mobile sources. On-road mobile sources include light-duty 
automobiles; light-, medium-, and heavy-duty trucks; and motorcycles.  

Emissions of lead have dropped substantially over the past 40 years. The reduction before 1990 is 
largely due to the phase-out of lead as an anti-knock agent in gasoline for on-road automobiles. 
Substantial emission reductions have also been achieved due to enhanced controls in the metals 
processing industry. In the Basin, atmospheric lead is generated almost entirely by the 
combustion of leaded gasoline and contributes less than one percent of the material collected as 
total suspended particulates. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs), or in federal parlance, hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs), are also used as indicators of ambient air quality conditions. A TAC is defined as an air 
pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or that may 
pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in minute quantities in the ambient air; 
however, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat to public health even at low 
concentrations. 

According to the California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality (CARB, 2009), the majority 
of the estimated health risk from TACs can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most 
important being particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines (diesel PM). Diesel PM differs 
from other TACs in that it is not a single substance, but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of 
substances. Although diesel PM is emitted by diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, the 
composition of the emissions varies depending on engine type, operating conditions, fuel 
composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emission control system is present. 

Unlike the other TACs, no ambient monitoring data are available for diesel PM because no 
routine measurement method currently exists. However, CARB has made preliminary 
concentration estimates based on a particulate matter exposure method. This method uses the 
CARB emissions inventory’s PM10 database, ambient PM10 monitoring data, and the results from 
several studies to estimate concentrations of diesel PM. In addition to diesel PM, the TACs for 
which data are available that pose the greatest existing ambient risk in California are benzene, 
1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, 
formaldehyde, methylene chloride, and perchloroethylene. 

Odorous Emissions 

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However, 
manifestations of a person’s reaction to foul odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, 
anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and 
headache). Offensive odors are unpleasant and can lead to public distress generating citizen 
complaints to local governments. Although unpleasant, offensive odors rarely cause physical 
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harm. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency, and intensity 
of the source, wind speed, direction, and the sensitivity of receptors. 

Project Area Setting 

Existing Air Quality  

SCAQMD maintains monitoring stations within district boundaries that monitor air quality and 
compliance with associated ambient standards. The project site is located within the Saddleback 
Valley and Lake Elsinore Air Monitoring Subregions. The nearest monitoring to the project site is 
the Lake Elsinore Monitoring Station (506 W. Flint Street in Lake Elsinore), which is located 
approximately six miles northeast of the project site. This station monitors the ambient 
concentrations of ozone, CO, NO2. The station does not monitor PM10 and PM2.5. Therefore, the 
PM10 and PM2.5 data was obtained from the Saddleback Valley Monitoring Station, which is the 
next closest to the project site. Historical data from the Lake Elsinore Monitoring Station for 
ozone, CO, NO2, and data from the Saddleback Valley Monitoring Station for PM10 and PM2.5 for 
three years (2012 – 2014) are shown in Table 3.3-1.  

Both CARB and USEPA use this type of monitoring data to designate areas according to their 
attainment status for criteria air pollutants. The purpose of these designations is to identify the 
areas with air quality problems and thereby initiate planning efforts for improvement. The three 
basic designation categories are nonattainment, attainment, and unclassified. Nonattainment is 
defined as any area that does not meet (or that contributes to ambient air quality in a nearby area 
that does not meet) the primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant. 
Attainment is defined as any area that meets the primary or secondary ambient air quality 
standard for the pollutant. Unclassifiable is defined as any area that cannot be classified on the 
basis of available information as meeting or not meeting the primary or secondary ambient air 
quality standard for the pollutant. In addition, California designations include a subcategory of 
nonattainment-transitional, which is given to nonattainment areas that are progressing and nearing 
attainment. 

As shown below in Table 3.3-2, the Basin is currently classified as both a federal and state 
nonattainment area for 1-hour and 8-hour ozone and annual PM2.5. It is also classified as a state 
nonattainment for PM10 for both 24-hour and annual standards. (CARB, 2016). In addition, 
while the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is classified as a federal nonattainment area 
for lead due to air quality data measured near a large lead-acid battery recycling facility, the 
remainder of the Basin is classified as a federal unclassifiable/attainment area for lead. The Basin 
is a also a federal attainment/maintenance area for 24-hour PM10, NO2, both 1-hour and 8-hour 
for CO, and SO2 (SCAQMD, 2016).2    

                                                            
2   A maintenance area is an area that was designated nonattainment for one of the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS), but later met the standard and was re-designated to attainment. To ensure the air quality in 
this area continues to meet the NAAQS, states are required to develop and implement Maintenance State 
Implementation Plans. 
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TABLE 3.3-1 
AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2012 – 2014) 

Pollutant 

Monitoring Data by Year 

Standarda 2012 2013 2014 

Ozone 

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)   0.111 0.102 0.104 

Days over State Standard 0.09 ppm 10 6 4 

Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)  0.090 0.089 0.086 

Days over National Standard  0.075 ppm 17 12 6 

Days over State Standard 0.070 ppm 32 25 14 

Carbon Monoxide 

Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)  0.52 0.6 1.4 

Days over National Standard  9.0 ppm 0 0 0 

Days over State Standard 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)  0.048 0.047 0.045 

Days over National Standard 0.100 ppm 0 0 0 

Days over State Standard 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 

Annual Average (ppm)  0.010 8.4 8.2 

Days over National Standard  0.053 ppm 0 0 0 

Days over State Standard 0.030 ppm 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Highest 24 Hour Average (g/m3)b  37 51 41 

Days over National Standard (measured)c 150 g/m3 0 0 0 

Days over State Standard (measured)c 50 g/m3 0 1 0 

Annual Average (g/m3)b 20 g/m3 17.3 19.3 20.2 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Highest 24 Hour Average (g/m3)b  27.6 28 25.5 

Days over National Standard (measured)c 35 g/m3 0 0 0 

Annual Average (g/m3)b 12 g/m3 7.91 8.08 8.02 

 
Notes:  
ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 
* = Insufficient data available to determine the value.  
a Generally, state standards and national standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
b Concentrations and averages represent federal statistics. State and federal statistics may differ because of different sampling methods. 
c Measurements are usually collected every six days. Days over the standard represent the measured number of days that the standard 

has been exceeded.  

Source: CARB, 2014. 
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TABLE 3.3-2 
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant 
Attainment Status 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Pollutant Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone (1-hour) Non-attainment/Extreme Non-attainment 

Ozone (8-hour) Non-attainment/Extreme Non-attainment 

PM10 Attainment/Maintenance Non-attainment 

PM2.5 Non-attainment Non-attainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment/Maintenance Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment/Maintenance Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

Sulfates N/A Attainment 

Lead Non-attainment Non-attainment 

Source: CARB, 2016 

 

Sensitive Land Uses 

Land uses such as schools, children’s daycare centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes are 
considered to be more sensitive to poor air quality than the general public because the population 
groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress. In addition, 
residential uses are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions than commercial and 
industrial uses, because people generally spend longer periods of time at their residences, 
resulting in greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions. Recreational land uses are 
considered moderately sensitive to air pollution. Exercise places a high demand on respiratory 
functions, which can be impaired by air pollution, even though exposure periods during exercise 
are generally short. In addition, noticeable air pollution can detract from the enjoyment of 
recreation. 

Existing sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site consist of sparsely located rural 
single-family residential uses. The nearest single-family residences to Phase 1 (south parcel) are 
located approximately 1,340 feet away to the north, near Long Canyon Road. The nearest 
sensitive receptor to Phase 2 (north parcel) is a single-family residence located approximately 160 
feet east of the southeastern portion of the site, followed by a residence located approximately 
670 feet way.  

In addition, low density rural single-family residential structures are located to the west of the 
Phase 2 (north parcel) boundary. The nearest structure located approximately 170 feet away. 
However, all of these residences to the west of Phase 2 (north parcel) are vacant.  

There is currently one occupied residence located within the southwest corner of Phase 2 (north 
parcel); however, this residence would be vacated at the start of project construction.  

Regulatory Setting 

The project site is located within the South Coast Basin. Air quality in the project area is 
regulated by the USEPA, CARB, and SCAQMD. The County of Orange General Plan also 
contains a component in the Resources Element related to air quality. 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

At the federal level, the United Stated Environmental Protection agency (USEPA) has been 
charged with implementing national air quality programs. USEPA’s air quality mandates are 
drawn primarily from the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), which was enacted in 1970.  The CAA 
requires USEPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). USEPA has 
established primary and secondary NAAQS for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, CO, 
NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and lead. Table 3.3-3 shows the NAAQS for these pollutants.  

The CAA also requires each state to prepare an air quality control plan, referred to as a state 
implementation plan (SIP). The CAA Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) added requirements for 
states with nonattainment areas to revise their SIPs to incorporate additional control measures to 
reduce air pollution. The SIP is modified periodically to reflect the latest emissions inventories, 
planning documents, and rules and regulations of the air basins, as reported by their jurisdictional 
agencies. USEPA is responsible for reviewing all SIPs to determine whether they conform to the 
mandates of the CAA and its amendments, and to determine whether implementing the SIPs will 
achieve air quality goals. If USEPA determines a SIP to be inadequate, a federal implementation 
plan that imposes additional control measures may be prepared for the nonattainment area. If an 
approvable SIP is not submitted or implemented within the mandated time frame, sanctions may 
be applied to transportation funding and stationary sources of air pollution in the air basin. 

USEPA also has regulatory and enforcement jurisdiction over emission sources beyond state 
waters (outer continental shelf), and those that are under the exclusive authority of the federal 
government, such as aircraft, locomotives, and interstate trucking. USEPA’s primary role at the 
state level is to oversee state air quality programs. USEPA sets federal vehicle and stationary 
source emissions standards and provides research and guidance in air pollution programs.  

Hazardous Air Pollutants 

USEPA has programs for identifying and regulating hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). Title III of 
the CAAA directed USEPA to promulgate national emissions standards for HAPs (NESHAP). 
The NESHAP may differ for major sources than for area sources of HAPs. Major sources are 
defined as stationary sources with potential to emit more than 10 tons per year (tpy) of any HAP 
or more than 25 tpy of any combination of HAPs; all other sources are considered area sources. 
The emissions standards are to be promulgated in two phases. In the first phase (1992–2000), 
USEPA developed technology-based emission standards designed to produce the maximum 
emission reduction achievable. These standards are generally referred to as requiring maximum 
achievable control technology (MACT). For area sources, the standards may be different, based 
on generally available control technology. In the second phase (2001–2008), USEPA 
promulgated health-risk-based emissions standards, where deemed necessary, to address risks 
remaining after implementation of the technology-based NESHAP standards. 
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TABLE 3.3-3 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS FOR CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
State 

Standard 
National 
Standard 

Pollutant Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources 

Ozone 1 hour 0.09 ppm --- High concentrations can directly 
affect lungs, causing irritation. 
Long-term exposure may cause 
damage to lung tissue. 

Formed when ROG and NOX react in 
the presence of sunlight. Major 
sources include on-road motor 
vehicles, solvent evaporation, and 
commercial / industrial mobile 
equipment. 

8 hours 0.07 ppm 0.075 ppm 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm Classified as a chemical 
asphyxiant, carbon monoxide 
interferes with the transfer of 
fresh oxygen to the blood and 
deprives sensitive tissues of 
oxygen. 

Internal combustion engines, primarily 
gasoline-powered motor vehicles. 

8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 
(NO2) 

1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm Irritating to eyes and respiratory 
tract. Colors atmosphere reddish-
brown. 

Motor vehicles, petroleum refining 
operations, industrial sources, aircraft, 
ships, and railroads. Annual 

Arithmetic Mean 
0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 

Sulfur  
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb Irritates upper respiratory tract; 
injurious to lung tissue. Can 
yellow the leaves of plants, 
destructive to marble, iron, and 
steel. Limits visibility and reduces 
sunlight. 

Fuel combustion, chemical plants, 
sulfur recovery plants, and metal 
processing. 3 hours --- 0.50 ppm 

24 hours 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

--- 0.03 ppm 

Respirable 
Particulate 
Matter  
(PM10) 

24 hours 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 May irritate eyes and respiratory 
tract, decreases in lung capacity, 
cancer and increased mortality. 
Produces haze and limits 
visibility. 

Dust and fume-producing industrial 
and agricultural operations, 
combustion, atmospheric 
photochemical reactions, and natural 
activities (e.g., wind-raised dust and 
ocean sprays). 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

20 µg/m3 --- 

Fine 
Particulate 
Matter  
(PM2.5) 

24 hours --- 35 µg/m3 Increases respiratory disease, 
lung damage, cancer, and 
premature death. Reduces 
visibility and results in surface 
soiling. 

Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, 
equipment, and industrial sources; 
residential and agricultural burning; 
Also, formed from photochemical 
reactions of other pollutants, including 
NOx, sulfur oxides, and organics. 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

12 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 

Lead (Pb) 30 Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 --- Disturbs gastrointestinal system, 
and causes anemia, kidney 
disease, and neuromuscular and 
neurological dysfunction (in 
severe cases). 

Present source: lead smelters, battery 
manufacturing and recycling facilities. 
Past source: combustion of leaded 
gasoline. 

Calendar 
Quarter 

--- 1.5 µg/m3 

Rolling 3-Month 
Average 

--- 0.15 µg/m3 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm No National 
Standard 

Nuisance odor (rotten egg smell), 
headache and breathing 
difficulties (higher concentrations) 

Geothermal power plants, petroleum 
production and refining 

Sulfates 
(SO4) 

24 hour 25 µg/m3 No National 
Standard 

Decrease in ventilatory functions; 
aggravation of asthmatic 
symptoms; aggravation of cardio-
pulmonary disease; vegetation 
damage; degradation of visibility; 
property damage. 

Industrial processes. 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 

8 hour Extinction of 
0.23/km; 

visibility of 
10 miles or 

more 

No National 
Standard 

Reduces visibility, reduced airport 
safety, lower real estate value, 
and discourages tourism. 

See PM2.5. 

 
Note: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 
Source: CARB, 2013c. 
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The CAAA also required USEPA to promulgate vehicle or fuel standards containing reasonable 
requirements that control toxic emissions of, at a minimum, benzene and formaldehyde. 
Performance criteria were established to limit mobile-source emissions of toxics, including 
benzene, formaldehyde, and 1,3-butadiene. In addition, Section 219 required the use of 
reformulated gasoline in selected areas with the most severe ozone nonattainment conditions to 
further reduce mobile-source emissions.  

California Air Resources Board 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a department of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency, oversees air quality planning and control throughout California. CARB is 
responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control programs in 
California and for implementation of the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). The CCAA, which 
was adopted in 1988, requires CARB to establish the California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS). CARB has established CAAQS for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, 
visibility-reducing particulate matter, and the above-mentioned criteria air pollutants. Applicable 
CAAQS are shown in Table 3.3-2. 

The CCAA requires all local air districts in the state to endeavor to achieve and maintain the 
CAAQS by the earliest practical date. The act specifies that local air districts shall focus 
particular attention on reducing the emissions from transportation and area-wide emission 
sources, and provides districts with the authority to regulate indirect sources. 

Among CARB’s other responsibilities are overseeing compliance by local air districts with 
California and federal laws; approving local air quality plans; submitting SIPs to USEPA; 
monitoring air quality; determining and updating area designations and maps; and setting 
emissions standards for new mobile sources, consumer products, small utility engines, off-road 
vehicles, and fuels. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Air quality regulations also focus on toxic air contaminants (TACs). In general, for those TACs 
that may cause cancer, there is no concentration that does not present some risk. In other words, 
there is no safe level of exposure. This contrasts with the criteria air pollutants, for which 
acceptable levels of exposure can be determined and for which the ambient standards have been 
established. Instead, USEPA and CARB regulate HAPs and TACs, respectively, through statutes 
and regulations that generally require the use of the MACT or best available control technology 
(BACT) for toxics and to limit emissions. These statutes and regulations, in conjunction with 
additional rules set forth by the districts, establish the regulatory framework for TACs. 

TACs in California are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (Assembly Bill 
[AB] 1807 [Chapter 1047, Statutes of 1983]) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and 
Assessment Act (Hot Spots Act) (AB 2588 [Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1987]). AB 1807 sets forth 
a formal procedure for CARB to designate substances as TACs. This includes research, public 
participation, and scientific peer review before CARB can designate a substance as a TAC. To 
date, CARB has identified more than 21 TACs and adopted USEPA’s list of HAPs as TACs. 
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Most recently, diesel PM was added to the CARB list of TACs. Once a TAC is identified, CARB 
then adopts an airborne toxics control measure (ATCM) for sources that emit that particular TAC. 
If there is a safe threshold for a substance at which there is no toxic effect, the control measure 
must reduce exposure below that threshold. If there is no safe threshold, the measure must 
incorporate BACT to minimize emissions. 

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act requires existing facilities emitting 
toxic substances above a specified level to prepare a toxic-emission inventory, prepare a risk 
assessment if emissions are significant, notify the public of significant risk levels, and prepare 
and implement risk reduction measures. 

CARB published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective 
(Handbook), which provides guidance concerning land use compatibility with TAC sources 
(CARB, 2005). Although it is not a law or adopted policy, the Handbook offers advisory 
recommendations for the siting of sensitive receptors near uses associated with TACs, such as 
freeways and high-traffic roads, commercial distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, dry 
cleaners, gasoline stations, and industrial facilities, to help keep children and other sensitive 
populations out of harm’s way. Based on CARB’s Community Health Air Pollution Information 
System (CHAPIS), no major TAC sources are located in proximity to the project site. 

SCAQMD 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

SCAQMD attains and maintains air quality conditions in the Basin through a comprehensive 
program of planning, regulation, enforcement, technical innovation, and promotion of the 
understanding of air quality issues. The clean air strategy of SCAQMD includes preparation of 
plans for attainment of ambient air quality standards, adoption and enforcement of rules and 
regulations concerning sources of air pollution, and issuance of permits for stationary sources of 
air pollution. SCAQMD also inspects stationary sources of air pollution and responds to citizen 
complaints; monitors ambient air quality and meteorological conditions; and implements 
programs and regulations required by the CAA, CAAA, and CCAA. Air quality plans applicable 
to the proposed project are discussed below. 

Air Quality Management Plan 

SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for 
preparing the air quality management plan (AQMP), which addresses federal and state CAA 
requirements. The AQMP details goals, policies, and programs for improving air quality in the 
Basin.  

The 2012 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on December 12, 2012. The 
purpose of the 2012 AQMP for the Basin is to set forth a comprehensive and integrated program 
that will lead the region into compliance with the federal 24-hour PM2.5 air quality standard, and 
to provide an update to the Basin’s commitment towards meeting the federal 8-hour ozone 
standards (SCAQMD, 2013). The AQMP would also serve to satisfy recent USEPA requirements 
for a new attainment demonstration of the revoked 1-hour ozone standard, as well as a vehicle 
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miles travelled (VMT) emissions offset demonstration.3 Specifically, once approved by CARB, 
the AQMP would serve as the official SIP submittal for the federal 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard, 
for which USEPA has established a due date of December 14, 2012. In addition, the AQMP 
updates specific new control measures and commitments for emissions reductions to implement 
the attainment strategy for the 8-hour ozone SIP. The 2012 AQMP sets forth programs which 
require integrated planning efforts and the cooperation of all levels of government: local, 
regional, state, and federal. SCAQMD staff has begun the development process for the 2016 
AQMP. 

SCAQMD Rules and Regulations 

All projects are subject to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Specific rules applicable to the 
proposed project include the following: 

Rule 401 – Visible Emissions. A person shall not discharge into the atmosphere from any single 
source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more than 
three minutes in any 1 hour that is as dark or darker in shade as that designated No. 1 on the 
Ringelmann Chart, as published by the United States Bureau of Mines. 
 
Rule 402 – Nuisance. A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities 
of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any 
considerable number of persons or to the public, or that endanger the comfort, repose, health, or 
safety of any such persons or the public, or that cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury 
or damage to business or property. The provisions of this rule do not apply to odors emanating 
from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or animals. 

Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust. SCAQMD Rule 403 governs emissions of fugitive dust during and 
after construction. Compliance with this rule is achieved through application of standard Best 
Management Practices, such as application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils, 
covering haul vehicles, restricting vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour, 
sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways, cessation of construction activity when 
winds exceed 25 mph, and establishing a permanent ground cover on finished sites.  

Rule 403 requires project applicants to control fugitive dust using the best available control 
measures such that dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the 
emission source. In addition, Rule 403 requires implementation of dust suppression techniques to 
prevent fugitive dust from creating a, offsite nuisance. Applicable Rule 403 dust suppression (and 
PM10 generation) techniques to reduce impacts on nearby sensitive receptors may include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 

 Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to all 
inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more). 

                                                            
3   Although the federal 1-hour ozone standard was revoked in 2005, the USEPA has proposed to require a new 1-hour 

ozone attainment demonstration in the South Coast extreme ozone nonattainment area as a result of a recent court 
decision.  Although USEPA has replaced the 1-hour ozone standard with a more health protective 8-hour standard, 
the CAA anti-backsliding provisions require that California have approved plans for attaining the 1-hour standard. 
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 Water active sites at least three times daily. Locations where grading is to occur shall be 
thoroughly watered prior to earthmoving. 

 Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials, or maintain at least 0.6 
meters (2 feet) of freeboard (vertical space between the top of the load and top of the 
trailer) in accordance with the requirements of California Vehicle Code Section 23114. 

 Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph) or less. 

 Suspend all grading activities when wind speeds (including instantaneous wind gusts) 
exceed 25 mph. 

 Provide bumper strips or similar best management practices where vehicles enter and exit 
the construction site onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the 
site each trip. 

 Replant disturbed areas as soon as practical. 

 Sweep onsite streets (and offsite streets if silt is carried to adjacent public thoroughfares) 
to reduce the amount of particulate matter on public streets. All sweepers shall be 
compliant with SCAQMD Rule 1186.1, Less Polluting Sweepers. 

Rule 445 – Wood Burning. This rule prohibits permanently installed wood burning devices into 
any new development. A wood burning device means any fireplace, wood burning heater, or 
pellet-fueled wood heater, or any similarly enclosed, permanently installed, indoor or outdoor 
device burning any solid fuel for aesthetic or space-heating purposes, which has a heat input of 
less than one million British thermal units per hour. 

Rule 481 – Spray Coating. This rule applies to all spray painting and spray coating operations 
and equipment and states that a person shall not use or operate any spray painting or spray 
coating equipment unless one of the following conditions is met: 

 The spray coating equipment is operated inside a control enclosure, which is approved by 
the Executive Officer. Any control enclosure for which an application for permit for new 
construction, alteration, or change of ownership or location is submitted after the date of 
adoption of this rule shall be exhausted only through filters at a design face velocity not 
less than 100 feet per minute nor greater than 300 feet per minute, or through a water 
wash system designed to be equally effective for the purpose of air pollution control. 

 Coatings are applied with high-volume low-pressure, electrostatic and/or airless spray 
equipment. 

 An alternative method of coating application or control is used which has effectiveness 
equal to or greater than the equipment specified in the rule. 

Rule 1108 - Volatile Organic Compounds. This rule governs the sale, use, and manufacturing 
of asphalt and limits the volatile organic compound (VOC) content in asphalt used in the Basin. 
This rule also regulates the VOC content of asphalt used during construction. Therefore, all 
asphalt used during construction of the project must comply with SCAQMD Rule 1108. 
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Rule 1110.2 – Combustion Engines. Rule 1110.2 regulates oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon 
monoxide (CO), and volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from liquid and gas fueled 
internal combustion engines operating in the SCAQMD producing more than 50 rated brake 
horsepower (bhp). 

Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings. No person shall apply or solicit the application of any 
architectural coating within the SCAQMD with VOC content in excess of the values specified in 
a table incorporated in the Rule. 

Rule 1143 – Paint Thinners and Solvents. This rule governs the manufacture, sale, and use of 
paint thinners and solvents used in thinning of coating materials, cleaning of coating application 
equipment, and other solvent cleaning operations by limiting their VOC content.  This rule 
regulates the VOC content of solvents used during construction.  Solvents used during the 
construction phase must comply with this rule. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

At the local level, air pollution control or management districts may adopt and enforce CARB 
control measures. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIV (Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants), 
and in particular Rule 1401 (New Source Review), all sources that possess the potential to emit 
TACs are required to obtain permits from SCAQMD. Permits may be granted to these operations 
if they are constructed and operated in accordance with applicable regulations, including new 
source review standards and air toxics control measures. SCAQMD limits emissions and public 
exposure to TACs through a number of programs. SCAQMD prioritizes TAC-emitting stationary 
sources based on the quantity and toxicity of the TAC emissions and the proximity of the 
facilities to sensitive receptors. 

The Air Toxics Control Plan (March 2000, revised March 26, 2004) is a planning document 
designed to examine the overall direction of SCAQMD’s air toxics control program. It includes 
development and implementation of strategic initiatives to monitor and control air toxics 
emissions. Control strategies that are deemed viable and are within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction will 
each be brought to the SCAQMD Board for further consideration through the normal public 
review process. Strategies that are to be implemented by other agencies will be developed in a 
cooperative effort, and the progress will be reported back to the Board periodically. 

In September 2008 the SCAQMD completed the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III 
(MATES III). MATES III is a monitoring and evaluation study conducted in the Basin and is a 
follow up to previous air toxics studies. The study consists of several elements including a 
monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants, and a modeling 
effort to characterize risk across the Basin. The study focuses on the carcinogenic risk from 
exposure to air toxics. However, it does not estimate mortality or other health effects from 
particulate exposures. MATES III shows that the region around the Specific Plan area has an 
estimated carcinogenic risk of 258 in a million. These model estimates were based on monitoring 
data collected at ten fixed sites within the Basin. As of June 2012, SCAQMD began conducting 
the MATES IV. 
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County of Orange General Plan Resources Element 

The Resources Element of the Orange County General Plan contains the following goals, 
objectives, and policies that are relevant to the proposed project: 

Goal 1: Promote optimum sustainable environmental quality standards for air resources. 

Objective 1.1: To the extent feasible, attainment of federal and state air quality standards by 
the year 2007. 

Policy 1: To develop and support programs which improve air quality or reduce air pollutant 
emissions. 

3.3.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the County of Orange Environmental 
Analysis Checklist, a project could have a significant adverse effect on air quality resources if it 
would: 

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation; 

 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);  

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

It was determined in the NOPs/Initial Studies (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR) that 
implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to odors. 
Odors resulting from the temporary construction of the proposed project are not likely to affect a 
substantial number of people due to the fact that construction activities do not usually emit 
offensive odors, and the project is not located in a highly populated or visited area. Additionally, 
the project would only involve residential uses, which are not land uses that are typically 
associated with the generation of objectionable odors such as large commercial or industrial uses. 
Therefore, no further analysis of this significance criterion is included in the EIR. 

The comments from the SCAQMD related to air quality were received in response to the 
NOPs/Initial Studies, which provided direction regarding air quality analysis methodology, 
mitigation measures, and data sources. As described below, SCAQMD methodologies and 
thresholds have been integrated into the air quality analysis for the proposed project. 

Regional Thresholds: Orange County has not developed specific air quality thresholds for air 
quality impacts. However, as stated in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the above determinations. As such, the significance thresholds and analysis 
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methodologies in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook are used in evaluating project impacts. 
SCAQMD has established daily mass thresholds for regional pollutant emissions, which are shown 
in Table 3.3-4. 

TABLE 3.3-4 
SCAQMD REGIONAL AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Pollutant 

Mass Daily Thresholds (lbs/day) 

Construction Operations 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX) 100 55  

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 75  55  

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 150  150  

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 55  55  

Oxides of Sulfur (SOX) 150  150  

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550  550  

Leada 3  3  
 
TACs (including carcinogens and non-carcinogens: 
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk : ≥ 10 in 1 million 
Cancer Burden: > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ≥ 1 in 1 million) 
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index: ≥ 1.0 (project increment) 

 
a  As the proposed project would not involve the development of any major lead emissions sources, 

lead emissions would not be analyzed further in the EIR. 
Source: SCAQMD, 2015. 
 

 

Localized Significance Thresholds. SCAQMD has also developed localized significance 
thresholds (LSTs) that represent the maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standards, and thus would not cause or contribute to localized air quality impacts. LSTs 
are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each of the 38 source 
receptor areas (SRAs) in the Basin. The localized thresholds, which are found in the mass rate 
look-up tables in the “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology” document prepared 
by SCAQMD, were developed for use on projects that are less than or equal to five acres in size 
and are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants:  NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  

Although the project site is greater than five acres, the applicable SCAQMD localized thresholds 
for a five-acre site from the “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology” document’s 
mass rate look-up tables are used to first provide a conservative screening analysis of the 
project’s construction emissions. This is conservative because it estimates emissions of the entire 
project area and concentrates them into a 5-scre site. Thereby, the evaluation analyzes a 
concentrated amount of emissions. The determination of significance is based on whether the 
peak daily construction emissions exceed the LSTs for a five-acre site. The LSTs for a five-acre 
site in SRA 25, which is the closest SRA to the project, are shown in Table 3.3-5.  
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TABLE 3.3-5 
SCAQMD LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Pollutant Monitored Within SRA 25 –  
Lake Elsinore 

5-Acre Sitea 

Allowable emissions (pounds/day) as a function of receptor 
distance (feet) from site boundary 

82 (ft) 164 (ft) 328 (ft) 656 (ft) 1,640 (ft) 

Construction Thresholds 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)b 371 416 520 672 1,072 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1,956 2,714 4,282 8,547 29,256 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 13 40 57 96 207 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 8 10 16 31 105 
 

a  Although the project site exceeds five acres, the LSTs for a five-acre site is used to provide an initial screening analysis of the proposed 
project’s construction emissions. If the project’s construction emissions would exceed the LSTs in this table, then further analysis using 
dispersion modeling, as recommended by the SCAQMD, would be performed to determine the magnitude of the project’s localized air 
quality impacts on its surrounding off-site sensitive receptors. However, if the project’s construction emissions would not exceed the 
LSTs in this table, then it can be concluded that the project would not result in adverse localized air quality impacts on its surrounding 
off-site sensitive receptors during construction. 

b  The localized thresholds listed for NOx in this table take into consideration the gradual conversion of NO to NO2.The analysis of 
localized air quality impacts associated with NOx emissions focuses on NO2 levels as they are associated with adverse health effects. 

Source:  SCAQMD, 2009.   

 

 

3.3.3  Methodology 
This analysis focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in the air quality environment 
due to implementation of the proposed project. Air pollutant emissions associated with the 
proposed project would result from construction activities at the project site and on roadways 
resulting from construction-related traffic. Additionally, emissions would also be generated from 
operations of the future residential uses at the project site and from traffic volumes generated by 
these new uses. The net increase in emissions generated by these activities and other secondary 
sources have been quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable thresholds of 
significance recommended by SCAQMD. 

Construction Emissions 

Short-term construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors were 
assessed in accordance with methods recommended by SCAQMD. The proposed project’s 
regional emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), 
as recommended by SCAQMD, and inclusion of all required SCAQMD Rules, which are listed in 
Section 3.3-1. CalEEMod was used to determine whether short-term construction-related 
emissions of criteria air pollutants associated with the proposed project would exceed applicable 
regional thresholds and where mitigation would be required. Modeling was based on project-
specific data. Modeling files are provided in Appendix B of this EIR. Predicted short-term 
construction-generated emissions associated with the project were compared with applicable 
SCAQMD regional thresholds for determination of significance.  
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In addition, to determine whether or not construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would create significant adverse localized air quality impacts on nearby sensitive 
receptors, the worst-case daily emissions contribution from the proposed project were compared 
to SCAQMD’s LSTs that are based on the pounds of emissions per day that can be generated by a 
project without causing or contributing to adverse localized air quality impacts. The daily total 
on-site combustion, mobile, and fugitive dust emissions associated with each construction phase 
were combined and evaluated against SCAQMD’s LSTs for a five-acre site, which provides a 
conservative evaluation because it estimates emissions of the entire project area and concentrates 
them into a 5-scre site. 

Operational Emissions 

Long-term (i.e., operational) regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors, including 
mobile- and area-source emissions, were also quantified using the CalEEMod computer model. 
Area-source emissions were modeled according to the size and type of land uses proposed. Mass 
mobile-source emissions were modeled based on the increase in daily vehicle trips that would 
result from the project. Project trip generation rates were available from the traffic impact 
analysis prepared for the project (see Appendix J of this EIR). Predicted long-term operational 
emissions were compared with applicable SCAQMD thresholds for determination of significance. 

3.3.4 Project Impacts  
Impact 3.3-1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. As the project site is located within the Basin, which is under the 
jurisdiction of SCAQMD, the SCAQMD’s AQMP is the applicable air quality plan for the 
proposed project. Projects that are consistent with the regional population, housing, and 
employment forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with the AQMP 
growth projections, since the forecast assumptions by SCAG forms the basis of the land use and 
transportation control portions of the AQMP. Additionally, because SCAG’s regional growth 
forecasts are based upon, among other things, land uses designated in general plans, a project that 
is consistent with the land use designated in a general plan would also be consistent with the 
SCAG’s regional forecast projections, and thus also with the AQMP growth projections.   

The project site is currently designated under the County General Plan as Open Space (OS), 
which identifies land containing non-renewable and renewable resource cares, materials 
recovery/recycling facilities, and employment uses in conjunction with large open space areas if 
they are consistent with the open space character of the area. Since the project proposes to 
develop a total of 72 single-family residences, and the project includes a General Plan land use 
designation amendment from OS to Rural Residential (1A).  

Although the proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment, the project would not 
result in a development density that is inconsistent with SCAG’s growth forecasts. As discussed 
in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of this EIR, the estimated net increase of 230 new 
residents that would result from the proposed 72 units would only constitute approximately 0.41 
percent of the projected population growth in the unincorporated area of the County; and 0.07 
percent of the entire County’s projected population growth in 2035. In addition, development of 
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the 584.1-acre project site per its existing zoning designation of General Agricultural (A1), which 
allows for four acres per dwelling unit, would result in a build out of 146 dwelling units on the 
project site. The proposed project would only develop 72 residential units, and the remainder of 
the project site would consist of preserved open space, landscaping, and fuel modification areas 
that would not be developed. Therefore, the proposed project would result in fewer residential 
units than the allowable under the existing zoning criteria, and would be consistent with the 
growth projections in the County’s General Plan, which are based on land use and zoning 
designations. 

Thus, the population increase resulting from the proposed project would not exceed SCAG’s 
growth projections. The housing provided by the project would serve to meet an existing housing 
demand that is already accounted for by SCAG for the region. As such, the proposed project 
would not conflict with, or obstruct, implementation of the AQMP and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 

Impact 3.3-2: Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Construction  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of 72 
single-family residences and the associated infrastructure, including roadways, water lines, septic 
systems, fuel modification areas, vineyards, landscaping, and other associated amenities. 
Pollutant emissions associated with project construction would be generated from the following 
construction activities: (1) site preparation, grading, and excavation; (2) construction workers 
traveling to and from project site; (3) delivery and hauling of construction supplies to, and debris 
from, the project site; (4) fuel combustion by onsite construction equipment; (5) building 
construction; application of architectural coatings; and paving. These construction activities 
would temporarily create emissions of dust, fumes, equipment exhaust, and other air 
contaminants.  

The amount of emissions generated on a daily basis would vary, depending on the intensity and 
types of construction activities occurring. The development area for Phase 1 (south parcel) 
includes 42.7 acres of residential building pads, and 65.9 acres of streets, landscape, fuel 
modification, and vineyards. Phase 1 (south parcel) would require cut and fill of soils, which 
would be balanced onsite and would not require import or export haul trips. A maximum of 
10,000 cubic yards would be graded, excavated, or filled on a maximum day. 

The development area for Phase 2 (north parcel) includes 32.0 acres of residential building pads, 
and 28.9 acres of streets, landscape, fuel modification, and vineyards. Phase 2 (north parcel) also 
requires cut and fill, which would be balanced onsite and would not require import or export haul 
trips. A maximum of 10,000 cubic yards of soils would be also be excavated or graded per day 
for development of the Phase 2 (north parcel). 

Construction emissions are short-term and temporary. The maximum daily construction 
emissions for the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod; and the modeling includes 
compliance with SCAQMD Rules 403, 481, 1108, 1113, and 1143 (described above), which 
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reduces air contaminants during construction. Table 3.3-6 provides the maximum daily emissions 
of criteria air pollutants from construction of the project during both summer and winter seasons 
for both project phases.  

TABLE 3.3-6 
PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Construction Activities 

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Phase 1 

Summer 29.61 85.08 61.14 0.10 10.77 6.54 

Winter 29.65 85.09 61.03 0.10 10.77 6.54 

Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Phase 2 

Summer 40.69 51.33 37.82 0.06 9.13 5.43 

Winter 40.69 51.33 37.73 0.06 9.13 5.43 

Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Source: 2016 CalEEMOD modeling, Entech Consulting, see Appendix B for model output. 

 

As shown, the maximum daily construction emissions would not exceed any of SCAQMD’s daily 
significance thresholds for either project phase. Thus, the construction of the proposed project 
would not result in a violation of an air quality standard or substantially contribute to an existing 
or projected air quality violation, and impacts related to project construction would be less than 
significant.  

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would result in long-term 
emissions of criteria air pollutants from area sources generated by the proposed residential uses, 
such as vehicular emissions, natural gas consumption, landscaping, applications of architectural 
coatings, and use of consumer products. According to the traffic impact analysis prepared for the 
project, the proposed residential uses would generate 690 additional vehicle trips per day (see 
Appendix J of this EIR).  

Operation emissions associated with the proposed project are provided in Table 3.3-7. As shown, 
the long-term emissions of criteria air pollutants that would be generated by operation of the 
proposed 72 single-family residences would be below SCAQMD’s thresholds. Therefore, the 
project’s operational emissions would not result in a violation of an air quality standard or 
substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, and impacts related to 
operation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
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TABLE 3.3-7 
PROPOSED PROJECT OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Emissions Source 

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area Sources 3.11 1.26 6.51 0.008 0.13 0.13 

Electricity Consumption and Natural Gas 
Combustion 

0.07 0.57 0.24 0.004 0.05 0.05 

Mobile Sources 1.85 8.59 25.23 0.069 5.10 1.43 

Total Emissions 5.03 10.42 31.98 0.08 5.28 1.60 

Regional Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 100 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
 
Note: Operational emissions would be different during summer and winter. Maximum daily emissions of ROG and NOX would be higher 
during the winter while emissions of CO and SO2 would be higher in the summer. The maximum emissions for each pollutant over the 
course of the summer and winter seasons are shown in this table. 
Source: 2016 CalEEMOD modeling, Entech Consulting, see Appendix B for model output.  
 

 
 

Impact 3.3-3: 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)? 

Less than Significant Impact. According to SCAQMD’s methodology, if an individual project 
results in air emissions of criteria pollutants (ROG, CO, NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5) that 
exceeds the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it 
would also result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of these criteria pollutants for which 
the proposed project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard.  

As described in Impact 3.3-2 above, emissions from construction and operations of the proposed 
project would be below SCAQMD’s thresholds (see Tables 3.3-6 and 3.3-7). Therefore, the 
proposed project’s construction and operational emissions contribution would be less than 
cumulatively considerable, and cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Impact 3.3.4: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  

CO Hotspots 

Less than Significant Impact. CO concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle activity 
(e.g., idling time and traffic flow conditions), particularly during peak commute hours and certain 
meteorological conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions (e.g., stable conditions that 
result in poor dispersion), CO concentrations may reach unhealthy levels with respect to local 
sensitive land uses such as residential areas, schools, and hospitals. As a result, SCAQMD 
recommends analysis of CO emissions at a local and regional level. 

An appropriate qualitative screening procedure is provided in the procedures and guidelines 
contained in Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (the Protocol) to determine 
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whether a project poses the potential for a CO hotspot (UCD ITS, 1997). This is the protocol 
recommended by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for project-level air 
quality analysis needed for federal conformity determinations, and is the standard method for 
project-level CO analysis used by Caltrans. A CO hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution 
that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on major roadways, typically near intersections. 
According to the Protocol, projects may worsen air quality if they increase the percentage of 
vehicles in cold start modes by two percent or more; significantly increase traffic volumes (by 
five percent or more) over existing volumes; or worsen traffic flow, defined for signalized 
intersections as increasing average delay at intersections operating at level of service (LOS) E or 
F or causing an intersection that would operate at LOS D or better without the project, to operate 
at LOS E or F.  

The proposed project’s traffic analysis (see Appendix J of this EIR) indicates that none of the 
signalized intersections that were analyzed would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2017 
cumulative conditions. However, under 2035 cumulative conditions without the project, the 
traffic analysis indicates that LOS E would occur at the signalized intersection of Antonio 
Parkway/La Pata Avenue and Ortega Highway during the a.m. peak hour, and LOS F would 
occur at the signalized intersection of Ortega Highway and Grand Avenue during the p.m. peak 
hour (under the scenario without intersection improvements). As such, given these future 2035 
traffic conditions, the addition of traffic associated with the project would increase the average 
delay at these two intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E and F conditions in 2035, 
and as a result may worsen CO concentrations at these two intersections.  

Based on the future (2035) with project traffic volumes that would occur at the two intersections 
where acceptable LOS would be exceeded, it was determined that the greatest peak hour traffic 
volume at the intersection of Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue and Ortega Highway would be 
6,598 vehicles during the a.m. peak hour and the greatest peak hour traffic volume at the 
intersection of Ortega Highway and Grand Avenue would be 4,027 vehicles during the p.m. peak 
hour. Although the Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue and Ortega Highway intersection and the 
Ortega Highway and Grand intersection would operate at LOS E and LOS F under future (2035) 
with project conditions, respectively, the peak hour traffic volumes occurring at these two 
intersections would not be substantial enough to result in CO hotspots.  

Various air quality agencies in California have developed conservative CO hotspot screening 
methods, though the SCAQMD has not developed quantitative CO screening criteria. For 
instance, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) states that 
a project would result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for local CO if a project 
would not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than 31,600 vehicles per hour, 
while the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) uses a traffic volume of 
44,000 vehicles per hour as the threshold for CO analysis. Thus, the 6,598 and 4,027 vehicles per 
hour that would occur at the intersection of Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue and Ortega 
Highway and the intersection of Ortega Highway and Grand Avenue, respectively, from 
implementation of the project would not result in an air quality impact associated with CO 
hotspots. Furthermore, with implementation of the planned intersection improvement at Ortega 
Highway and Grand Avenue, the p.m. peak hour would improve to LOS D. As such, impacts 
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associated with CO hotspots resulting from implementation of the project would be less than 
significant.  
 
Localized Construction Air Quality Impacts – Criteria Air Pollutants 

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the daily construction emissions 
generated onsite by the proposed project at Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) are 
evaluated against SCAQMD’s LSTs for a five-acre site as a conservative screening analysis to 
determine whether the emissions would cause or contribute to adverse localized air quality 
impacts.4  

Since the mass rate look-up tables provided by SCAQMD only provides LSTs at receptor 
distances of 82, 164, 328, 656, and 1,640 feet, the LSTs for a receptor distance of 1,640 feet is 
used to evaluate Phase 1 (south parcel), and the LSTs for a receptor distance of 164 feet is used to 
evaluate Phase 2 (north parcel). Table 3.3-8 identifies daily localized onsite emissions that are 
estimated to occur during construction of both phases of the proposed project.  

TABLE 3.3-8 
PROPOSED PROJECT LOCALIZED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Construction Activities 

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Phase 1 

Site Preparation Emissions   33.72 22.96 6.37  3.93 

Significance Thresholdc 1,072 29,256 207 105 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Grading and Excavation 
Emissions  

 51.24 36.72 4.18 2.55 

Significance Thresholdc 1,072 29,256 207 105 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Drainage/Utilities Emissions  23.55 17.87 0.90 0.90 

Significance Threshold 1,072 29,256 207 105 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Building Construction Emissions 23.55 17.87 0.90 0.90 

Significance Threshold 1,072 29,256 207 105 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Paving Emissions 20.11 17.30 0.67 0.67 

Significance Threshold 1,072 29,256 207 105 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Architectural Coatings Emissions 0.02 0.26 0.05 0.01 

Significance Threshold 1,072 29,256 207 105 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Total Phase 1 Emissions 

Total Phase 1 Emissions 152.19 112.98 13.07 8.96 

Significance Threshold 1,072 29,256 207 105 

                                                            
4   According to SCAQMD’s LST methodology, LSTs are only applicable to the on-site construction emissions that 

are generated by a project and do not apply to emissions generated offsite such as mobile emissions on roadways 
from worker, vendor, and haul truck trips. 
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Construction Activities 

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

 

Phase 2 

Site Preparation Emissions  33.72 22.96 9.08 5.42 

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Grading and Excavation Emissions  51.24 36.72 4.88 2.93 

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Drainage/Utilities Emissions 23.55 17.87 0.90 0.90 

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Building Construction Emissions 23.55 17.87 0.90 0.90 

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Paving Emissions 20.11 17.30 0.67 0.67 

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Architectural Coatings Emissions 2.35 1.83 0.10 0.10 

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

Total Phase 2 Emissions 

Total Phase 2 Emissions 154.52 114.55 16.53 10.92*  

Significance Threshold 416 2,714 40 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No* 

* All of the phases would not overlap (i.e. site preparation and building construction would not occur 
simultaneously). Thus, actual PM2.5 maximum daily emissions would be less than the threshold of 10.   
Source: 2016 CalEEMOD modeling, Entech Consulting, see Appendix B for model output. 
 

 

As shown in Table 3.3-8, the daily emissions generated onsite by the proposed project during all 
phases of construction would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD LSTs. Therefore, localized air 
quality impacts resulting from project construction would be less than significant. 

Localized Construction Air Quality Impacts – Toxic Air Contaminants 

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction would result in short-term emissions of 
diesel PM, a toxic air contaminant (TAC). Diesel PM poses a carcinogenic health risk that is 
measured using an exposure period of 70 years. The exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel 
equipment would emit diesel PM during site preparation (e.g., clearing); site grading and 
excavation; paving; installation of utilities, materials transport and handling; building 
construction; and other miscellaneous activities. SCAQMD has not adopted a methodology for 
analyzing such impacts and has not recommended that health risk assessments be completed for 
construction-related emissions of TACs. 
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The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk (i.e., 
the potential exposure to TACs to be compared to applicable standards). Dose is a function of the 
concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the 
substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer exposure period would 
result in a higher exposure level for the maximally exposed individual. Thus, the risks estimated 
for a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of 
time. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, carcinogenic health 
risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, should 
be based on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period 
or duration of activities associated with the proposed project.  

The construction period for the proposed project would be much less than the 70-year period used 
for risk determination. Because off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment would be used only for 
short time periods, project construction would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
emissions of TACs. This impact would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. As the proposed project would involve the development of low-
density, single-family residential uses at the project site, it would not introduce any new 
stationary sources of TACs, such as diesel-fueled backup generators that are more commonly 
associated with large commercial and industrial uses. Therefore, the project would not expose 
surrounding sensitive receptors to TAC emissions.  

CARB’s Handbook includes the recommendation to avoid the siting of new sensitive land uses 
(e.g., residences, schools) within 500 feet of freeways, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or 
rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day. Ortega Highway, which experiences the highest traffic 
volumes in the project vicinity, is located more than 2,000 feet from the project site. In addition, 
the projected 2017 and 2035 average daily trip (ADT) volumes on roadways in the proposed 
project area are less than CARB’s specified criteria. Under future 2017 with project conditions, 
the highest daily traffic volumes on the segment of Ortega Highway that passes by the project site 
is approximately 13,200 ADT. In 2035, which is the year used to evaluate the long-range 
conditions of the project in the traffic impact analysis, the maximum daily traffic volumes with 
the project on Ortega Highway is approximately 18,600 ADT. Therefore, the location of the 
proposed sensitive uses would be in concurrence with CARB recommendations. Additionally, 
based on CARB’s CHAPIS, no major TAC sources are located near the project site. Based on the 
criteria in the CARB guidance document, the proposed project would not have the potential to 
expose sensitive receptors to TACs from mobile sources to an extent that health risks could result, 
and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The project site is located within the South Coast Basin, which is considered the cumulative study 
area for air quality. As discussed in Impact 3.3-3, SCAQMD recommends that if an individual 
project results in air emissions of criteria pollutants (ROG, CO, NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5) that 
exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would 
also result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of these criteria pollutants for which the 
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proposed project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard.  

As described above, all criteria pollutants generated by construction of the project would be 
below SCAQMD’s thresholds. Thus, construction of the proposed project would result in a less 
than cumulatively considerable impact related to air quality.  

In addition, the operational emissions associated with the proposed project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for any of the criteria pollutants (see Table 3.3-7). 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be consistent with SCAQMD’s AQMP. Thus, the 
proposed project would not conflict with SCAQMD’s air quality planning efforts for 
nonattainment pollutants and would not lead to a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
nonattainment pollutants during operations. Overall, the proposed project’s construction and 
operational emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable, and less than significant. 
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3.4 Biological Resources  

The purpose of this section is to analyze the project’s potential impacts on biological resources on 
the project site and vicinity. The analysis in this section is based on the following reports (see 
Appendices C1 through C4 of this EIR for full copies of these reports): 

 Biological Resources Assessment, The Preserve, prepared by PCR Services Corporation, 
August 25, 2008; Updated July 2, 2014 (Appendix C1); 

 Jurisdictional Delineation of The Study Area of The Preserve at San Juan, prepared by 
Glenn Lukos Associates, August 5, 2013; Updated July 1, 2014 (Appendix C2); 

 The Preserve at San Juan Tree Management and Preservation Plan, Draft, prepared by 
Dudek, August 2013; Updated July 2014 (Appendix C3); and 

 Results of Focused Dry Season Vernal Pool Brachiopod Surveys for The Preserve 
Project Site, prepared by PCR Services Corporation, October 3, 2013 (Appendix C4). 

Unless otherwise indicated, the information below is cited from the Biological Resources 
Assessment (BRA) prepared by PCR. The study area analyzed in the BRA encompasses 745 
acres, which is larger than, and includes, the footprint of the proposed project. This allows the 
analysis to include effects to the larger area, include any potential edge effects. Additionally, 
because the biological resource study area is larger than the project site and the proposed 
disturbance areas, the acreages of biological resources below do not correspond to the project 
development acreages described in Section 2.0, Project Description.   

3.4.1 Environmental Setting 
Existing Conditions 

As detailed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project site is located within a rural portion of 
unincorporated Orange County and consists of two non-contiguous parcels. Elevations of the 
project site range from 2,335 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the south to 3,346 feet amsl in 
the north. 

Phase 1 (south parcel) consists of gently sloping terrain in the northeast portion of the parcel to 
steep, rugged terrain in the remainder of the parcel. The majority of the parcel is undisturbed and 
supports dense chaparral habitat and areas of oak woodland. Two United States Geological 
Survey (USGS) blueline streams exist on the	site. Long Canyon Creek is a blueline stream that 
crosses the northeast corner of the parcel, and an unnamed blueline stream, bisects the center of 
the parcel from north to south. 

Phase 2 (north parcel) consists of gently sloping and steep, rugged terrain, and supports dense 
chaparral habitat and scattered patches of oak woodland. Long Canyon Creek, also crosses the 
southwest corner of the Phase 2 (north parcel).  

The Orange County portion of the study area is located within the Southern Subregion Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan (SSNCCP); however, is outside of the Rancho Mission Viejo 
planning area and, therefore, is not subject to the policies set forth in the SSNCCP. In addition, 
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the off-site areas within Riverside County are within the central western portion of the Elsinore 
Area of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 

Plant Communities/Habitat 

Descriptions of each of the plant communities found within the study area are provided below. 
Plant community names and descriptions follow the Orange County Habitat Classification 
System (OCHCS). If a community did not conform to any of the communities in the OCHCS, it 
was named after the dominant species found within it (e.g., Deerweed Series). A description of 
the plant communities mapped within the biological resources study area is provided below, and 
Figure 3.4-1 depicts their location. Representative photographs of plant communities is provided 
in the Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix C1 of this EIR).  

Black sage scrub (OCHCS 2.3.4) comprises approximately 1.5 acres on‐site in the southwestern 
portion of Phase 2 (north parcel). Black sage scrub is dominated by black sage (Salvia mellifera) 
with California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) as a sub‐dominant species.  

Buckwheat scrub (OCHCS 2.3.7) occupies approximately 0.8 acre along the southwestern 
boundary of Phase 2 (north parcel), 0.2 acre within the south‐central portion of Phase 1 (south 
parcel), and 0.1 acre off‐site. Buckwheat scrub is dominated by California buckwheat.  

Buckwheat scrub/hoaryleaf ceanothus chaparral (OCHCS 2.3.7/3.4) consists of 1.2 acres in 
the northeastern portion of Phase 1 (south parcel). This community contains the dominant species 
of both buckwheat scrub and hoaryleaf ceanothus (Ceanothus crassifolius) chaparral (hoary leaf 
ceanothus chaparral is described below). 

Chamise chaparral (OCHCS 3.3) is the dominant plant communities within the biological 
resources study area. This plant community is dominated by chamise with black sage as a 
sub‐dominant.  

Chamise chaparral/rock outcrop (OCHCS 3.3/10.3) occupies 38.5 acres on‐site (6.3 acres 
scattered in the southern half of Phase 2 (north parcel) and 32.2 acres throughout Phase 1 (south 
parcel)). 

Deerweed series (OCHCS n/a) occurs in areas that have been disturbed, particularly along the 
dirt roads on Phase 1 (south parcel). A total of 1.7 acres of deerweed series was mapped 
throughout the eastern half of Phase 1 (south parcel). The dominant species in this community is 
deerweed.  

Hoaryleaf ceanothus chaparral (OCHCS 3.4) is dominated by hoaryleaf ceanothus. Hoaryleaf 
ceanothus chaparral consists of a dense canopy cover with an understory consisting mostly of 
bare ground and leaf litter. Approximately, 13.8 acres are located in the eastern portion of Phase 1 
(south parcel).  

Scrub oak chaparral (OCHCS 3.7) is dominated by scrub oak. Laurel sumac, hoaryleaf 
ceanothus, and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) occur as subdominant species. A total of 13.7 
acres are located in scattered patches throughout Phase 2 (north parcel).  
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Scrub oak chaparral/ornamental (OCHCS 3.7/15.5) is mapped in the southwest corner of 
Phase 2 (north parcel) and consists of scrub oak chaparral mixed with planted ornamental species. 
A total of 0.1 acre of scrub oak chaparral/ornamental occurs on‐site. 

Scrub oak chaparral/coast live oak woodland (OCHCS 3.7/8.1) occurs in the south‐central 
portion of Phase 2 (north parcel) and supports species typical of scrub oak chaparral and coast 
live oak woodland (described below). A total of 0.5 acre of scrub oak chaparral/coast live oak 
woodland occurs on‐site. 

Coast live oak woodland (OCHCS 8.1) comprises 1.5 acres in scattered patches throughout 
Phase 2 (north parcel) and 32.8 acres throughout Phase 1 (south parcel).  

Coast live oak forest (OCHCS 9.1) consists of 4.4 acres in the south‐central portion of Phase 1 
(south parcel). This community consists of a denser canopy cover of coast live oak than coast live 
oak woodland described above. 

Southern willow scrub (OCHCS 7.2) occurs in three small patches in the southwestern portion 
of Phase 2 (north parcel) (one patch is associated with Seasonal Pond 5). This area is 
approximately 0.2 acre and is dominated by willow species, including black willow (Salix 
gooddingii) and red willow (Salix laevigata).  

Mule fat scrub (OCHCS 7.3) occupies approximately 0.2 acre (0.1 acre on the southwestern 
panhandle of Phase 2 (north parcel) and 0.1 acre off‐site). In this section, the soil was moist and 
supported a community where mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) was the dominant shrub. The 
on‐site community of mule fat scrub also supported occasional willows (Salix spp.) and an 
understory of herbaceous plant types including western ragweed (Artemisia psilostachya). 

Cattail stand, which is referred to in OCHCS as freshwater seep (OCHCS 5.3), occupies a small 
depression kept wet by a continually dripping water spigot and occupies less than 0.1 acre 
(associated with Seasonal Pond 3) in the south‐central portion of Phase 2 (north parcel). Cattail 
(Typha sp.) and rush (Juncus sp.) are the dominant plant types here. 

Non‐native grassland (OCHCS 4.1) comprises 0.4 acre in a few widely-scattered patches 
throughout Phase 2 (north parcel) and 0.2 acre in the southeast corner of Phase 1 (south parcel)). 
Non‐native grassland is associated with areas that have been disturbed and is dominated by 
slender wild oat (Avena barbata), foxtail chess, and ripgut grass.  

Non‐native grassland/deerweed series (OCHCS 4.1/n/a) is dominated by non‐native grasses but 
also has significant amounts of deerweed. This community is dominated by rattail fescue and 
deerweed and comprises a 0.4‐acre patch on Phase 2 (north parcel).  

Non‐native grassland/rock outcrop (4.1/10.3) is dominated by non‐native grassland but 
supports rock outcrops and consists of approximately 0.3 acre along a drainage feature in the 
northwestern portion of Phase 2 (north parcel). 

Non‐native grassland/black sage scrub (OCHCS 4.1/2.3.4) is dominated by non‐native 
grassland; however, black sage is a subdominant plant. This community occupies less than 0.1 
acre on Phase 2 (north parcel). 
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Ruderal (OCHCS n/a) areas comprise 0.5 acre on‐site in the southwestern portion of Phase 2 
(north parcel). Ruderal areas have been disturbed and non‐native forbs, or broad‐leaved plants, 
are the dominant species found, rather than non‐native grasses. These areas are dominated by 
prickly sow thistle (Sonchus asper ssp. asper) and black mustard.  

Ruderal/chamise chaparral (OCHCS n/a/3.3) is dominated by ruderal species but chamise is 
established as a sub‐dominant species. This community occupied 0.2 acre in the south‐central 
portion of Phase 2 (north parcel). 

Ruderal/deerweed series (n/a/n/a), which comprised of ruderal vegetation in which deerweed 
was a subdominant shrub, was found near the southern boundary of Phase 2 (north parcel) and 
occupies 1.1 acres of the study area. 

Ruderal/non‐native grassland (n/a/4.1) consisting of a ruderal area with a sub‐dominance of 
non‐native grasses was observed in the southern portion of Phase 2 (north parcel) and occupies 
approximately 0.1 acre of the study area. 

Disturbed (OCHCS 16.0) areas comprise 17.0 acres on Phase 2 (north parcel) and 13.5 acres on 
Phase 1 (south parcel). Plant species found in the disturbed areas include red‐stemmed filaree, 
white‐stemmed filaree, tocalote, California filago (Filago californica), deerweed, black mustard, 
rattail fescue, slender wild oat, foxtail chess, ripgut grass, soft chess, and Mediterranean schismus 
(Schismus barbatus). 

Orchard (OCHCS 14.3) was mapped within the southern portion of Phase 2 (north parcel) parcel 
and occupies 0.7 acre. 

Wildlife 

The plant communities discussed above provide habitat for a variety of wildlife species. Wildlife 
that could be located within the biological resources study area are listed below by taxonomic 
group. Sensitive wildlife species occurring or potentially occurring are discussed further below.  

Invertebrates 

Common butterfly species observed during biological resource site visits include sara orangetip 
(Anthocharis sara sara), funereal dusky wing (Erynnis zarucco funeralis), fiery skipper 
(Hylephila phyleus), western tiger swallowtail (Papilio rutulus rutulus), orange sulphur (Colias 
eurytheme), painted lady (Vanessa cardui), mourning cloak (Nymphalis antiopa), Lorquin’s 
admiral (Limenitis lorquini), Behr’s metalmark (Apodemia mormo virgulti), and green hairstreak 
(Callophrys affinis perplexa).  

Amphibians 

Amphibian species observed within the study area during biological resource site visits include 
the coast range newt (Taricha torosa torosa), western toad (Anaxyrus boreas), Pacific tree frog 
(Pseudacris regilla) and California tree frog (Pseudacris cadaverina). These species, with the 
exception of the coast range newt, are not considered sensitive.  
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Reptiles 

Reptile species observed within the study area include the western fence lizard (Sceloporus 
occidentalis), granite spiny lizard (Sceloporus orcuttii), side‐blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), 
coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum), San Diego alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata 
webbi), chaparral whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis lateralis), coastal rosy boa (Charina 
trivirgata roseofusca), and northern red‐diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber ruber). These 
species, with the exception of the coast horned lizard, coastal rosy boa, and northern red‐diamond 
rattlesnake, are not considered sensitive.  

Avian 

Representative avian species observed during the field visit include the California quail 
(Callipepla californica), mountain quail (Oreortyx pictus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), 
Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), ash‐throated 
flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), common raven 
(Corvus corax), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii), 
house wren (Troglodytes aedon), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), California thrasher (Toxostoma 
redivivum), California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), song sparrow 
(Melospiza melodia), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and lesser goldfinch (Carduelis 
psaltria).  

Much of the habitat within the study area provides foraging opportunities for raptors, including 
red‐tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), white‐tailed kite (Elanus 
leucurus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), and red‐shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus) which 
were observed within the study area. The study area supports mature coast live oak woodland and 
forest which provide additional foraging opportunities for species such as Cooper’s hawk 
(Accipiter cooperii) and sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) and provides habitat for small 
mammals, which has the potential to result in a sizeable rodent population for raptors to prey on. 
Collectively, the availability of prey and perches would suggest that the study area is being used 
by a variety of raptor species.  

Mammals 

A number of mammal species reside within the region and may utilize the study area to foraging 
or for cover. Mammals observed within the study area include the California ground squirrel 
(Spermophilus beecheyi), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), coyote (Canis latrans), gray 
fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), bobcat (Lynx rufus), and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus).  

Special Status Biological Resources 

There are numerous special status plant and wildlife species present, or potentially present, within 
the study area. Protected sensitive species are classified by either federal or state resource 
management agencies, or both, as threatened or endangered, under provisions of the federal 
and/or state Endangered Species Acts (FESA and CESA, respectively). 
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Special Status Plants 

Sensitive plants include those listed, or candidates for listing, by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),1 and species 
considered sensitive by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (particularly Lists 1A, 1B, 
and 2). Several sensitive plant species were reported in the California Natural Diversity Data 
Base (CNDDB) from the vicinity. Table 3.4-1 lists the sensitive plant species that have been 
observed within the biological resources study area or have some potential to occur within the 
study area. Figure 3.4-2 depicts their location. As shown on Table 3.4-1, one sensitive plant 
species (Coulter’s matilija poppy) has been observed within the biological resource study area 
and 12 other sensitive plant species have a low potential to exist within the study area. 

Species that were determined to be absent from the study area due to the negative results of 
focused surveys or not expected to occur within the study area due to the lack of suitable habitat 
or location outside the species range are not listed on Table 3.4-1, but are listed in the Biological 
Resources Assessment included as Appendix C1. 

Sensitive Plant Communities 

Sensitive plant communities are habitat types considered sensitive by resource agencies (CDFW), 
due to their scarcity and/or their ability to support state and federally‐listed Endangered, 
Threatened, and Rare vascular plants, as well as several sensitive bird and reptile species.  

Three sensitive plant communities were observed within the study area, including southern 
willow scrub, coast live oak woodland, and coast live oak forest, as shown in Figure 3.4-2. 

According to the BRA, Southern willow scrub corresponds to CNDDB code 61.211.05. This 
community is considered high priority for inventory in the CNDDB. A total of 0.2 acre of 
southern willow scrub occurs within Phase 2 (north parcel).  

The study area also supports 40.9 acres of coast live oak woodland (1.5 acres within Phase 2 
(north parcel), 32.8 acres within Phase 1 (south parcel) and 4.4 acres of coast live oak forest 
within Phase 1 (south parcel), which are considered sensitive by the CDFW due to their potential 
to support sensitive species. In addition, oak woodlands are protected by state law (i.e., SB 
1334‐California Oak Woodland Law). Therefore, for the purposes of this assessment, Southern 
willow scrub, coast live oak woodland, and coast live oak forest are considered sensitive. 

 

                                                      
1  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to The California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to 
January 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG.’ The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW. 
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TABLE 3.4-1 
SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ON THE PROJECT SITE 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Flowering 

Period Federal State 
CNPS 
Rank Other Preferred Habitat Distribution 

Occurrence 
On-site 

Bryophytes          

Sphaerocarpaceae Liverwort Family         

Sphaerocarpos drewei Bottle liverwort n/a none none 1B.1 none Chaparral, coastal scrub; 
openings, soil. Between 
90 and 600 meters. 

Riverside and San Diego 
Cos. 

P (Low) 

Angiosperms (Dicotyledons)          

Brassicaceae Mustard Family         

Caulanthus simulans Payson’s jewel flower Mar.‐Jun. none none 4.2 MSHCP 
USFS 

Chaparral, coastal scrub, 
frequently in burned 
areas, streambeds, and 
rocky, steep slopes. 

Riverside and San Diego 
Cos. 

P (Low) 

Lepidium virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

Robinson’s pepper‐grass Jan.‐Jul. none none 1B.2 none Chaparral, coastal scrub. San Diego, Orange, SE 
Los Angeles, SW San 
Bernardino, and western 
Riverside Cos. 

P (Low) 

Hydrophyllaceae Waterleaf Family         

Phacelia keckii Santiago Peak phacelia May‐Jun. none none 1B.3 USFS Chaparral, closed‐cone 
coniferous forests. 

Orange and Riverside 
Cos. 

P (Low) 

Lamiaceae Mint Family         

Lepechinia cardiophylla heart‐leaved pitcher sage Apr.‐Jul. none none 1B.2 MSHCP 
USFS 

Open areas (esp. slopes) 
in chaparral, scrub, 
valley and foothill 
grasslands; vernal pools, 
topographic depressions; 
heavy clay soils; 2,000 ‐ 
4,200 feet. 

Orange, Riverside, and 
San Diego Cos., Baja 
CA. 

P (Low) 

Monardella hypoleuca 
ssp. intermedia 

Intermediate monardella Apr.‐Sept. none none 1B.3 none Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, lower 
montane coniferous 
forest (sometimes). 
400‐1250 meters. 

Orange, Riverside, and 
San Diego Cos. 

P (Low) 

Monardella hypoleuca 
ssp. lanata 

felt‐leaved monardella Jun.‐Aug. none none 1B.2 USFS Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland. 

Orange and San Diego 
Cos.; Baja CA. 

P (Low) 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Flowering 

Period Federal State 
CNPS 
Rank Other Preferred Habitat Distribution 

Occurrence 
On-site 

Monardella macrantha 
ssp. hallii 

Hall’s monardella Jun.‐Aug. none none 1B.3 MSHCP 
USFS 

Lower montane 
coniferous forest, valley 
and foothill grassland, 
broadleaf upland forest, 
chaparral, cismontane 
woodland. Typically 
occurs at elevations 
between 1,800 and 6,200 
feet. 

Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, and San 
Diego Cos. 

P (Low) 

Clinopodium chandleri San Miguel savory Mar.‐Jul. none none 1B.2 MSHCP 
USFS 

Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, 
riparian woodland, valley 
and foothill grassland; 
rocky, gabbroic, or 
metavolcanic. 

Orange, Riverside, and 
San Diego Cos.; Baja 
CA. 

P (Low) 

Papaveraceae Poppy Family         

Romneya coulteri Coulter’s matilija poppy2 Mar‐July none none 4.2 MSHCP* Dry washes and canyons 
in sage scrub and 
chaparral; below 4,000 
feet. 

Santa Ana Mtns. To San 
Diego Co. 

OB 

Polygalaceae Milkwort Family         

Polygala cornuta var. 
fishiae 

Fish’s milkwort May‐Aug. none none 4.3 MSHCP* Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, riparian 
woodland. 

Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, Santa 
Barbara, San Diego, and 
Ventura counties, Baja 
CA. 

P (Low) 

Polygonaceae Buckwheat Family         

Horkelia cuneata ssp. 
puberula 

mesa horkelia3 Feb.‐Sep. none none 1B.1 none Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coast scrub: 
sandy or gravelly. 

Los Angeles and Orange 
counties. May be 
extirpated from Riverside 
and San Diego counties. 

P (Low) 

Angiosperms (Monocotyledons)         

Liliaceae Lily Family         

                                                      
2 Approximately 16 individuals of Coulter’s matilija poppy were observed in one location in the northeast corner of Phase 1 (south parcel) in 2006; however, none were observed during the more 

recent sensitive plant surveys conducted in 2012‐2013. 
3 With the exception of a 1983 occurrence of mesa horkelia, which has a 1 mile radius around a point location off‐site, there are no CNDDB or CNPS records of any of these species occurring 

within the study area. The CNDDB data for this occurrence states that the exact location is unknown, but was found within Lion Canyon near the Chiquito Basin Trail, two miles south‐southeast 
of Los Pinos Peak. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Flowering 

Period Federal State 
CNPS 
Rank Other Preferred Habitat Distribution 

Occurrence 
On-site 

Lilium humboldtii ssp. 
ocellatum 

Ocellated Humboldt lily Mar.‐Jul. none none 4.2 MSHCP* 
USFS 

Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, 
lower montane 
coniferous forest, riparian 
woodland, openings. 

Los Angeles, San 
Bernardino, Riverside, 
Orange, and San Diego 
Cos. 

P (Low) 

 
Key to Species Listing Status Codes: 
Federal and State 
FE Federally Listed as Endangered 
FT Federally Listed as Threatened 
FPE Federally Proposed as Endangered 
FPT Federally Proposed as Threatened 
FPD Federally Proposed for Delisting 
FC Federal Candidate Species 
SE State Listed as Endangered 
ST State Listed as Threatened 
SCE State Candidate for Endangered 
SCT State Candidate for Threatened 
SR State Rare 
SFP State Fully Protected 
SSC California Special Concern Species 

CNPS 
Rank 1A: Presumed extinct in California. 
Rank 1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered throughout their range. 
Rank 2: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common in other states. 
Rank 3: Plant species for which additional information is needed before rarity can be determined. 
Rank 4: Species of limited distribution in California (i.e., naturally rare in the wild), but whose existence does not appear to be susceptible to threat. 
CNPS Threat Code extensions 
.1 Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat). 
.2 Fairly endangered in California (20‐80% occurrences threatened) 
.3 Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known) 
 
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 
MSHCP Covered Species 
MSHCP* Species with additional requirements before they can be considered adequately conserved 
 
Occurrence On-Site 
OB – Species observed within the study area. 
P (Low) – Although this species was not observed during focused surveys, there remains a low potential for this species to occur within portions of the study area outside 
of the project impact footprint that were inaccessible due to dense, impassible vegetation and steep terrain. The potential is only considered low since little to no understory 
is expected in the inaccessible areas based on dense canopies of chamise chaparral. In addition, those areas were studied using binoculars and no edges or open areas 
were observed.  

Source: PCR, 2014.  
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Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Sensitive wildlife includes those species listed as endangered or threatened under the FESA or 
CESA, candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW, species of special concern to the CDFW, 
and species considered sensitive by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) (Cleveland National Forest). 
Several sensitive wildlife species were reported in the CNDDB from the vicinity.  

Table 3.4-2 lists the sensitive wildlife species that have been observed within the biological 
resources study area or have potential to occur. Figure 3.4-3 depicts their location. As shown on 
Table 3.4-2, six sensitive wildlife species (coast range newt, coast horned lizard, coastal rosy 
boa, northern red‐diamond rattlesnake, white‐tailed kite, and northern harrier) have been 
observed; 3 sensitive wildlife species (San Bernardino ringneck snake, San Diego mountain 
kingsnake, and northwestern San Diego pocket mouse) have a moderate potential to exist; and 9 
sensitive wildlife species have a low potential to exist within the biological resource study area 
(Quino checkerspot butterfly, orange‐throated whiptail, coast patch‐nosed snake, golden eagle, 
long‐eared owl, loggerhead shrike, western red bat, western mastiff bat, San Diego desert 
woodrat). 

Species that were determined to be absent from the study area due to the negative results of 
focused surveys or not expected to occur within the study area due to the lack of suitable habitat 
or location outside the species range are not listed on Table 3.4-2, but are listed in the Biological 
Resources Assessment included as Appendix C1. 

Wildlife Movement 

Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three movement categories: (1) dispersal 
(e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, or individuals extending range distributions); (2) seasonal 
migration; and (3) movements related to home range activities (foraging for food or water, 
defending territories, searching for mates, breeding areas, or cover). Although the nature of each 
of these types of movement are species specific, large open spaces will generally support a 
diverse wildlife community representing all types of movement.  

The study area is within a large open space area of the Santa Ana Mountains. The undisturbed 
nature of the area and resources provided by creeks and vegetated communities, in addition to 
travel routes provided by creeks, ridgelines, and dirt roads, facilitate wildlife movement.  

The Riverside County areas adjacent to the project site are within the southeast portion of Core B 
of the MSHCP. Core B represents the second largest habitat block in the MSHCP. Studies of 
mountain lion movement within this Core indicated that this Core provides both live‐in and 
linkage habitat for this mammal, which requires very large blocks of intact habitat. The Core then 
likely also provides linkage area for other mammals such as bobcat.  
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TABLE 3.4-2 
SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ON THE PROJECT SITE 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal State Other Preferred Habitat Distribution 
Occurrence 

On-site 

Invertebrates        

Insecta Grasshoppers, Katydids, Crickets, Beetles, Flies, Butterflies, Moths     

Lepidoptera Butterflies and Moths       

Euphydryas editha quino Quino checkerspot 
butterfly a 

FE none MSHCP Grassland and open 
areas in sage scrub, 
chaparral, and sparse 
native woodlands. Low 
levels of invasive, 
nonnative vegetation and 
soil with a cryptogamic 
crust. Associated with 
host plant species dwarf 
plantain (Plantago 
erecta) and purple owl’s 
clover (Castilleja 
exserta). 

Orange, San Diego and 
w Riverside Cos. 
extending south into n 
Baja CA. 

Low 

Vertebrates        

Amphibians        

Salamandridae Newts       

Taricha torosa torosa coast range newtb none SSC MSHCP Lives in terrestrial 
habitats and migrates to 
breed in ponds, 
reservoirs, and 
slow‐moving streams. 

Mendocino Co. to San 
Diego Co. 

OB 

Reptiles        

Emydidae Box and Water Turtles       

Phryonosomatidae Iguanid Lizards       

Phrynosoma blainvillii coast horned lizard c none SSC MSHCP 
USFS 

Valley‐foothill hardwood, 
conifer, and riparian 
habitats, pine‐cypress, 
juniper and annual 
grassland habitats below 
6,000 feet, open country, 
especially sandy areas, 
washes, flood plains, and 
windblown deposits. 

Coastal ranges and 
foothills of Sierra Nevada 
from San Francisco Bay 
Area and northern 
Central Valley south to 
San Diego and Baja CA. 

OB 
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Teiidae Whiptails and Relatives       

Aspidoscelis hyperythrus orange‐throated whiptail none SSC MSHCP Gently sloping hillsides, 
ridges, and valleys 
supporting open coastal 
sage scrub, open 
chaparral, or sparse 
grasslands. 

Extreme s Los Angeles 
Co., SW San Bernardino 
Co., Orange, Riverside, 
and San Diego Cos. west 
of the crest of the 
peninsular Ranges, and 
Baja CA. 

P (Low) 

Boidae Boas       

Charina trivirgata rosy boa d none none USFS Desert and rocky areas 
in chaparral covered 
hillsides and canyons. 

Throughout So. CA, 
south of Los Angeles Co. 
in coastal ranges to n 
Baja CA. 

OB 

Colubridae Colubrid Snakes       

Diadophis punctatus 
modestus 

San Bernardino ringneck 
snake 

none none USFS Open, relatively rocky 
areas within valley 
foothill, mixed chaparral, 
and annual grass 
habitats. 

San Bernardino, 
Riverside and Orange 
Cos. 

P (Moderate) 

Lampropeltis zonata 
pulchra 

San Diego mountain 
kingsnake 

none SSC MSHCP 
USFS 

Moist woods, coniferous 
forests, woodland and 
chaparral. 

Peninsular Ranges of 
So. CA. 

P (Moderate) 

Salvadora hexalepis 
virgultea 

coast patch‐nosed snake none SSC none Coastal chaparral, desert 
scrub, washes, sandy 
flats, and rocky areas. 

Point Conception south 
through Baja CA. 

P (Low) 

Viperidae Vipers       

Crotalus ruber ruber northern red‐diamond 
rattlesnake e 

none SSC MSHCP Chaparral, woodland, 
and arid desert habitats 
in rocky areas with 
dense vegetation. 

San Bernardino Co. to tip 
of Baja CA. 

OB 

Birds        

Accipitridae Hawks, Kites, Harriers, and Eagles      

Elanus leucurus white‐tailed kite f none SFP MSHCP Grasslands with 
scattered trees, near 
marshes, along 
highways. 

Length of state; breeding 
in lowlands from 
Sacramento to San 
Diego Cos. 

OB,F 

Circus cyaneus northern harrier g none SSC MSHCP Coastal salt marshes, 
freshwater marshes, 
grasslands, and 
agricultural fields; 
occasionally forages 
over open desert and 
brushlands. 

Alaska, Canada, to So. 
U.S. 

OB,F 
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Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle h none SFP MSHCP Mountains, deserts, and 
open country; prefer to 
forage over grasslands, 
deserts, savannahs and 
early successional 
stages of forest and 
shrub habitats. Nesting 
sites are usually located 
in secluded cliffs with 
overhanging ledges or in 
large trees. 

Throughout CA with the 
exception of the center of 
the central valley. 

P,F 

Strigidae Owls       

Asio otus long‐eared owl i none SSC none Dense riparian areas, 
thickets, woodlands, and 
forest. 

Local resident throughout 
CA. Some seasonal 
movement away from 
nesting areas. 

P (Low),F 

Laniidae Shrikes       

Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike none SSC MSHCP Open habitats with 
scattered shrubs, trees, 
posts, fences, utility 
lines, or other perches. 

Formerly a common 
resident throughout most 
of CA, becoming 
increasingly scarce in 
many areas in recent 
years. 

P (Low) 

Lasiurus blossevillii western red bat j none SSC USFS Riparian and woodland 
habitats and urban 
areas. 

Scattered throughout 
much of California at 
lower elevations. 

P,B 

Molossidae Free‐tailed bats       

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

western mastiff bat k none SSC none Primarily arid lowlands, 
especially deserts. Open, 
semiarid to arid habitats 
including conifer and 
deciduous woodlands, 
coastal scrub, annual 
and perennial 
grasslands, palm oases, 
chaparral, desert scrub, 
and urban. 

Uncommon resident of 
lower elevations in se 
San Joaquin Valley and 
Coastal Ranges from 
Monterey Co. southward 
through s CA from the 
coast eastward to the 
Colorado desert. 

P,B 

Heteromyidae Kangaroo rats, Pocket Mice, and Kangaroo Mice     

Chaetodipus fallax fallax northwestern San Diego 
pocket mouse 

none SSC MSHCP Sandy herbaceous 
areas, usually in 
association with rocks or 
coarse gravel, 
sagebrush, scrub, annual 
grassland, chaparral and 
desert scrubs. 

Common resident in SW 
CA; arid coastal areas of 
Orange, San Bernardino, 
and Riverside Cos. 
extending south into Baja 
CA. 

P (Moderate) 
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Cricetidae Mice, Rats, and Voles       

Neotoma lepida 
intermedia 

San Diego desert 
woodrat 

none SSC MSHCP Chaparral, coastal sage 
scrub, and pinyon – 
juniper woodland. 

S CA. P (Low) 

 
Key to Species Listing Status Codes: 
 
Federal and State 
FE Federally Listed as Endangered 
FT Federally Listed as Threatened 
FPE Federally Proposed as Endangered 
FPT Federally Proposed as Threatened 
FPD Federally Proposed for Delisting 
FC Federal Candidate Species 
SE State Listed as Endangered 
ST State Listed as Threatened 
SCE State Candidate for Endangered 
SCT State Candidate for Threatened 
SR State Rare 
SFP State Fully Protected 
SSC California Special Concern Species 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 
MSHCP Covered Species 
MSHCP* Species with additional requirements before they can be considered adequately conserved 
 
United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS) 
USFS Sensitive 
 
Occurrence On-Site 
OB – Species observed within the study area. 
P (Low) – Although this species was not observed during focused surveys, there remains a low potential for this species to occur within portions of the study area outside of the 
project impact footprint that were inaccessible due to dense, impassible vegetation and steep terrain. The potential is only considered low since little to no understory is expected in 
the inaccessible areas based on dense canopies of chamise chaparral. In addition, those areas were studied using binoculars and no edges or open areas were observed. 
 

Source: PCR, 2014.   
 
a Focused surveys were not conducted for the Quino checkerspot butterfly. The study area is not within the USFWS recommended survey area (i.e., 2005 QCB Survey Area). However, on February 21, 2014, the USFWS issued an 
updated protocol and QCB Survey Areas map, which includes the study area within the 2014 QCB Survey Area. Although this species is not known to occur within the area (nearest recorded occurrences are within Riverside County 
4.4 miles to the east [1983] and 6.6 miles to the east-northeast [2002]) and patches of potentially suitable habitat within a matrix of predominantly unsuitable habitat reduce the likelihood of this species being found, there may be a low 
potential for the study area to support Quino checkerspot butterfly. Because the protocol was issued on February 21st and survey protocol requires that focused surveys begin during the third week of February, and due to subsequent 
starts and stops in the project schedule, a habitat assessment was not conducted prior to the preparation of the Biological Resources Assessment. Therefore, a habitat assessment by a Quino biologist and/or coordination by the 
USFWS are recommended to determine whether focused protocol surveys should be conducted to conclusively determine the potential for this species to occur within the study area (USFWS, 2014). 
b One adult coast range newt was observed within the coast live oak forest in the south-central portion of Phase 1 (south parcel). Additionally, several juvenile coast range newts were observed in two locations off-sites within Long 
Canyon Creek just east of Phase 1 (south parcel) boundary; however, these two observations are not within the study area boundary. 
c The coast horned lizard was observed on-site within the eastern portion of Phase 2 (north parcel) and along a dirt road on Phase 1 (south parcel). 
d The coastal rosy boa was observed in the spring of 2006 in the southeast portion of Phase 2 (north parcel). 
e The northern red-diamond rattlesnake was observed in the southwest portion of Phase 2 (north parcel). 
f The white-tailed kite was observed within the study area. 
g The northern harrier was observed within the study area. 
h Although there are rock outcrops and oak woodland on the ridgeline to the west of Drainage B, there are no known occurrences within this area (Bloom, 2013; CDFW, 2013; USFWS, 2013). Furthermore, there are no known current 
or historic CNDDB or USFWS occurrences within five miles of the study area. The nearest CNDDB occurrence is located 5.1 miles west-southwest of the southern westernmost corner of Phase 1 (south parcel), just east of Coto de 
Caza. Although this species is not expected to breed on-site, there is potential for golden eagle to utilize portions of the study area supporting grasslands and open scrublands for foraging. 
i Although there is very low potential for this species to occur within the study area, this is limited to potential habitat within the coast live oak woodland and forest located in Phase 1 (south parcel), which would be avoided by the 
proposed project. 
j There is potential roosting habitat within the coast live oak woodland and forest within Phase 1 (south parcel), which would be avoided by the proposed project. 
k There is potential roosting habitat within the rock outcrop areas within Phase 1 (south parcel), which would be avoided by the proposed project. 
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Regulated Trees 

Dudek & Associates conducted an inventory and evaluation of native trees (see Appendix C3 of 
this EIR). Oak trees in unincorporated Orange County are subject to management guidelines 
outlined in California State Public Resources Code (PRC) 21083.4 (Senate Bill 1334, as adopted). 
In addition, oak trees within Riverside County are subject to Riverside County Oak Tree 
Management Guidelines. 

A total of approximately 3,189 trees are located within the project development area as shown in 
Figure 3.4-3. Within the project development area, there are 850 trees (including 749 coast live 
oaks, 93 western sycamores, 7 arroyo willows (Salix lasiolepis), and 1 Coulter pine (Pinus 
coulteri)).  

Outside of the development area (within Orange County), there are 2,339 trees (including 2,148 
coast live oaks and 191 western sycamores) within the woodlands, which are located within the 
414.6 acres that are proposed for preserved open space. Within the off-site areas, which include 
the proposed roadway improvements to Ortega Highway and the construction of connector 
roadways from Long Canyon Road, there are 526 trees (including 498 coast live oaks, 25 western 
sycamores, and 3 arroyo willows). Additional detail is provided in the Tree Management and 
Preservation Plan (Dudek, 2014) located in Appendix C3 of this EIR. 

Jurisdictional Wetlands and “Waters of the U.S.” 

An investigation of jurisdictional wetlands and “waters of the U.S.” was conducted by Glenn 
Lukos Associates. In 2007‐2008, a jurisdictional delineation was conducted over an 
approximately 930.6‐acre study area (GLA, 2008). In 2013, Glenn Lukos Associates regulatory 
specialists re‐examined the study area and updated the jurisdictional delineation to reflect current 
site conditions that included the proposed development area that included a 341‐acre study area 
that contains one main drainage complex, described herein as Drainage A (Long Canyon Creek) 
and its tributaries (see Figure 3.4-4) (GLA, 2014). Drainage B occurs outside of the study area; 
however, one of its tributaries, Tributary B17, is within the study area. Drainage A and B are 
mapped as blue‐line streams on the USGS topographic map Alberhill, California. A small portion 
of Drainage C occurs within the study area, near the intersection of Long Canyon Road and 
Ortega Highway, and converges within Drainage A off‐site. Both Drainages A and B converge 
with San Juan Creek off‐site, and ultimately discharge into the Pacific Ocean.  

Potential USACE jurisdiction within the 341‐acre study area totals approximately 1.32 acres of 
“waters of the U.S.” (29,625 linear feet), none of which consists of jurisdictional wetlands. None 
of the drainages were determined to be intrastate/isolated waters outside of USACE jurisdiction. 
Therefore, the boundaries of all RWQCB jurisdictional “waters of the state” are equivalent to 
USACE jurisdiction (1.32 acres, 29,625 linear feet). Potential CDFW jurisdiction totals 
approximately 6.53 acres, of which 5.89 acres consist of vegetated riparian habitat, and includes 
all areas within USACE jurisdiction, as detailed in Table 3.4-3. 
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TABLE 3.4-3 
JURISDICTIONAL FEATURES 

Drainage 
Feature 

USACE Non‐ 
Wetland 
Waters 

USACE 
Wetland 

Total 
USACE 

CDFW 
Unvegetated 
Streambed 

CDFW 
Riparian 
Habitat 

Total 
CDFW RWQCB 

Linear 
Feet 

A 0.45 0.00 0.45 0.00 3.51 3.51 0.45 2,916 

A3 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.29 1.12 1.41 0.37 12,200 

A4 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.05 0.13 0.18 0.06 2,191 

A6 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.06 0.28 0.34 0.09 2,508 

A7 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.01 121 

A10 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.05 0.45 0.50 0.08 3,108 

A11 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.02 834 

A13 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 1,624 

A14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 121 

A15 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 1,263 

A16 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.15 0.17 0.03 654 

A17 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.04 1,362 

A18 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 236 

B17 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 354 

C 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.06 133 

Total 1.32 0.00 1.32 0.64 5.89 6.53 1.32 29,625 

 
SOURCE: GLA, 2014. 
 

 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan  

This section provides a discussion of the study area’s relationship to the MSHCP policies.  

Location of the Study Area within the MSHCP Cores and Linkages 

The study area is within Existing Core B, which consists of two large and two small blocks of 
Public/Quasi‐Public Lands that provide the second largest habitat block in the MSHCP Area. 
MSHCP studies of mountain lion movement within Existing Core B indicated that it provides 
both live‐in and linkage habitat for this mammal, which requires very large blocks of intact 
habitat. Existing Core B then likely also provides linkage area for other mammals such as bobcat.  

Of the MSHCP Planning Species for Existing Core B, the turkey vulture and  mountain quail 
were observed; and the following species have the potential to occur within the study area: 
Cooper’s hawk, southern California rufous‐crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens), 
Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), downy 
woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), purple martin (Progne subis), mountain lion (Puma concolor), 
prostrate spineflower (Chorizanthe procumbens),. 

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 

Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP provides for the protection of Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal 
Pools within the MSHCP Plan Area. The study area supports 1.8 acres of MSHCP 
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Riparian/Riverine Areas that includes a portion of Long Canyon Creek (Drainage A), which is an 
intermittent drainage system; several ephemeral features that are tributary to Long Canyon Creek; 
and a small portion of Drainage C, an ephemeral drainage feature that crosses Long Canyon Road 
near Ortega Highway within the off‐site portion of the biological resources study area. The 
ephemeral drainages support upland vegetation mostly dominated by chaparral with patches of 
coast live oak. The intermittent features support patches of coast live oak, western sycamore, and 
scattered willows along the banks and a rocky, mostly unvegetated streambed. 

Five man‐made seasonal ponds occur within the Orange County portion of the study area, and no 
vernal pools or other seasonal pond features occur within the Riverside County portion of the 
study area. 

Riparian/Riverine Plant Species 

A habitat assessment was conducted for species listed in Section 6.1.2, Protection of Species 
Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, of the MSHCP. The results are 
presented in Table 3.4-4. One Riparian/Riverine plant species was observed in 2006 within the 
Orange County portion of the study area, Coulter’s matilija poppy; however, none were observed 
during the more recent sensitive plant surveys conducted in 2012‐2013. Furthermore, this species 
was not observed within the Riverside County portion of the study area during any surveys. Three 
species, San Miguel savory, Fish’s milkwort, and Ocellated Humboldt lily, were not observed 
during focused surveys but have the potential to occur outside of the project impact footprint due 
to portions of the study area being inaccessible (i.e., due to dense habitat and steep terrain). 
However, this potential is considered low due to the dense canopies of vegetation that would limit 
or even eliminate understory species, and based on the fact that no edges or open areas were 
observed through binoculars that could support understory species. No other Riparian/Riverine 
plant species have the potential to occur due to the lack of suitable habitat or the location of study 
area outside of the species range, or based on the negative results of focused surveys. 

TABLE 3.4-4 
MSHCP RIPARIAN/RIVERINE PLANT SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR IN THE STUDY AREA 

Species Potential to Occur within the Study Area 

Coulter's matilija poppy 
Romneya coulteri 

Suitable habitat occurs and this species was observed in the Orange County 
portion of the study area in 2006; however, none were observed during the 
more recent sensitive plant surveys conducted in 2012‐2013. The species was 
not observed during the Riverside County portion of the study area during any 
of the surveys. 

Fish's milkwort 
Polygala cornuta var. fishiae 

This species was not observed during focused surveys; however, there remains 
a low potential for this species to occur within portions of the study area outside 
of the project impact footprint. However, this potential is considered low due to 
the dense canopies of vegetation that would limit or even eliminate understory 
species, and based on the fact that no edges or open areas were observed 
through binoculars that could support understory species. 

Ocellated Humboldt lily 
Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum 

This species was not observed during focused surveys; however, there remains 
a low potential for this species to occur within portions of the study area outside 
of the project impact footprint. However, this potential is considered low due to 
the dense canopies of vegetation that would limit or even eliminate understory 
species, and based on the fact that no edges or open areas were observed 
through binoculars that could support understory species. 

San Miguel savory This species was not observed during focused surveys; however, there remains 
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Species Potential to Occur within the Study Area 

Satureja chandleri a low potential for this species to occur within portions of the study area outside 
of the project impact footprint. However, this potential is considered low due to 
the dense canopies of vegetation that would limit or even eliminate understory 
species, and based on the fact that no edges or open areas were observed 
through binoculars that could support understory species. 

 
SOURCE: PCR, 2014. 
 

 

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area 

The study area is within Area 9 of the MSHCP’s Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area; 
therefore, a habitat assessment was completed for many‐stemmed dudleya, California Orcutt 
grass, spreading navarretia, San Miguel savory, Hammitt’s clay‐cress, and Wright’s 
trichocoronis. 

The only species with the potential to occur in the study area is San Miguel savory, which was 
not observed during focused surveys; however, there remains the potential for this species to 
onsite but outside of the project development area.   

Urban/Wildlands Interface 

Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface, presents a number of 
guidelines that are intended to address indirect effects associated with locating developments in 
proximity to a MSHCP Conservation Area. The study area is not within or adjacent to any 
Criteria Cells; however, it is surrounded by the open space of the Cleveland National Forest and 
PQP lands. Therefore, the potential for indirect impacts related to the urban edge were analyzed. 
These include the quantity and quality of any runoff generated by the development, night lighting, 
and noise‐generating land uses. Project Design Features (PDFs) and best management practices 
(BMPs) incorporated into the proposed project to minimize these edge effects are discussed in 
detail below. 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The FESA provides a process for listing species as either threatened or endangered, and methods 
of protecting listed species. Species are listed as either endangered or threatened under Section 4 
of the FESA that defines as “endangered” any plant or animal species that is in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range and “threatened” if a species is likely 
to become endangered in the foreseeable future. Section 9 of the ESA prohibits “take” of listed 
threatened or endangered species. The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm under the 
definition of “Take” includes disturbance or loss of habitats used by a threatened or endangered 
species during any portion of its life history. Under the regulations of the FESA, the USFWS may 
authorize “take” when it is incidental to, but not the purpose of, an otherwise lawful act. 
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-711) (MBTA) makes it unlawful to 
possess, buy, sell, purchase, barter or “take” any migratory bird listed in Title 50 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 10. “Take” is defined as possession or destruction of migratory birds, 
their nests or eggs. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort or 
the loss of habitats upon which these birds depend would be in violation of the MBTA. 

Federal Clean Water Act 

Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged material, placement of fill material, 
or excavation within “waters of the U.S.” and authorizes the Secretary of the Army, through the 
Chief of Engineers, to issue permits for such actions. “Waters of the U.S.” are defined by the 
CWA as “rivers, creeks, streams, and lakes extending to their headwaters and any associated 
wetlands.” Wetlands are defined by the CWA as “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface 
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation 
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” The permit review process entails an 
assessment of potential adverse impacts to USACE jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” and 
wetlands. 

In response to the permit application, the USACE will also require conditions amounting to 
mitigation measures. Where a federally	listed species may be affected, they will also require 
Section 7 consultation with the USFWS under the FESA. Through this process, potentially 
significant adverse impacts within the federal jurisdictional limits could be mitigated to a level 
that is less than significant. 

The mission of the California RWQCB is to develop and enforce water quality objectives and 
implement plans that will best protect the beneficial uses of the state’s waters, recognizing local 
differences in climate, topography, geology, and hydrology. Section 401 of the CWA requires 
that: 

“any applicant for a federal permit for activities that involve a discharge to waters of the 
state, shall provide the federal permitting agency a certification from the state in which 
the discharge is proposed that states that the discharge will comply with the applicable 
provisions under the Federal Clean Water Act.” 

Therefore, before the USACE will issue a Section 404 permit, applicants must apply for and 
receive a Section 401 water quality certification from the RWQCB. A complete application for 
401 Certification will include a detailed Water Quality Management Plan that will address the 
key water quality features of the project to ensure the integrity of water quality in the area during 
and post‐construction.  

Under separate authorities granted by state law (i.e., the Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act), a RWQCB may choose to regulate discharges of dredge or fill materials by issuing or 
waiving (with or without conditions) Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), a type of state 
discharge permit, instead of taking a water quality certification action. Processing of a WDR is 
similar to that of a Section 401 certification; however, the RWQCB has slightly more discretion 
to add conditions to a project under the Porter‐Cologne Act than under the federal CWA. 
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California Endangered Species Act 

The CDFW administers CESA. The State of California considers an endangered species one 
whose prospects of survival and reproduction are in immediate jeopardy. A threatened species is 
one present in such small numbers throughout its range that it is likely to become an endangered 
species in the near future in the absence of special protection or management. And a rare plant 
species is one present in such small numbers throughout its range that it may become endangered 
if its present environment worsens. State threatened and endangered species are protected against 
take, which under the CESA is restricted to direct killing or harm of individual animals and does 
not apply to the loss of habitat as it does under FESA. 

Fish and Game Code of California 

All birds, and raptors specifically, and their nests, eggs and parts thereof are protected under 
Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code California. Disturbance that causes nest 
abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort (e.g., killing or abandonment of eggs or young) is 
considered a violation of this code. Additionally, Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of 
any migratory non-game bird listed by the MBTA. 

CDFW regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake which supports fish or wildlife resources under Sections 1600-
1603 of the Fish and Game Code of California. The CDFW issues Streambed Alteration 
Agreements for the alteration of any of these areas. It is not legal to alter the bed or bank of a 
stream or lake or their natural water flow without a CDFW Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

Non-Listed Species Management and Conservation Concerns 

Species of Special Concern is an informal designation used by CDFW for some declining wildlife 
species that are not proposed for listing as threatened or endangered. This designation does not 
provide legal protection, but signifies that these species are recognized as declining by CDFW. 

The CNPS has developed an inventory of California's special-status plant species. This inventory 
summarizes information on the distribution, rarity, and endangerment of California's vascular 
plants. The inventory is divided into four lists based on the rarity of the species. In addition, the 
CNPS provides an inventory of plant communities that are considered natural communities of 
special concern by the state and federal resource agencies, academic institutions, and various 
conservation groups. The determination of the level of significance of impacts on plant species 
and natural communities is based on the number and size of remaining occurrences as well as 
recognized threats. 

Natural communities of special concern are those that support concentrations of special-status 
plant or wildlife species, are of relatively limited distribution, or are of particular value to 
wildlife. Natural communities of special concern are not afforded legal protection unless they are 
designated critical habitat for federally listed threatened or endangered species, support formally 
listed species, or are jurisdictional wetland habitats. 
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Public Resources Code 21083.4 (Senate Bill 1334) 

PRC 21083.4 sets forth requirements for oak tree protection and mitigation and defines oak trees 
as those trees with a minimum trunk diameter of 5 inches. Furthermore, PRC 21083.4 contains 
provisions for counties to mitigate impacts to oak-dominated habitats that are considered 
significant under CEQA and for which there is no oak preservation ordinance or regulation in 
place. Specifically, an Oak Tree Management Plan must be submitted as a component of the oak 
tree permit application and shall address site oak tree characteristics, locations, protection 
measures to be implemented during construction, and mitigation for those trees impacted by 
development activity. 

Natural Community Conservation Planning Program 

The Natural Community Conservation Planning Program (NCCP) Act (Sections 2800-2840 of the 
State Fish and Game Code), authorized the preparation of NCCPs to protect natural communities 
and species while allowing a reasonable amount of economic development. 

The Orange County portion of the study area is within the SSNCCP; however, it is outside of the 
Rancho Mission Viejo planning area and, is not subject to the policies set forth in the SSNCCP. 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

The western Riverside County MSHCP, adopted by the County of Riverside on June 17, 2003, 
serves as a HCP pursuant to the Act and pursuant to Section 10 (a)(1)(B) of the FESA. The 
Implementation Agreement (IA) sets forth the implementation requirements for the MSHCP as 
well as procedures and minimization measures related to take of habitats and species considered 
for conservation. Implementation of the MSHCP authorizes participating jurisdictions to “take” 
specified plant and wildlife species within the MSHCP Plan Area. In addition, the wildlife 
agencies, namely CDFW and USFWS, allow take of habitat or individual species outside of the 
MSHCP Conservation Area in exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated 
MSHCP Conservation Area. The assembly and long‐term management of the MSHCP 
Conservation Area is the responsibility of the Riverside County, state, and federal governments; 
Cities within the western portion of Riverside County; and private and public entities. 

County of Orange General Plan Resources Element 

Goal 1: Protect wildlife and vegetation resources and promote development that preserves 
these resources. 

Objective 1.1: To prevent the elimination of significant wildlife and vegetation through 
resource inventory and management strategies. 

Goal 3: Manage and utilize wisely the County’s landform resources. 

Policy 1: To identify and preserve the significant wildlife and vegetation habitats of the 
County. 
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3.4.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to biological resources, a project could have a significant effect 
on the environment if it would: 

 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

 Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

 Conflict with provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, Notice of Preparations and Initial Studies were 
prepared and circulated for public review in both 2013 and 2014; the following comments related 
to biological resource topics were received: 

 Information and consultation request from wildlife agencies. 

 Identification of any wildlife migration impacts. 

 Field monitoring for biological resources is required for utility installation. 

3.4.3 Methodology 
This assessment of biological resources is based on information compiled through field 
reconnaissance, focused surveys, and appropriate reference materials. The study area was visited 
by PCR biologists on December 13, 2004, to conduct the biological constraints analysis. Formal 
survey work followed between March 29, 2005 and June 5, 2008 and included mapping the plant 
communities, conducting a habitat assessment for sensitive amphibians, conducting sensitive 
plant surveys, conducting fairy shrimp surveys, and assessing the potential for the study area to 
support other sensitive species and/or habitats, as documented in the 2008 Biological Resources 
Assessment (PCR, 2008). Surveys were also conducted between May 17, 2012 and May 15, 2013 
to update the previous field work and conduct focused surveys for sensitive plants and fairy 
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shrimp and are included within this analysis. The site’s jurisdictional delineation was conducted 
by GLA in 2007 (GLA 2008) and updated in 2013 (GLA 2013), and a tree survey was conducted 
by Dudek in 2008 and updated in 2014 (Dudek 2014). Overall, biologists have been onsite 
identifying biological resources from 2004 through 2014, and the data gathered throughout this 
timeline is utilized to assess the potential impacts of the proposed project on biological resources. 
The biological resources assessment, jurisdictional delineation, tree survey and fair shrimp 
surveys can all be found in Appendices C1 through C4 of this EIR.  

3.4.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.4-1: Would implementation of the proposed project have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  

Impacts to Special Status Plant Species 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. Of the sensitive plant 
species listed in Table 3.4-1 one, Coulter’s matilija poppy, was observed within the study area. 
Approximately 16 individuals were observed in one location in the northeast corner of Phase 1 
(south parcel) during 2006 surveys; however, none were observed during the more recent 
sensitive plant surveys conducted in 2012‐2013. The area in which this species was previously 
found was dominated by a dense layer of Spanish broom (Spartium junceum); thus, it is suspected 
that this non‐native broom outcompeted the Coulter’s matilija poppy and that it no longer occurs 
on‐site. 

In addition, 12 sensitive plant species have the potential to occur within the study area; which 
include: bottle liverwort, Payson’s jewel‐flower, Robinson’s pepper‐grass, Santiago Peak 
phacelia, heart‐leaved pitcher sage, intermediate monardella, felt‐leaved monardella, Hall’s 
monardella, San Miguel savory, Fish’s milkwort, mesa horkelia, Ocellated Humboldt lily, 
However, the potential location of these sensitive plant species are limited to areas outside of the 
project development footprint, and the probability of occurrence in these areas is considered low 
due to the dense canopies and lack of open areas observed that could support these sensitive plant 
species. Thus, the potential for impacting any of the sensitive plant species by implementation of 
the proposed project is low. Additionally, the project includes Project Design Features that would 
reduce potential impacts to sensitive plant species, which include: 

 The provision of 414.6 acres or approximately 71 percent of the project site would 
preserve large areas of open space onsite, which would preserve biological resources 
within a large portion of the project site (PDF-1). 

 Open space would be concentrated in the western and northern portions of the project site 
and the single-family residences would be clustered, which would buffer biological 
resources from residential uses (PDF-2). 

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-1 would implement Environmental Awareness 
Programs, which would provide biological training to identify any sensitive plant species to 
construction workers and would implement a Resident Environmental Awareness Program that 
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would provide awareness to residents of the sensitive plants. Implementation of Project Design 
Features PDF-1 and PDF-2 and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-1 would reduce the low potential of 
impacts on sensitive plant species to a less than significant level. 

Impacts to Special Status Wildlife Species 

Of the sensitive wildlife species listed in Table 3.4-2 six sensitive wildlife species (coast range 
newt, coast horned lizard, coastal rosy boa, northern red‐diamond rattlesnake, white‐tailed kite, 
and northern harrier) have been observed; 3 sensitive wildlife species (San Bernardino ringneck 
snake, San Diego mountain kingsnake, and northwestern San Diego pocket mouse) have a 
moderate potential to exist; and 9 sensitive wildlife species have a low potential to exist within 
the biological resource study area (Quino checkerspot butterfly, orange‐throated whiptail, coast 
patch‐nosed snake, golden eagle, long‐eared owl, loggerhead shrike, western red bat, western 
mastiff bat, San Diego desert woodrat). Fairy shrimp are not anticipated to occur within the study 
area; however, due to the regional concern about this species, the lack of suitable habitat is 
described below. Additionally, the potential impacts from the proposed project to these special 
status wildlife species are described below. 

Fairy shrimp. The study area supports suitable habitat for fairy shrimp (e.g., San Diego fairy 
shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp). No fairy shrimp were observed during focused wet and dry 
surveys conducted in 2005‐2006 (PCR, 2006; 2007), or during wet season surveys conducted in 
2012‐2013 for Seasonal Ponds 2 and 3 (since these were the only two ponds which inundated) 
(PCR, 2013).4 In addition, at the request of the USFWS, a dry season survey was conducted in 
October 2013 for Seasonal Ponds 1, 4, and 5, even though these ponds did not inundate enough to 
initiate wet season surveys during the 2012‐2013 wet season during which no special status 
shrimp eggs were recovered. Due to the negative results of previous focused surveys conducted, 
San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp are not expected to occur within the study 
area. As such, no impacts are expected to occur to these species (PCR, 2013). 

Amphibians. The coast range newt was observed within the study area in one location within the 
coast live oak forest in the southern-central portion of the unnamed drainage bisecting Phase 1 
(south parcel) (i.e., Drainage B). In addition, coast range newts were observed in two locations 
off-site within Long Canyon Creek just east of Phase 1 (north parcel) parcel boundary; however, 
these two observations are not within the proposed development areas. The proposed project was 
designed to avoid disturbances to Long Canyon Creek; however, the creek would be crossed by a 
road that would be developed by the project as part of the interior roadway system. The crossing 
would consist of an arch span bridge of concrete or steel with a natural bottom to minimize 
potential impacts to the creek. Drainage B would be avoided completely by the proposed project.  

However, impacts to the coast range newt could occur from the construction near Long Canyon 
Creek that could impact approximately 1.36 acres (1.31 acre in Phase 1, 0.05 acre in Phase 2), or 
934 linear feet of streambed of Long Canyon Creek. The study area supports approximately 3.51 
acres, or 2,916 linear feet of streambed (i.e., CDFW jurisdiction) within Long Canyon Creek. In 

                                                      
4  PCR consulted with the USFWS for guidance on whether dry season surveys would be required for Seasonal Ponds 

2 and 3, which were perennially ponded. Per the recommendation of the USFWS, dry season surveys on Seasonal 
Ponds 2 and 3 were not recommended since they were perennially ponded due to human activities. 
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the context of the study area, impacts would only occur within seven percent of Long Canyon 
Creek, preserving 61 percent within the study area.  

The coast range newt is not listed as threatened or endangered; it is a SSC species and is a 
covered species under the MSHCP (though this species was observed within the Orange County 
portion of Phase 1 (south parcel)). Impacts Long Canyon Creek within the study area are not 
expected to drop populations of the coast range newt below self‐perpetuating levels in the region. 
In addition, another sensitive amphibian species, western spadefoot, has potential to occur on‐site 
within the seasonal ponds; however, this species was not observed. The project includes Project 
Design Features that would reduce potential impacts to sensitive amphibian species, which 
include Project Design Features PDF-1 and PDF-2 (listed previously in the Special Status Plant 
Species discussion), and PDF-17 and PDF-20 listed below: 

 Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) that includes best management 
practices (BMPs) to control predictable pollutant runoff, which would minimize 
pollutants in habitat for amphibians (PDF-17). 

 Best management practices will be incorporated into the project to ensure that indirect 
impacts (i.e., edge effects) are avoided or minimized to the maximum extent possible, 
which would reduce potential impacts to amphibians (PDF-20). 

 
In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-1 would implement Environmental Awareness 
Programs, which will provide biological training to construction workers to identify any sensitive 
wildlife species and implements a Resident Environmental Awareness Program that would 
provide awareness to residents of the sensitive wildlife species in the project area. Mitigation 
Measure MM 3.4-2 will implement specific BMPs during construction activities that would 
reduce the potential of impacts to sensitive wildlife species; and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-3 
requires a pre‐construction survey and construction monitoring to avoid impacts to the coast 
range newt and western spadefoot. With implementation of Project Design Features described 
above and Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 through 3.4-3, impacts to the coast range newt and 
western spadefoot would be less than significant. 

Insect species. The Quino checkerspot butterfly (QCB) may have a low potential to occur in the 
study area although this species is not known to occur within the area (nearest recorded 
occurrences are within Riverside County 4.4 miles to the east [1983] and 6.6 miles to the east-
northeast [2002]) and patches of potentially suitable habitat within a matrix of predominantly 
unsuitable habitat reduce the likelihood of this species being found; however, there is a low 
potential for the study area to support QCB. The new protocol was issued on February 21, 2014 
and requires focused surveys to begin during the third week of February. The majority of the 
project site does not have QCB potential; however, portions of the study area support open scrub 
and non-native grasslands that have QCB potential.  

Project Design Features PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-17, and PDF-20, which area described above; along 
with Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-1 that would implement environmental awareness programs, 
and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-2 that would implement construction BMPs would reduce 
impacts to the QCB. Additionally, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-4 requires a QCB habitat 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Biological Resources 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.4-30  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

assessment by a certified QCB biologist and coordination with the USFWS and identifies 
appropriate measures that would be implemented if QCB is identified on the project site to ensure 
that impacts to this species would be reduced to a less than significant level. Thus, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1, MM 3.4-2, and MM 3.4-4 and the related 
Project Design Features, potential impacts to QCB would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. 

Reptile species. The coast horned lizard was observed on Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 
(north parcel), and is expected to occur throughout the study area due to the presence of suitable 
habitat. The coastal rosy boa and northern red‐diamond rattlesnake were observed on Phase 2 
(north parcel), and are also expected to occur on all parcels of the study area. The coast horned 
lizard and northern red‐diamond rattlesnake are covered species and are adequately conserved 
under the MSHCP reserve design; therefore, potential impacts to these species within Riverside 
County are less than significant.  

The coast horned lizard is a SSC and USFS Sensitive species; the coastal rosy boa is a USFS 
Sensitive species; and the northern red‐diamond rattlesnake is a SSC species. Several additional 
sensitive reptile species also have the potential to occur within the study area, including the 
orange‐throated whiptail, San Bernardino ringneck snake, San Diego mountain kingsnake, and 
coast patch‐nosed snake. The orange‐throated whiptail and San Diego mountain kingsnake are 
adequately conserved under the MSHCP within the Riverside County portion.  

Overall, the proposed project would preserve large areas of suitable scrub, chaparral, and 
woodland habitats, as well as grassland habitats. Because this designated open space is located 
adjacent to other large regional open space areas, potential impacts to these species that would 
occur within the project footprint, are not expected to threaten regional populations. Project 
Design Features PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-17, and PDF-20, which area described above; along with 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-1 that would implement Environmental Awareness Programs and 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-2 that would implement specific construction BMPs reducing the 
potential of impacts to sensitive wildlife species; and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-3 would 
provide for a biological monitor on‐site to relocate any species observed, which would minimize 
potential impacts. Thus, with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 through MM 
3.4-3 and the related Project Design Features, potential impacts to sensitive reptile species would 
be less than significant. 

Bird species. Two sensitive bird species, the white‐tailed kite and northern harrier, were observed 
foraging within the study area. Several additional species have the potential to forage including 
the golden eagle, long‐eared owl, and loggerhead shrike. All of these species, except the 
long‐eared owl, are adequately conserved under the MSHCP reserve design, and potential 
impacts related to the MSHCP are less than significant. 

Within Orange County, the designated open space areas on and adjacent to the project area, 
would provide foraging habitat so that the project would not threaten regional populations. Direct 
impacts would also be avoided because species are mobile and are expected to fly away from the 
construction area, if present. In addition, the project includes Project Design Features PDF-1, 
PDF-2, PDF-17, and PDF-20, described above, that would reduce the project’s potential impacts 
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on sensitive bird species. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-3 would provide a biological 
monitor on‐site to flush any species observed during monitoring to minimize impacts to these 
species, if present. Compliance with the MBTA would also ensure no impacts to nests would 
occur (discussed under Impact 3.4-4 below). Thus, with implementation of the Project Design 
Features, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-3, and compliance with the MBTA (described below) 
potential impacts to sensitive bird species would be less than significant. 

Mammal species. Several mammal species have a low to moderate potential to occur in the study 
area, including the western red bat, western mastiff bat, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, 
and San Diego desert woodrat. The San Diego black‐tailed jackrabbit, northwestern San Diego 
pocket mouse, and San Diego desert woodrat are species adequately conserved under the MSHCP 
reserve design. The study area is not within the Mammal Species Survey Area of the MSHCP. In 
addition, potential roosting habitat for western red bat and western mastiff bat would not be 
substantially impacted by the proposed project because the project would preserve large portions 
of the project area in open space. Overall, mammal species are mobile and would move away 
from the construction area, if present. The project also includes Project Design Features PDF-1, 
PDF-2, PDF-17, and PDF-20, described above, which would reduce potential impacts to sensitive 
mammal species.  

In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-1 would implement Environmental Awareness 
Programs, which will provide biological training to construction workers to identify any sensitive 
mammal species and implements a Resident Environmental Awareness Program that would 
provide awareness to residents of the sensitive mammal species in the project area. Mitigation 
Measure MM 3.4-2 would implement specific BMPs during construction activities that would 
reduce the potential of impacts to sensitive mammal species; and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-3 
requires a pre‐construction survey and provides for a biological monitor to relocate any sensitive 
species observed during monitoring. The implementation of the related Project Design Features 
and Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 through 3.4-3 would reduce potential impacts to mammal 
species to a less than significant level. 

Indirect Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Indirect impacts may occur from project generated changes to shading of the streambed, 
increased sedimentation, or discharge of runoff that could change the environment offsite and 
indirectly impact sensitive wildlife species that are known to occur downstream of the study area 
within San Juan Creek. These species include the arroyo toad (FE, SSC), partially armored 
threespine stickleback (USFS Sensitive), and arroyo chub (SSC, USFS Sensitive). 

Portions of San Juan Creek are listed as impaired on the CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired 
water bodies (Hunsaker & Associates, 2013). Runoff from the proposed development has the 
potential to change the hydrologic regime of San Juan Creek, indirectly impacting habitat for 
these sensitive species. The potential effects include changes in erosion and sedimentation rates, 
increased turbidity, and an increase in nutrients and pollutants that could occur from the 
residential development and vineyard operation. However, the water quality measures provided 
by Project Design Features would reduce these potential indirect impacts. These Project Design 
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Features include PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-17, and PDF-20 (listed previously in this impact 
discussion), and PDF-13 and PDF-14 listed below: 

 The project has been designed to mimic the hydrological characteristics of the site in its 
natural, undeveloped state, which would maintain habitat for these sensitive species 
(PDF-13). 

 The project has been designed to implement Low Impact Development techniques that 
include conservation of natural areas, minimizing the impervious footprint, minimizing 
disturbances to natural drainages, and including vegetated swales for water quality 
purposes (PDF-14). 

The Project Design Features described above would maintain hydrological conditions and treat 
runoff, to ensure there are no increased downstream flows and excess sediment or pollutant 
transport associated with the proposed project would occur. As shown in the WQMPs prepared 
for Phase 1 (South Parcel) and Phase 2 (North Parcel), these are designed in accordance with the 
South Orange County HMP per current MS4 Permit (Hunsaker, 2013). As a result, of 
implementation of the Project Design Features and the regulatory requirements for NPDES 
permitting, as further described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the potential for a 
detrimental effect on water quality that could indirectly impact the arroyo toad, coast range newt, 
partially armored threespine stickleback, and arroyo chub would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.4-1 Environmental Awareness Programs: The project’s construction plans and 
grading specifications shall state that the construction contractor shall implement 
the following measures: 

 The applicant shall prepare a Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
that shall be administered to all on-site personnel including surveyors, 
construction engineers, employees, contractors, contractor’s employees, 
supervisors, inspectors, subcontractors, and delivery personnel. The 
program shall be implemented during site preconstruction and 
construction, and shall: 

1. Be developed by or in consultation with the County approved 
biologist and consist of an on-site or training center presentation in 
which supporting written material and electronic media, including 
photographs of protected species, is made available to all workers; 

2. Discuss the locations and types of sensitive biological resources on 
the project site and adjacent areas, and explain the reasons for 
protecting these resources; 

3. Describe the temporary and permanent habitat protection measures 
to be implemented at the project site;  

4. Identify whom to contact if there are further comments and questions 
about the material discussed in the program; and 
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5. Include a training acknowledgment form to be signed by each 
worker indicating that they received training and shall abide by the 
guidelines. 

 The applicant shall implement a Resident Environmental Awareness 
Program intended to increase awareness to residents of the sensitive 
plants, wildlife and associated habitats that occur in the preserved open 
space areas. The intention of the program shall be to encourage active 
conservation efforts among the residents to help conserve the habitats in 
the preserved open space. The program shall address inadvertent impacts 
from the introduction of invasive plant species (including “escapees”). At 
a minimum, the program shall include the following components:  

1. Informational kiosks shall be constructed at entrance points to hiking 
trails and at various locations along the fence line that separates the 
project site and the open space area to inform residents and trail 
users on the sensitive flora and fauna that rely on the habitats found 
within the preserved open space and the importance of staying on 
trails within open space areas.  

2. The applicant shall provide residents or the Homeowners 
Association with a brochure which includes a list of plant species to 
avoid in residential landscaping to prevent the introduction of 
invasive plant species to the surrounding natural communities.  

MM 3.4-2 Best Management Practices for Biological Resources – Construction. The 
project’s construction plans and grading specifications shall state that prior to and 
during construction, the following shall apply: 

 The project impact footprint shall be staked and fenced (e.g., with orange 
snow fencing, silt fencing or a material that is clearly visible) by a 
surveyor and the boundary shall be confirmed by a qualified biological 
monitor. The construction site manager shall ensure that the fencing is 
maintained for the duration of construction and that any required repairs 
are completed in a timely manner. 

 Maintenance activities shall not commence 7:00 a.m. and shall be 
completed before dusk each day. 

 If any common wildlife is encountered during maintenance activities, the 
common wildlife shall be allowed to leave the work area unharmed and 
shall be flushed or herded in a safe direction away from the work area(s). 

 Qualified biological monitor(s) shall be on‐site during all vegetation 
removal activities to flush any common wildlife within the project 
impact footprint away from work areas. 
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 Any open trenches shall be covered at the end of each work day in a 
manner to prevent the entrapment of wildlife, or adequately ramped to 
provide an animal escape route. 

 If nighttime maintenance is required, lighting shall be shielded and 
focused downward and away from undisturbed areas and shall be limited 
to the minimum amount necessary to complete the maintenance 
activities. 

 Staging or storage areas shall be located a minimum of 300 feet from any 
drainage. 

 Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated within or adjacent to 
ponded or flowing water within any drainage shall be checked and 
maintained daily, to prevent leaks of materials that could be harmful to 
aquatic species.  

 All vehicles and equipment shall be maintained in proper working 
condition to minimize fugitive emissions and accidental spills from 
motor oil, hydraulic fluid, grease, or other fluids or hazardous materials. 
All fuel or hazardous waste leaks, spills, or releases shall be stopped or 
repaired immediately with drip pans in place and cleaned up at the time 
of occurrence. However, no vehicle or equipment maintenance shall 
occur within 300 feet of any drainage. All spill material removed shall be 
contained and disposed of at an appropriate off‐site landfill. Maintenance 
vehicles shall carry appropriate equipment and materials to isolate and 
remediate leaks or spills, such as a spill containment kit. 

 Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, or generators, located 
within or adjacent to ponded or flowing water within drainages shall be 
positioned over drip pans. 

 No equipment maintenance shall be done within or adjacent to ponded or 
flowing water within drainages where petroleum products or other 
pollutants from the equipment may enter into the water. 

 No waste, cement, concrete, asphalt, paint, oil, or any other substances 
used during maintenance activities which could be hazardous to aquatic 
life, or other organic or earthen material, shall be allowed to contaminate 
the soil and/or enter into or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall 
or runoff into ponded or flowing water within any drainages.  Any of 
these materials placed where they may affect ponded or flowing water 
shall be removed immediately upon observation.  When operations are 
completed, any excess non-native materials shall be removed from the 
work area.  Only the use of native materials is expected to recontour 
existing baseline conditions (i.e., no non-native fill will be introduced to 
the open space areas). 
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 All litter and pollutions laws shall be followed.  If trash receptacles are 
provided within or near the work areas they shall be wildlife-proof. 

 All exposed/disturbed areas shall be stabilized to the greatest extent 
possible using appropriate, industry standard erosion control measures. 

 No maintenance activities shall occur during active precipitation.  If any 
precipitation is forecasted, the work area shall be secured at least one day 
prior so no materials enter or wash into any drainages. 

MM 3.4-3 Sensitive Wildlife. The project’s construction plans and grading specifications 
shall state that to avoid direct impacts to sensitive wildlife, a pre‐construction 
survey shall be conducted within three days of proposed impacts by a qualified 
biologist. If it is determined by the biologist during the pre‐construction survey 
that sensitive wildlife is present and thus may be impacted, no construction shall 
be allowed to occur in the immediate area until the individual(s) are relocated to 
an adjacent area that contains suitable habitat. A biological monitor shall be 
present during any ground disturbance activities within or immediately adjacent 
to habitat of sensitive wildlife species.  

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be consulted prior to 
relocating any sensitive wildlife species. The California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife may require a sensitive wildlife relocation plan be prepared and 
approved prior to relocating any sensitive wildlife. If required by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the plan shall include methods for trapping, 
handling and relocating all sensitive wildlife and shall identify areas that are 
suitable for relocation. Suitable relocation habitats shall include areas containing 
proper soils, host plants, and moisture conditions favorable for long-term survival 
of the sensitive wildlife, and relocation areas shall be sufficient in size for 
introducing new individuals so that overpopulation does not occur. 

MM 3.4-4 Sensitive Insects. The project’s construction plans and grading specifications 
shall state that as required by the updated U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
protocol, a preconstruction habitat assessment shall be conducted by a certified 
Quino checkerspot butterfly biologist in coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. A site assessment shall be conducted by a qualified Quino 
checkerspot butterfly biologist to determine if the project site contains areas 
where surveying for Quino checkerspot butterfly is recommended. 
Recommended Quino checkerspot butterfly survey areas include all areas that do 
not fall under “Excluded Areas” outlined in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
protocol, regardless of the presence or absence of Quino checkerspot butterfly 
host plants or nectar sources. 

If it is determined by the habitat assessment and/or coordination with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service that focused surveys are needed and Quino checkerspot 
butterfly are found within the study area, any potentially significant impacts to 
Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat shall be mitigated at a minimum 1:1 
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mitigation-to-impact ratio, subject to approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service through Section 7 consultation. Appropriate mitigation includes one or 
more of the following measures: 

 On- and/or off-site preservation of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat; 
 On- and/or off-site creation, restoration, and/or enhancement of Quino 

checkerspot butterfly habitat, including the preparation of a habitat 
mitigation and monitoring plan; and/or 

 Payment into a conservation bank or other comparable mitigation 
banking mechanism (e.g., in-lieu fee program, Pre-Approved Mitigation 
Area, etc.). 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.4-2: Would implementation of the proposed project have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. As described above, three 
sensitive plant communities exist within the biological resources study area, including southern 
willow scrub, coast live oak woodland, and coast live oak forest. The study area supports 40.9 
acres of coast live oak woodland, 4.4 acres of coast live oak forest, and 0.2 acre of southern 
willow scrub. As shown in Figure 3.4-5 and detailed in Table 3.4-5, Phase 1 (south parcel) of the 
proposed project would impact 13.5 acres of coast live oak woodland; and development of Phase 
2 (north parcel) would impact 0.9 acre of coast live oak woodland. Phase 2 (north parcel) would 
also impact less than 0.1 acre of southern willow scrub onsite. Because these communities are 
considered sensitive, and coast live oak woodland is protected by state law (i.e., SB 1334), 
impacts are considered potentially significant and mitigation measures are required. 

TABLE 3.4-5 
IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE PLANT COMMUNITIES 

Plant Community Existing Phase 1 
(South 
Parcel)	

Phase 2 
(North 
Parcel) 

Avoidance 

Coast Live Oak Woodland 40.9 13.5 0.9 26.5 

Coast Live Oak Forest 4.4 ‐ ‐ 4.4 

Southern Willow Scrub 0.2 ‐ <0.1 0.2 

SOURCE: PCR, 2014. 

 

Project Design Features PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-17, and PDF-20 (listed previously in the 3.4-1 
discussion) would reduce impacts to these sensitive plant communities. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure MM 3.4-5, which would implement a Tree Management and Preservation Plan to reduce 
impacts on coast live oak woodland and coast live oak forest, and would mitigate impacts at a at a 
minimum ratio of 2:1 for southern willow scrub plant communities, which would be implemented 
per direction of CDFW to ensure that impacts are less than significant. Impacts related to 
wetlands and riparian areas are described under impact discussions 3.4-3 and 3.4-4, below.  
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Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.4-5 Sensitive Plant Communities. Measures to off‐set impacts to coast live oak 
woodland and coast live oak forest shall include one (or a combination) of the 
following measures (which are detailed in the Tree Management and 
Preservation Plan for the project (see Appendix C3 of this EIR):  

 Preservation of the 26.5 acres of preserved coast live oak woodland and 
4.4 acres of coast live oak forest in perpetuity under a conservation 
easement, deed restriction, or other appropriate mechanism. 

 Individual coast live oak trees within fuel modification zones, off‐site 
impact areas, and temporary impact areas shall be protected and 
preserved in-place, and coast live oak trees located within the fuel 
modification zones that require pruning shall comply with Orange 
County Fire Authority requirements. Trees shall be pruned by a qualified 
arborist with experience specializing in the management and care of this 
tree species in consultation with the County Biological Resources 
Monitor and in accordance with the guidelines published by the National 
Arborist Association. In no case, shall more than 20 percent of the tree 
canopy of any oak tree be removed. 

 The applicant shall plant trees, seedlings, and onsite-collected acorns 
within the landscaped portion of the proposed development as well as 
within the onsite oak woodlands to be preserved as open space. Trees 
shall be replaced at a minimum of 3:1 replacement ratio, with the 
possibility of up to 12:1 should all acorns/seedlings survive. All trees and 
seedlings shall be from a local source indigenous to the immediate area. 

 Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the applicant shall obtain 
the approval of a tree preservation plan for the project by the Manager of 
OC Planning. The Manager of OC Parks is to be consulted if the plan 
involves any off-site tree mitigation at an OC Parks facility. 

 A five-year monitoring program shall be prepared that includes 
performance standards and criteria for evaluating success.  

Impacts to southern willow scrub shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 2:1, as 
directed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and include one, or a 
combination of, the following: 

 Onsite creation, enhancement, or restoration; 

 Offsite creation, enhancement, or restoration; 

 Offsite acquisition and preservation; 

 Purchase of credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank; and/or 

 Payment into an in-lieu fee agreement. 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Biological Resources 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.4-39  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

A monitoring plan shall accompany the creation, restoration, and/or enhancement 
of sensitive plan communities. The plan shall focus on the provision of equivalent 
habitats within disturbed habitat areas of the study area and/or offsite (e.g., this 
may include, but is not limited to, removal of non‐native and/or invasive species; 
salvage/dispersal of native duff and seed bank; transplantation, seeding, and/or 
planting/staking). In addition, the plan shall provide details as to the 
implementation of the plan, maintenance, and future monitoring to ensure success. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.4-3: Would implementation of the proposed project have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. The design of the proposed 
project would avoid the large majority of Drainage A (Long Canyon Creek) and completely avoid 
Drainage B). However, portions of Long Canyon Creek could be impacted by installation of a 
road crossing over Long Canyon Creek in the northern portion of Phase 1 (south parcel) that 
would consist of an arch span bridge to avoid creek and creek banks area. However, small areas 
of potential USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB jurisdiction (shown on Figure 3.4-6) could be 
impacted with development of the project. Development of Phase 1 (south parcel) could result in 
impacts to 0.44 acre (8,987 linear feet) of potential USACE and RWQCB jurisdiction, none of 
which consists of jurisdictional wetlands, and 2.57 acres of CDFW jurisdiction, of which 2.40 
acres consist of vegetated riparian habitat, as shown in Table 3.4-6.  

TABLE 3.4-6 
IMPACTS TO JURISDICTIONAL FEATURES - PHASE 1 (SOUTH PARCEL) 

Drainage 
Feature 

USACE 
Non‐Wetland 

Waters 
Total 

USACE 

CDFW 
Unvegetated 
Streambed 

CDFW 
Riparian 
Habitat 

Total 
CDFW RWQCB 

Linear 
Feet 

A 0.13 0.13 0.00 1.31 1.31 0.13 860 

A3 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.13 0.14 0.02 897 

A6 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.28 0.30 0.05 872 

A7 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.01 121 

A10 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.44 0.49 0.08 3,097 

A11 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.02 782 

A13 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 946 

A14 0.002 0.002 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.002 73 

A15 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 856 

B17 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 352 

C 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.06 131 

Total 0.44 0.44 0.17 2.40 2.57 0.44 8,987 

 
SOURCE: GLA, 2014. 
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Development of Phase 2 (north parcel) could result in permanent impacts to 0.25 acre (7,846 
linear feet) of potential USACE and RWQCB jurisdiction, none of which consists of 
jurisdictional wetlands, and 0.74 acre of CDFW jurisdiction, of which 0.53 acre consists of 
vegetated riparian habitat (see Table 3.4-7). 

TABLE 3.4-7 
IMPACTS TO JURISDICTIONAL FEATURES – PHASE 2 (NORTH PARCEL) 

Drainage 
Feature 

USACE 
Non‐Wetland 

Waters 
USACE 
Wetland 

Total 
USACE 

CDFW 
Unvegetated 
Streambed 

CDFW 
Riparian 
Habitat 

Total 
CDFW RWQCB 

Linear 
Feet 

A 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.01 74 

A3 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.15 0.46 0.61 0.17 5,256 

A4 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.05 1,808 

A6 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 708 

Total 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.21 0.53 0.74 0.25 7,846 

 
SOURCE: GLA, 2013; GLA, 2014. 
 

However, the project includes Project Design Features that would reduce project impacts on 
jurisdictional resources. As listed previously in the Impact 4.4-1 discussion, Project Design 
Feature PDF-13 would provide a design to mimics the hydrological characteristics of the site in 
its natural, undeveloped state; Project Design Feature PDF-14 includes Low Impact Development 
techniques that minimize disturbances to natural drainages ; and Project Design Feature PDF-17 
that provides a WQMP that includes BMPs to control pollutant runoff, which would reduce 
potential impacts on jurisdictional resources. 

In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-6 would mitigate riparian/riverine 
habitat at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for unvegetated/upland areas and 2:1 for areas supporting 
riparian vegetation and would provide monitoring for a 3-year period to ensure success. 
Implementation of the Project Design Features and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-6 would reduce 
impacts to jurisdictional features to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.4-6 Jurisdictional Waters. The project’s construction plans and grading 
specifications shall state that the applicant shall provide on- and/or off-site 
replacement and/or enhancement of existing U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Riparian/riverine habitat shall be 
mitigated at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for unvegetated/upland areas and 2:1 for 
areas supporting riparian vegetation. Impacts to jurisdictional resources may be 
compensated through payment into an in-lieu fee program or approved mitigation 
bank through coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.   
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If creation, restoration, and/or enhancement is to occur on-site and/or off-site, a 
mitigation and monitoring plan shall be prepared and subject to the approval of 
these regulating agencies. The plan shall describe the location of mitigation and 
provide details as to the implementation of the plan, success criteria, 
maintenance, and monitoring for a three-year period following construction.  

_________________________ 

Impact 3.4-4: Would implementation of the proposed project interfere substantially with 
the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. The study area has the 
potential to support nesting birds protected under the MBTA. Nesting activity typically occurs 
from January 15 to August 31. Disturbing or destroying active nests is a violation of the MBTA. 
In addition, nests and eggs are protected by the state under Fish and Game Code Section 3503. 
The removal of vegetation during the breeding season is considered a potentially significant 
impact. Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-7, which requires nesting bird surveys and avoidance of 
active nests, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Wildlife currently moves freely throughout the undeveloped study area via existing open spaces 
and travel routes that include drainages (e.g., Long Canyon Creek, Drainage B), ridgelines, trails, 
and dirt roads. Although implementation of the project may somewhat deter movement 
temporarily due to construction activities, and permanently away from the developed portions of 
the project site, wildlife movement would not be substantially inhibited because 414.6 acres (71 
percent) of the project area that is located adjacent to existing vast regional open space areas 
would be preserved as open space. This includes two major drainages within the study area, Long 
Canyon Creek and Drainage B, which would facilitate regional wildlife movement through the 
area.  

In addition, the proposed project clusters development into two areas (Project Design Features 
PDF-1 and PDF-2) (listed previously in the 3.4-1 discussion) that would preserve wildlife 
movement areas between the Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) and within the 
Phase 1 (south parcel), as shown in Figure 3.4-7. The wildlife movement area to the south of 
Phase 2 (north parcel) is comprised mostly of chamise chaparral, with some sparse patches of 
coast live oak woodland, and parallels Long Canyon Road. The wildlife movement area through 
the Phase 1 (south parcel) is along Long Canyon Creek and comprised mostly of coast live oak 
woodland with some patches of chaparral.  

The wildlife movement areas between, through and around the project development areas would 
continue to facilitate wildlife movement.  Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 (construction best 
management practices (BMPs)) and MM 3.4-2 (Environmental Awareness Program) would be 
incorporated along project roadways to provide wildlife crossing signage, low speed limits, and 
homeowner education, to minimize wildlife mortality by vehicular impacts. Thus, with  
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implementation of Project Design Features PDF-1 and PDF-2, and incorporation Mitigation 
Measures MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2 impacts to wildlife movement would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2 (Provided previously under Impact 3.4-1) 

MM 3.4-7 Nesting Bird Surveys: The project’s construction plans and grading 
specifications shall state that all vegetation clearing for construction and fuel 
modification shall occur outside of the breeding bird season (fall and winter), 
between September 1 and February 14 to reduce the potential to impact an active 
nest. If clearing and/or grading activities cannot be avoided during the breeding 
season, all suitable habitats shall be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of 
nesting birds by a qualified biologist prior to and initial ground disturbing 
activities. Suitable nesting habitat on the project site includes grassland, scrub, 
chaparral, and woodland communities. If any active nests are detected, the area 
shall be flagged, along with a 300-foot buffer for passerine species or 500 feet for 
raptors (or appropriate buffer as determined by the monitoring biologist), and 
shall be avoided until the nesting cycle is complete or it is determined by the 
biological monitor that the chicks have fledged the nest and the nest is no longer 
active.  

__________________________ 

 

Impact 3.4-5: Would implementation of the proposed project conflict with any local policies 
or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. Oak trees in unincorporated 
portions of Orange County are subject to management guidelines outlined in PRC 21083.4 
(Senate Bill 1334, as adopted). In addition to PRC 21083.4, oak trees within Riverside County are 
subject to Riverside County Oak Tree Management Guidelines. Approximately 2,891 trees (90.7 
percent) within Orange County and 397 trees (75.5 percent) within Riverside County that consist 
primarily of coast live oaks, would be avoided by the design of the proposed project. However, 
the project would potentially impact trees that are shown in Figure 3.4-8. 
 
A maximum of 368 trees would be impacted by Phase 1 (south parcel) this includes direct 
impacts to 123 trees (including 109 coast live oaks and 14 western sycamores) and indirect 
impacts to 116 trees (including 103 coast live oaks and 13 western sycamores) within Orange 
County, as well as direct impacts to less than 126 trees (118 coast live oaks and 8 western 
sycamores) and indirect impacts to three coast live oaks within Riverside County along a roadway 
related to Phase 1 (south parcel) development.  

A total of 59 trees would be impacted by Phase 2 (north parcel) (all within Orange County). This 
includes direct impacts to 48 trees (including 37 coast live oak, 10 western sycamore, and one 
arroyo willow) and indirect impacts to 11 trees (including six coast live oak, one western  
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sycamore and four arroyo willows). However, implementation Project Design Features would 
reduce project impacts on regulated trees. As described above, PDF-1 provides for preservation 
of large areas of open space onsite, which would preserve biological resources; in addition, the 
following two Project Design Features would also reduce potential impacts to tree policies:  

 In accordance with the Tree Management Preservation Plan, oak tree relocations will be 
within the project site, and monitoring will be performed for a period of seven years. Oak 
trees will be maintained by the Homeowners Association as part of the project’s 
covenants, conditions and restrictions (CR&Rs) (PDF-5). 

 Protection measures for oak trees include fencing and protection of oak trees adjacent to 
construction areas. Retaining walls will be used to protect oaks proposed for preservation 
from surrounding cut and fill and any retaining walls will be placed outside of the root 
zone of the oak tree to be preserved (PDF-22). 

In addition, as described above, Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-5 would replace any trees that 
would be impacted by the project. Thus, with implementation of the Project Design Features 
described above and Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-5, potential impacts related to conflict with oak 
tree regulations would be reduced to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-5 (Provided previously under Impact 3.4-2) 
 

Impact 3.4-6: Could implementation of the proposed project conflict with provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. 

Criteria Cells 

Approximately 109.6 acres of the study area (7.7 acres within Phase 2 (north parcel), 48.0 acres 
within Phase 1 (south parcel), and 4.7 acres off‐site are within Riverside County and the Elsinore 
Area Plan of the MSHCP; however, the study area does not fall within a Criteria Cell. Therefore, 
the proposed project is not required to provide additional conservation pertaining to Criteria Cells. 

In addition, none of the approximately 49.2 acres of PQP lands would be impacted, and impacts 
related to Criteria Cells and PQP lands would not occur from implementation of the proposed 
project. 

Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools (MSHCP 
Section 6.1.2) 

The study area includes 1.8 acres of MSHCP Riparian/Riverine and impacts would occur to 0.9 
acre as shown in Figure 3.4-9. Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-8 would require a Determination of 
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) and implementation of mitigation at a 
minimum ratio of 1:1 for unvegetated/upland areas and 2:1 for areas supporting riparian 
vegetation, which would reduce impacts to Riparian/Riverine areas to a less than significant level. 
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The Riverside County portions of the study area do not support vernal pools. Although a series of 
ponds occurs in the southwest portion of Phase 2 (north parcel), these features occur within 
Orange County and are not subject to the MSHCP policies. Protocol surveys for fairy shrimp 
conducted within these ponds and were negative. 

Riparian/Riverine plant species with the potential to occur within the study area include Coulter’s 
matilija poppy, Fish’s milkwort, Ocellated Humboldt lily, and San Miguel savory. Coulter’s 
matilija poppy was previously observed in the Orange County portion of the study area in 2006; 
however, none were observed during the more recent sensitive plant surveys conducted in 
2012‐2013. Furthermore, Coulter’s matilija poppy was not observed in the Riverside County 
portion of the study area during any surveys; therefore, no impacts would occur to this species. 
Fish’s milkwort, Ocellated Humboldt lily, and San Miguel savory were not observed within the 
study area; however, portions of the study area were inaccessible during focused surveys (i.e., due 
to dense habitat and steep terrain), there remains a low potential for the following species to occur 
within portions of the study area outside of the project development area.  

However, this potential is considered low due to the dense canopies of vegetation that would limit 
or even eliminate understory species, and based on the fact that no edges or open areas were 
observed through binoculars that could support understory species. Because these species, if 
present, would not be impacted by the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant. 

One Riparian/Riverine wildlife species has the potential to occur, the American peregrine falcon. 
This species is not expected to breed within the study area due to the lack of suitable habitat; 
however, may forage in the area. Due to the preservation of 71 percent of the project area in open 
space (Project Design Feature PDF-1) and the proposed residential development would be 
clustered toward Long Canyon Road (Project Design Feature PDF-2), foraging habitat would be 
preserved and potential impacts to the American peregrine falcon would be less than significant. 

Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species (MCHSP Section 6.1.3) 

As described in Section 3.9.4, Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, the study area is 
within Area 9 of the MSHCP’s Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area and a habitat 
assessment was conducted for many‐stemmed dudleya, California Orcutt grass, spreading 
navarretia, San Miguel savory, Hammitt’s clay‐cress, and Wright’s trichocoronis. Of these 
species, San Miguel savory has the potential to occur within the study area. Although focused 
surveys were conducted for this species, due to portions of the study area being inaccessible 
because of dense habitat and steep terrain, there remains a low potential for the following species 
to occur within portions of the study area outside of the project footprint. However, this potential 
is considered low due to the dense canopies of vegetation that would limit or even eliminate 
understory species, and based on the fact that no edges or open areas were observed through 
binoculars that could support understory species. If this species were present, it would not be 
impacted by the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Additional Survey Needs and Procedures Required by the MSHCP (MSHCP Section 6.3.2) 

The study area is not within the Criteria Area Species, Amphibian Species, Burrowing Owl, or 
Mammal Species Survey Areas; therefore, surveys are not required and the proposed project is 
considered consistent with these portions of Section 6.3.2 of MSHCP, Additional Survey Needs 
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and Procedures. Therefore, impacts related to Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP would be less than 
significant.  

Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface (MSHCP Section 6.1.4) 

The guidelines presented in Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands 
Interface, of the MSHCP are intended to address indirect effects associated with locating 
development in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. Development located in proximity 
to the MSHCP Conservation Area may result in edge effects that would adversely affect 
biological resources within the Conservation Area. Indirect impacts are considered to be those 
impacts associated with the project that involve alteration of the existing habitat and an increase 
in human population within the study area. These impacts are commonly referred to as “edge 
effects” and may result in changes in the behavioral patterns of wildlife and reduced wildlife 
diversity and abundance in habitats adjacent to the study area. Indirect impacts include the effects 
of increases in ambient levels of sensory stimuli (e.g., noise and light), unnatural predators (e.g., 
domestic cats and other non‐native animals), competitors (e.g., exotic plants and non‐native 
animals), and trampling and unauthorized recreational use due to the increase in human 
population. Other permanent indirect effects may occur that are related to water quality and storm 
water management, including trash/debris, toxic materials, and dust. 

Indirect effects resulting from the proposed project may occur within the MSHCP Conservation 
Area if the following proposed project design features are not implemented. The following 
Project Design Features would provide consistency with Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to 
the Urban/Wildlands Interface, of the MSHCP: 

 The project would comply with all applicable water quality regulations, including 
obtaining a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification and complying with those 
conditions established by the San Diego RWQCB. A WQMP has been prepared that 
delineates the planned use of infiltration and biotreatment BMPs (i.e., vegetated 
bioswales and infiltration basins) to treat storm water runoff, the implementation of 
applicable BMPs during construction activities, and the proper maintenance of these 
BMPs to ensure adequate long‐term treatment of water before entering into any stream 
course. The BMPs would be designed to prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, 
petroleum products, exotic plant material, and would control potential vectors or other 
elements that might degrade or harm biological or aquatic resources to the maximum 
extent possible (PDF-17). 

 Toxic sources from the proposed project would be limited to those commonly associated 
with residential and vineyard uses, such as bacteria, nutrients, sediments, trash and 
debris, oxygen demanding substances, metals, organic compounds, and oil and grease. In 
order to mitigate the potential effects of these residential toxics, the project would 
incorporate BMPs (e.g., vegetated bioswales and infiltration basins), as required in 
association with compliance with the CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification, 
County of Orange, and/or County of Riverside in order to reduce the level of toxins 
introduced into the drainage system and the surrounding areas. Construction of the 
proposed project would incorporate erosion control measures (i.e., sand bags and/or straw 
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wattles) around the perimeter of the development area to ensure all water leaving the site 
is filtered and an increase in siltation does not occur (PDF-13, PDF-14, and PDF-17). 

 Night lighting within the proposed development that is adjacent to the MSHCP 
Conservation Area or wildlife corridors would be directed away from the MSHCP 
Conservation Area or wildlife movement areas. In addition, shielding shall be 
incorporated into the project design, as appropriate, in order to ensure that ambient 
lighting within an MSHCP Conservation Area or wildlife movement areas is not 
increased (PDF-20). 

 The landscape plans for the proposed project would avoid the use of invasive species for 
the portions of the development areas adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area (PDF-
4). Invasive plants that should be avoided are included in Table 6‐2 of the MSHCP, 
Plants That Should Be Avoided Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area. The use of 
invasive plant species is not included in the landscape plans for the project (PDF-4). 

In addition, because the proposed project would not result in substantial noise levels, as described 
in Section 3.11, Noise, wildlife within an MSHCP Conservation Area would not be impacted by 
noise from the project. Short‐term construction‐related noise impacts would be reduced by the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 3.11-1 through 3.11-3, as listed in Section 3.11, 
Noise, and would be near the MSHCP area for a limited period of time, which would not result in 
impacts related to guidelines for the interface with wildlands.   

Furthermore, in order to minimize indirect effects to wildlife and other resources being protected 
in an MSHCP Conservation Area from unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, 
and illegal trespass or dumping, the proposed project would incorporate physical barriers 
including native landscaping, rocks/boulders, fencing, signage, and other appropriate barrier 
mechanisms, which are described in Section 2.0, Project Description. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.4-8 Compliance with Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP – Protection of Species 
Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools. In accordance 
with Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or 
Superior Preservation shall be prepared and submitted to the Environmental 
Programs Division. The Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation shall include an analysis of alternatives that demonstrates efforts 
that first avoid direct and indirect effects to MSHCP Riparian/Riverine habitat; if 
avoidance is not feasible, the Determination of Biologically Equivalent or 
Superior Preservation shall include alternatives that would minimize potential 
effects. If an avoidance alternative is selected, the project shall ensure the 
long‐term conservation of the avoided Riparian/Riverine habitat through the use 
of deed restrictions, conservation easements, or other appropriate mechanisms. 

If an avoidance alternative is not feasible, the Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation shall include measures to ensure the 
replacement of any lost functions and values of Riparian/Riverine habitat. 
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Riparian/Riverine habitat shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for 
unvegetated/upland areas and 2:1 for areas supporting riparian vegetation. 
Measures shall include one, or a combination of, the following: 

 On‐site creation, enhancement, or restoration; 

 Off‐site creation, enhancement, or restoration; 

 Off‐site acquisition and preservation; 

 Purchase of credits at an agency‐approved mitigation bank; and/or 

 Payment into an in‐lieu fee agreement. 

__________________________ 

3.4.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic scope for cumulative impacts analysis for biological resources includes the 
southeastern portion of Orange County and the adjacent southwestern portion of Riverside 
County that includes the mountainous and topographic open space and habitat, which is similar to 
that of the project site and adjacent areas. 

As described above, the proposed project includes preservation of 414.6-acres of open space, 
which contains various areas of chaparral and Oak tree habitat. In addition, the proposed project 
would be required to implement mitigation measures that would mitigate lost habitat to ratios that 
include: 1:1 for Quino checkerspot butterfly, between 3:1 to 12:1 for oak woodlands, 2:1 for 
southern willow scrub, 1:1 for riparian/riverine habitat, 2:1 for supporting riparian vegetation. 
Monitoring would also be required to ensure success of this habitat. With implementation of these 
mitigation measures habitat areas would not be impacted, and the project’s provision of large 
areas of habitat, would provide that the proposed project would not result in an adverse impact 
related to biological resources that could combine with other potential projects to be cumulatively 
considerable. Conversely, the project could provide a cumulative long-term benefit to the region 
by preserving 414.6 acres of open space adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest and its 
biological resources.  

As stated previously, the Orange County portion of the study area is within the SSNCCP; 
however, is outside of the Rancho Mission Viejo planning area and, therefore, not subject to the 
policies set forth in the SSNCCP. Therefore, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts in the 
Orange County portion of the study area is within a five-mile radius of the project site. Because 
the Western Riverside County MSHCP is a conservation plan designed to protect sensitive plant 
and animal species and wildlife corridors, compliance with the MSHCP would ensure cumulative 
biological resource impacts within the MSHCP plan area would be less than significant. 
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3.5 Cultural Resources  

This chapter addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project to cultural resources in the 
project vicinity in accordance with the CEQA Statute and CEQA Guidelines. Cultural resources 
include prehistoric and historic sites, structures, districts, places, and landscapes, or any other 
physical evidence associated with human activity considered important to a culture, a subculture, 
or a community for scientific, traditional, religious or any other reason. Under CEQA, 
paleontological resources, although not associated with past human activity, are grouped within 
cultural resources. For the purposes of this analysis, cultural resources may be categorized into 
the following groups: archaeological resources, historic resources (including 
architectural/engineering resources), contemporary Native American resources, human remains, 
and paleontological resources. 

Archaeological resources are places where human activity has measurably altered the earth or left 
deposits of physical remains. Archaeological resources may be either prehistoric-era (before 
European contact) or historic-era (after European contact). The majority of such places in 
California are associated with either Native American or Euro-American occupation of the area. 
The most frequently encountered prehistoric or historic Native American archaeological sites are 
village settlements with residential areas and sometimes cemeteries; temporary camps where food 
and raw materials were collected; smaller, briefly occupied sites where tools were manufactured 
or repaired; and special-use areas like caves, rock shelters, and rock art sites. Historic-era 
archaeological sites may include foundations or features such as privies, corrals, and trash dumps. 

Historic resources include standing structures, infrastructure, and landscapes of historic or 
aesthetic significance that are generally 50 years of age or older. In California, historic resources 
considered for protection tend to focus on architectural sites dating from the Spanish Period 
(1529-1822) through World War II (WWII).  

Contemporary Native American resources, also called ethnographic resources, can include 
archaeological resources, rock art, and the prominent topographical areas, features, habitats, 
plants, animals, and minerals that contemporary Native Americans value and consider essential 
for the preservation of their traditional values. These locations are sometimes hard to define and 
traditional culture often prohibits Native Americans from sharing these locations with the public. 

Paleontology is a branch of geology that studies the life forms of the past, especially prehistoric 
life forms, through the study of plant and animal fossils. Paleontological resources represent a 
limited, non-renewable, and impact-sensitive scientific and educational resource. As defined in 
this section, paleontological resources are the fossilized remains or traces of multi-cellular 
invertebrate and vertebrate animals and multi-cellular plants, including their imprints from a 
previous geologic period. Fossil remains such as bones, teeth, shells, and leaves are found in the 
geologic deposits (rock formations) where they were originally buried. Paleontological resources 
include not only the actual fossil remains, but also the collecting localities, and the geologic 
formations containing those localities. 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Cultural/Scientific Resources 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.5-2  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

3.5.1 Environmental Setting 
The following section describes the cultural resources environmental setting, which was 
identified through record searches and site surveys that were conducted for the proposed project. 

Archival Research 

Records searches of the project site were conducted on April 17, 2013 and May 1, 2013 at the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) housed at California State University, 
Fullerton, and the Eastern Information Center (EIC) housed at University of California, 
Riverside. The records searches included a review of: all recorded archaeological sites and 
cultural resource reports within a one-mile radius of the project site; California Points of 
Historical Interest; California Historical Landmarks; the California Register of Historical. 
Resources (CRHR); the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the California State 
Historic Resources Inventory listings.  

Previous Studies: The records searches indicate that 28 cultural resources studies have been 
previously conducted within a one-mile radius of the project site. Of these 28 previous studies, 
three include approximately 15 percent of the project site. In addition, a cultural resources study 
for the entire project site was prepared in 2005- 2008 (Underbrink and O’Neil, 2008), which 
states that dense vegetation and steep terrain of the project site prohibited the use of fixed interval 
transects. However, roads, creek beds, grassy flats, and ridgelines were surveyed for the presence 
of cultural resources. In addition, all accessible granite outcrops were investigated for the 
presence of bedrock milling features. During the survey of the Phase 2 (north parcel) a number of 
structures and features were noted and include: a residence area consisting of a trailer and 
workshop; a dirt landing strip; an orchard; a horse corral; and a junk car yard. During the survey 
of the Phase 1 (south parcel), an unoccupied residence and an associated storage shed were 
identified but not determined to be cultural resources. Overall, no cultural resources were 
identified in the previous surveys. 

Previously Identified Resources: The records search conducted for this EIR identified 22 
cultural resources that were previously recorded within one-mile of the site, which are listed in 
Table 3.5-1. Of the 22 resources, eleven (CA-ORA-35, -241, -299, -994, -995, -1116, 33-000506, 
-000507, -003435, -004811, and -004885) are prehistoric archaeological sites, one (33-003837) is 
a historic-period archaeological site, and ten (33-000040, -007165, -007166, -007174, -007234, -
020524, -020525, -020664, -020665, and -020666) are built historic resources. No cultural 
resources have been previously recorded with the boundaries of the project site. 

 
TABLE 3.5-1 

PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE 

P-Number Trinomial 
Forest Service 
Number 

Other 
Designation Description 

Date 
Recorded 

- CA-ORA-299 - - Prehistoric site consisting of 
bedrock milling features and 
groundstone artifacts 

1970 

- CA-ORA-1116 02-52-67 - Lithic scatter 1986 
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P-Number Trinomial 
Forest Service 
Number 

Other 
Designation Description 

Date 
Recorded 

- CA-ORA-241 - - Prehistoric site described as a 
large village or acorn 
gathering camp 

1968 

- CA-ORA-994 05-02-52-10 Chiquito 
Basin Mortar 
Site 

Prehistoric site described as a 
gathering and processing 
camp 

1981 

- CA-ORA-995 05-02-52-10 Chiquito 
Basin Mortar 
Site 

Prehistoric site described as a 
gathering and processing 
camp 

1981 

30-000035 CA-ORA-35 05-02-5 - Prehistoric site described as 
an acorn gathering camp 
consisting of bedrock milling 
features, lithics, groundstone, 
and ceramics 

2003 

33-000040 CA-RIV-40H 05-02-52-58H El Cariso 
Bridge 

Footbridge constructed rocks 
and mortar 

1982 

33-000506 CA-RIV-506 - - Prehistoric site consisting of 
bedrock mortars and a pair of 
pictographs 

1971 

33-000507 CA-RIV-507 - - Prehistoric site consisting of 
bedrock mortars and a pit 
petroglyph 

1971 

33-003435 CA-RIV-3435 - - Prehistoric site consisting of 
one bedrock mortar, two 
slicks, and one possible 
pictograph on a single granite 
boulder 

1991 

33-003837 CA-RIV-3837H 05-02-52-74 CCC Dump 
Site 

Historic period refuse dump 
consisting of glass, metal, and 
lumber fragments 

1989 

33-004811 CA-RIV-4811 05-02-52-85 Long Canyon 
Site 

Prehistoric site consisting of 
bedrock mortars and a lithic 
scatter 

1992 

33-004885 CA-RIV-4885 05-02-52-88 Long Canyon 
BRM 

Prehistoric site consisting of 
one bedrock milling feature 

1991 

33-007165 - - - Small cabin built in a 
vernacular style constructed 
of stone in 1941 

1982 

33-007166 - - The Stone 
House 

Rectangular shed constructed 
of stone in approximately 
1900 

1982 

33-007174 - - - Four historic period, wood-
framed cabins constructed in 
1945 

1982 

33-007234 - - Ortega 
Highway 

Two-lane, asphalt highway 
constructed in 1925 

1982 

33-020524 CA-RIV-10425 - - A historic period asphalt-
paved road 

2011 

33-020525 CA-RIV-10426 - - A historic period single lane, 
asphalt-paved road 

2011 

33-020664 CA-RIV-10571 - - Masonry bridge that served as 
an entrance to the El Cariso 
Campground  

2011 

33-020665 CA-RIV-10572 - El Cariso 
Road 

A historic period single lane, 
asphalt-paved road 

2011 

33-020666 CA-RIV-10573 - Mountain 
Vista Road 

A historic period asphalt-
paved road 

2011 

 
Source: SCCIC and EIC, 2013. 
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The identified resources listed above suggests that prehistoric subsistence and occupation in the 
project vicinity that was periodic and limited in duration. Recorded sites within one mile of the 
project site appear to be relatively short-term encampments focused on plant resources that are 
recognized at ground surface as scattered groundstone and/or chipped stone. Although limited in 
number, sites tend to occur on somewhat gently sloping surfaces within small valleys and 
canyons, and in relative proximity to springs/seeps (i.e., Chiquito Spring) or seasonal stream 
channels.  

Based on this, there appears to be a low potential to encounter archaeological resources in 
ridgetop locations. Hill slopes, some quite steep, may have offered resources such as acorns and 
other plant foods, as well as game, but these settings would not have been conducive to any 
sustained occupation and, therefore, are unlikely to have accumulated substantial cultural 
resources. Additionally, a high rate of erosion is likely to have further removed or reduced 
whatever archaeological resources may once have existed.  

Based on the location of the resources listed in Table 3.5-1 that are generally in areas with slopes 
of less than 10 degrees, the potential for the presence of archaeological resources was determined. 
Areas with slopes of less than 10 degrees have greater potential for the presence of surficial or 
subsurface archaeological resources than those with slopes of 11 degrees or greater. Thus, the 
proposed development area, which is focused on flatter portions of the project site, has the 
potential to contain archaeological resources. 

Historic Map Review 

A review of the 1901 Lake Elsinore 30’ United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic 
quadrangle and the 1954 (photorevised 1973) and 1997 Alberhill 7.5’ USGS topographic 
quadrangles as well as historic aerial photographs from the years 1938, 1952, 1967, 1978, 1981, 
and 2005 (Historic Aerials, 2013) was conducted. The 1901 Lake Elsinore and 1954 Alberhill 
topographic maps as well as the 1938 and 1952 historic aerials indicate very little development 
within the project site. Roads generally corresponding to the present-day Ortega Highway and 
Long Canyon Road are present, as is the Old Dominion Mine located northwest of the project 
site. The 1938 and 1952 aerial photographs show several dirt roads within and adjacent to the 
project site. The 1954 topographic map shows the Ortega Highway located east of the project site 
and the McConville Nudist camp located immediately adjacent to the west-central portion of the 
project site. The 1967 aerial photograph shows a building located in the northeast portion of the 
Phase 1 (south parcel). The northeast-southwest oriented landing strip located in the northwestern 
portion of the Phase 2 (north parcel), which was not depicted on the 1973 photorevised portion of 
the Alberhill map, first appears in the 1978 aerial photograph. The 1981 aerial photograph shows 
the landing strip and several cleared or graded areas in the Phase 2 (north parcel). The 2005 aerial 
photograph shows a structure in the central portion of the Phase 2 (north parcel), as well as 
several cleared or graded areas in both parcels. Two of the cleared areas in the Phase 2 (north 
parcel) appear to be used as storage areas for old cars.  



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Cultural/Scientific Resources 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.5-5  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

Cultural Resources Survey 

Cultural resource surveys of the Phase 2 (north parcel) and Phase 1 (south parcel) were conducted 
on Wednesday, August 21, 2013 and Friday, September 6, 2013 by ESA Associates Cultural 
Resources staff Madeleine Bray, M.A. Michael Vader, Laura MacDonald, and Robert Ramirez. 
They were accompanied by Native American monitors Augie Ortiz, Cody Schlater, and Brian 
Robbins of the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians.  

Only those portions of the project site subject to development, as detailed in Chapter 2, Section 
2.5, Project Characteristics, were surveyed. This includes all areas where the project proposes 
improvements or would be subject to ground disturbance, including the development of 
residences, new roads, road improvements, vineyards and landscaping, utility infrastructure, 
water tanks, and fuel modification zones. Areas that would remain as undisturbed open space 
were not surveyed as part of this effort.  

The 2013 surveys resulted in identification and recordation of three new resources; two of which 
are prehistoric sites (Preserve-001 and -003) and one is a prehistoric isolate (Preserve-Iso-002), 
which are described below.  

 Resource Preserve-001 is a prehistoric archaeological site consisting of a sparse lithic 
scatter located within the Phase 2 (north parcel). Artifacts include six dark gray fine-
grained metavolcanic flakes, one coarse grained light green metavolcanic flake, and one 
dark gray fine-grained metavolcanic spent core. The site is located along the margins of a 
dirt road on a southeast facing slope. The site measures 42 meters by 10 meters and due 
to its location on a slope within a dirt road, it is likely a secondary deposit of artifacts that 
have been washed down from their original location, and it does not contain diagnostic 
artifacts or any other dateable materials. Because it is likely a secondary deposit of 
artifacts, it is unlikely that the site contains a subsurface component. Resource Preserve-
001 has not contributed to the broad patterns of history or cultural heritage (Criterion 
A/1). It is not associated with the lives of persons significant to the past (Criterion B/2). It 
does not exhibit the distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or method of construction, 
nor does it represent the work of an important creative individual, or possess high artistic 
values (Criterion C/3). The resource has not yielded and is unlikely to yield information 
important in prehistory (Criterion D/4). Moreover, resource Preserve-001 does not 
contain information needed to answer important scientific research questions that have 
demonstrable public interest; it does not a have special or particular quality such as being 
the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; and it is not directly 
associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. For these reasons the resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP or the 
CRHR, and is not considered a historical or unique archaeological resource under CEQA. 

 Resource Preserve-Iso-002 is a prehistoric isolate consisting of a single unifacial (worn 
on one side) mano fragment recorded at the margin of a dirt road within the Phase 2 
(north parcel). Due to its isolated nature and lack of clear cultural context, isolates are 
generally considered ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP and CRHR, unless the artifact 
itself is of exceptional significance. Resource Preserve-Iso-002 does not have the 
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potential to yield information important to the study of prehistory. The information 
potential of the isolate was exhausted in the process of documenting it on DPR Primary 
Record forms and mapping its location. This resource is not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP or the CRHR, and is not considered a historical or unique archaeological resource 
under CEQA.  

 Resource Preserve-003 is a prehistoric archaeological site consisting of a diffuse lithic 
scatter in the Phase 2 (north parcel). Artifacts include seven metavolcanic flakes, two 
metavolcanic flake tools, one of which exhibits retouch on one margin, and one quartz 
core. The site is located within a dirt road and immediately adjacent to a cleared lot that is 
being used as a storage for old cars. The site measures 68 meters by 32 meters, and 
appears to have been highly disturbed. 

The site has been highly disturbed and the artifacts are likely not within their original 
depositional context. Moreover, the site does not appear to contain diagnostic artifacts or 
any other dateable materials. Because it is likely a secondary deposit of artifacts, it is 
unlikely that the site contains a subsurface component. Resource Preserve-003 has not 
contributed to the broad patterns of history or cultural heritage (Criterion A/1). It is not 
associated with the lives of persons significant to the past (Criterion B/2). It does not 
exhibit the distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or method of construction, nor does 
it represent the work of an important creative individual, or possess high artistic values 
(Criterion C/3). The resource has not yielded and is unlikely to yield information 
important in prehistory (Criterion D/4). Resource Preserve-003 does not contain 
information needed to answer important scientific research questions that have 
demonstrable public interest; it does not a have special or particular quality such as being 
the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; and it is not directly 
associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. For these reasons the resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP or the 
CRHR, and is not considered a unique archaeological resource under CEQA. 

Paleontological Resources 

A paleontological records, map, and literature search was conducted by staff at the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum (LACM) (McLeod, 2013). This included a review of regional 
geological maps and a search of the LACM’s collections and fossil locality database to identify 
any paleontological resources known to exist within or near the project site.  

The results of the records search indicated that most the project site appears to be underlain by 
plutonic igneous rocks that have no paleontological sensitivity. In Long Canyon, which runs 
through the middle of the project site, there are exposures of younger Quaternary Alluvium 
derived as fluvial deposits in the drainage. These deposits do not typically produce significant 
fossils in the upper layers, but may contain significant fossils at depth. In the very northeastern 
part of the project site are exposures of the marine late Cretaceous Bedford Canyon Formation, 
which has been known to produce significant vertebrate fossils.  

No fossil localities have been previously recorded within the project site, but several fossil 
localities had been recorded in the Bedford Canyon formation, notably LACM 3797, located near 
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Modjeska Peak, which is approximately 8.4 miles northwest of the project site, that produced a 
fossil specimen of plesiosaur (McLeod, 2013). 
 

Regulatory Setting 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

Archaeological resources are protected through the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 
1966, as amended (16 USC Section 470f), and its implementing regulation, Protection of Historic 
Properties (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 800). Prior to implementing an 
“undertaking” (e.g., issuing a federal permit), Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies 
to consider the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Indian Tribes, and other interested parties, and to afford 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment. The term 
“historic properties” refers to “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or 
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register” (36 CFR Section 
800.16(l)(1)). As indicated in Section 101(d)(6)(A) of the NHPA, properties of traditional 
religious and cultural importance to a tribe are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). Under the NHPA, a resource is considered significant if it meets the 
NRHP listing criteria at 36 CFR 60.4 (36 CFR Section 800.16(l)(1)). 

The implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) describe the process for identifying and 
evaluating historic properties, for assessing the potential adverse effects of federal undertakings 
on historic properties, and seeking to develop measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects. The steps of the Section 106 process are accomplished through consultation with the 
SHPO, federally-recognized Indian Tribes, local governments, and other interested parties. The 
goal of consultation is to identify potentially affected historic properties, assess effects to such 
properties, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on such properties. 
The agency also must provide an opportunity for public involvement (36 CFR Section 800.1(a)). 

National Register of Historic Places 

The NRHP was established by the NHPA of 1966, as “an authoritative guide to be used by 
federal, State, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s historic 
resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or 
impairment” (36 CFR Section 60.2). The NRHP recognizes both historical-period and prehistoric 
archaeological properties that are significant at the national, state, and local levels.  

To be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects of potential significance must meet one or more of the following four established criteria 
(36 CFR Section 60.4): 

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history; 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 
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C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Unless the property possesses exceptional significance, it must be at least 50 years old to be 
eligible for NRHP listing (36 CFR Section 60.4). 

In addition to meeting the criteria of significance, a property must have integrity. Integrity is 
defined as “the ability of a property to convey its significance” (U.S. Department of the Interior 
1995). The NRHP recognizes seven qualities that, in various combinations, define integrity. To 
retain historic integrity a property must possess several, and usually most, of these seven aspects. 
Thus, the retention of the specific aspects of integrity is paramount for a property to convey its 
significance. The seven factors that define integrity are location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association (36 CFR Section 60.4). 

The State implements the NHPA through its statewide comprehensive cultural resources surveys 
and preservation programs. The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), as an office of 
the California Department of Parks and Recreation, implements the policies of the NHPA on a 
statewide level. The OHP also maintains the California Historic Resources Inventory. The SHPO 
is an appointed official who implements historic preservation programs within the State’s 
jurisdictions. 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) is “an authoritative listing and guide to be 
used by State and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical 
resources of the State and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent 
prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California Public Resources Code [PRC] 
Section 5024.1[a]). The criteria for eligibility for the CRHR are based upon NRHP criteria 
(California PRC Section 5024.1[b]). Certain resources are determined by the statute to be 
automatically included in the CRHR, including California properties formally determined eligible 
for, or listed in, the NRHP. 

To be eligible for the CRHR, a prehistoric or historical-period property must be significant at the 
local, State, and/or federal level under one or more of the following criteria (PRC Section 
5024.1[c]): 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 
artistic values; or 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
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A resource eligible for the CRHR must meet one of the criteria of significance described above, 
and retain enough of its historic character or appearance (integrity) to be recognizable as a 
historical resource and to convey the reason for its significance (14 CCR Section 4852(c)). It is 
possible that a historic resource may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in 
the NRHP, but it may still be eligible for listing in the CRHR. 

Additionally, the CRHR consists of resources that are listed automatically and those that must be 
nominated through an application and public hearing process. The CRHR automatically includes 
the following (PRC Section 5024.1[d]): 

 California properties listed on the NRHP and those formally Determined Eligible for the 
NRHP; 

 California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward; and, 

 Those California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the OHP and 
have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the CRHR. 

Other resources that may be nominated to the CRHR include (PRC Section 5024.1[e]): 

 Historical resources with a significance rating of Category 3 through 5 (Those properties 
identified as eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and/or a local jurisdiction 
register); 

 Individual historical resources; 

 Historical resources contributing to historic districts; and, 

 Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local 
ordinance, such as an historic preservation overlay zone. 

California Senate Bill 18 

Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) (Amended Section 815.3 of Civil Code, Chapter 905; 65352.3, 65352.4, 
and 65562.5 of Government Code), which went into effect January 1, 2005, requires local 
governments (city and county) to consult with California Native American tribes before making 
certain planning decisions and to provide notice to tribes at certain key points in the planning 
process, which is commonly referred to by tribes as “SB 18 Consultation. The intent is to 
“provide California Native American tribes an opportunity to participate in local land use 
decisions at an early planning stage, for the purpose of protecting, or mitigating impacts to, 
cultural places” (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research [OPR], 2005). Because the project 
requires a General Plan Amendment, the provisions of SB 18 are applicable.   

The purpose of involving tribes at these early planning stages is to allow consideration of cultural 
places in the context of broad local land use policy, before individual site-specific, project-level, 
land use designations are made by a local government. The consultation requirements of SB 18 
apply to general plan or specific plan processes proposed on or after March 1, 2005. 

According to the Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement to General Plan Guidelines (OPR, 
2005), the following are the contact and notification responsibilities of local governments: 
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 Prior to the adoption or any amendment of a general plan or specific plan, a local 
government must notify the appropriate tribes (on the contact list maintained by the 
NAHC) of the opportunity to conduct consultations for the purpose of preserving, or 
mitigating impacts to, cultural places located on land within the local government’s 
jurisdiction that is affected by the proposed plan adoption or amendment. Tribes have 90 
days from the date on which they receive notification to request consultation, unless a 
shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe (Government Code Section 65352.3). 

 Prior to the adoption or substantial amendment of a general plan or specific plan, a local 
government must refer the proposed action to those tribes that are on the NAHC contact 
list and have traditional lands located within the city or county’s jurisdiction. The referral 
must allow a 45-day comment period (Government Code Section 65352). Notice must be 
sent regardless of whether prior consultation has taken place. Such notice does not initiate 
a new consultation process. 

 Local government must send a notice of a public hearing, at least 10 days prior to the hearing, 
to tribes who have filed a written request for such notice (Government Code Section 65092). 

California Assembly Bill 52  

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), which became effective in January 2016 as Public Resource Code 
Section 21080.3.1, established a new requirement under CEQA to consider “tribal cultural values, 
as well as scientific and archaeological values when determining impacts and mitigation.” Tribal 
Cultural Resources are defined as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and 
objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe” that are either included or 
determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or local 
registers of historical resources.  

In addition, AB 52 implemented a new consultation process, in which lead agencies are required 
to offer Native American tribes that have submitted written requests to participate in 
consultations to protect tribal cultural resources and that Native American tribes have the 
opportunity to consult on CEQA documents prior to submitting an EIR. Pursuant to AB 52, lead 
agencies are required to provide formal notice to the tribes requesting to participate within 14-
days of the lead agency’s determination that an application package is complete. Tribes have 30-
days to respond to request consultation on the project. 

Although the provisions of AB 52 do not apply to this project, prior to implementation, the 
County and project team have worked in coordination with interested tribes regarding 
development of the project site. As described above, Native American monitors Augie Ortiz, 
Cody Schlater, and Brian Robbins of the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians participated in the 
2013 cultural resource surveys of the proposed development areas. In addition, the County began 
the formal public outreach process as part of the NOP processes in 2013 and 2014 as further 
detailed below in Section 3.5.3 Methodology. 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097 

Section 5097 of the Public Resources Code provides procedures to be followed in the event of the 
unexpected discovery of human remains on nonfederal land. Section 5097.5 of the code states:  
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No person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, 
injure, or deface any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, 
archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including fossilized footprints, 
inscriptions made by human agency, or any other archaeological, 
paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the 
express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over such lands. 
Violation of this section is a misdemeanor.  

As used in this section, “public lands” means lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the 
state or any city, county, district, authority or public corporation, or agency thereof. 
Consequently, the City of Inglewood is required to comply with Public Resources Code Section 
5097.5 because the TOD Plan is within its jurisdiction.  

Section 5097.98 further defines the standards for the handling of Native American human 
remains. Section 5097.993 sets requirements related to the unlawful and malicious excavation, 
removal, destruction, injury, or defacing of a Native American historic, cultural, or sacred site 
that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7052 

Section 7052 of the California State Health and Safety Code makes the willful mutilation, dis-
internment, or removal of human remains a felony. Section 7052.5 requires that any construction 
or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can 
determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. If the remains are determined to 
be Native American, the coroner must contact the California NAHC. 

County of Orange General Plan Resources Element 

The Orange County General Plan Resources Element contains a Cultural-Historic Resources 
Component that includes the following applicable goals, objectives, and policies, relevant to 
cultural resources: 

Goal 2: To encourage through a resource management effort the preservation of the county’s 
cultural and historic heritage. 

Objective 2.2: Take all reasonable and proper steps to achieve the preservation of archaeological 
and paleontological remains, or their recovery and analysis to preserve cultural, scientific, and 
education values. 

Objective 2.3: Take all reasonable and proper steps to achieve the preservation and use of 
significant historic resources including properties of historic, historic architectural, historic 
archeological, and/or historical preservation value. 

Objective 2.4: Provide assistance to County agencies in evaluation the cultural environmental 
impact of proposed project and reviewing EIRs. 

Policies: The following policies addressing archeological, paleontological, and historical 
resources shall be implemented at appropriate stage(s) of planning, coordinated with the 
processing of a project application, as follows: 
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 Identification of resources shall be completed at the earliest stage of project planning and 
review such as general plan amendment or zone change. 

 Evaluation of resources shall be completed at intermediate stages of project planning and 
review such as site plan review, subdivision map approval, or at an earlier stage of 
project review. 

 Final preservation actions shall be completed at final stages of project planning and 
review such as grading, demolition, or an earlier stage of project review. 

Archaeological Resources Policies 

1. To identify archaeological resources through literature and records research and surface 
surveys. 

2. To evaluate archaeological resources through subsurface testing to determine significance 
and extent. 

3. To observe and collect archaeological resources during the grading of a project. 

4. To preserve archaeological resources by: 

a) Maintaining them in an undisturbed condition, or 

b) Excavating and salvaging materials and information in a scientific manner. 

Paleontological Resources Policies 

1. To identify paleontological resources through literature and records research and surface 
surveys. 

2. To monitor and salvage paleontological resources during the grading of a project. 

3. To preserve paleontological resources by maintaining them in an undisturbed condition. 

Goal 3: To Preserve and enhance buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts of cultural and 
historic significance. 

Objective 3.1: Undertake actions to identify, preserve, and develop unique and significant 
cultural and historic resources. 

3.5.2 Thresholds of Significance 
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, cultural resources impacts could be considered 
significant if the project would: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in Section 15064.5; 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5; 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature; or 
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 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

According to the CEQA Guidelines (CCR Title 14, 15064.4), a project that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment (CCR Title 14, 15064.4(b)). The guidelines further state that 
a substantial adverse change in the significance of a resource means the physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of a historic resource would be materially impaired. Actions that would materially 
impair the significance of a historical resource are any actions that would demolish or adversely 
alter those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance 
and qualify it for inclusion in the CRHR or in a local register or survey that meet the requirements 
of PRC Sections 5020.1(k) and 5024.1(g). 

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, Notice of Preparations and Initial Studies were 
prepared and circulated for public review in both 2013 and 2014; the following comments related 
to cultural resource topics were received: 

 Requests to provide Native American information and consultation regarding cultural 
resource sensitivity, as further detailed below. 

 Potential existence of Native American artifacts in the project vicinity. 

 Identification of any historic monuments on the project site. 

 Request for Native American Monitoring during disturbance of the project site. 

 Field monitoring for biological resources is required for utility installation. 

3.5.3 Methodology 
The significance determination for the cultural resources analysis is based on evaluation of the 
archival research, historic map survey, pedestrian surveys of the project site, documentation of 
cultural resources, and evaluation of the resources’ significance. The paleontological resources 
analysis is based on a paleontological records, map, and literature search by staff at the LACM 
(McLeod, 2013). The evaluation identifies the potential for existence of unknown resources to be 
located within the development areas of the project site; then considers the risk of loss of 
resources that could result from construction and development activities pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed project.  

Native American Contact Program 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) maintains a confidential Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) which contains sites of traditional, cultural, or religious value to the Native American 
community. The NAHC was contacted on April 15, 2013 to request a search of the SLF. The 
NAHC responded to the request in a letter dated April 19, 2013. The letter indicated that Native 
American cultural resources are not known to be located within the project site on the Alberhill 
7.5-minute USGS quadrangle. The letter also included an attached list of Native American 
contacts. 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Cultural/Scientific Resources 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.5-14  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

Contact letters to all individuals and groups indicated by the NAHC as having affiliation with the 
project site were prepared and mailed on May 9, 2013. The letters described the proposed project 
and included a map depicting the location of the project. Recipients were requested to reply with 
any information they are able to share about Native American resources that might be affected by 
the proposed project. To date, responses from the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen 
Nation, Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians, Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians, Pala Band of 
Mission Indians, and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians have been received and are summarized 
below.  

On May 16, 2013 Joyce Perry of the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, 
responded indicating that she would like to share information regarding the project site; and in an 
e-mail from August 19, 2013, Ms Perry provided information regarding the Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians cultural resource organization and expressed a strong interest in being informed 
of the results of the cultural resources survey. Pursuant to her request, Ms. Perry was sent an 
email after the surveys in September 2013, which summarized the results. 

In a letter dated May 21, 2013, Rose Duro of the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians Culture 
Committee expressed concerns that development within the project site may impact cultural 
resources. However, Ms Duro stated that the project site is not within the Rincon Band’s Historic 
boundaries and recommended that the Pechanga and Soboba Bands of Luiseño Indians be 
contacted. The Pechanga and Soboba Bands were included in the list of groups provided by the 
NAHC, and contact letters were mailed to them on May 9, 2013.  

In a letter dated June 10, 2013, Tuba Ebru Ozdil, the Tribal Planner for the Pechanga Band of 
Luiseño Indians expressed concerns about development within the project site. The letter states 
that the project site is located within the Pechanga’s ancestral territory and that the tribe is 
interested in participating in the project. According to the letter, the project site is surrounded by 
known village sites and ceremonial places. Additionally, Long Canyon, which bisects the central 
portion of the project site, was likely used as a trail connecting villages in the area. There is also a 
known rock art panel located near the project site. The letter states that the Pechanga would like 
to be consulted regarding all proposed developments within the project site. Furthermore, the 
Pechanga have requested the following: to be notified once the project begins the entitlement 
process, if applicable; copies of all applicable archaeological reports, site records, proposed 
grading plans, and environmental documents; government-to-government consultation with the 
Lead Agency; that an archaeological monitor and a Pechanga Tribe monitor be present during any 
earthmoving activities within the project site; and, in the event that subsurface cultural resources 
are identified, the Tribe request consultation with the project proponent and Lead Agency 
regarding the treatment and disposition of all artifacts. 

A meeting was held on August 1, 2013, between ESA archaeologists and Pechanga cultural 
resources personnel, including Tuba Ebru Ozdil, Anna Hoover, and Paul Macarro, in order to 
discuss the proposed project. Pechanga cultural resources staff emphasized the sensitivity of the 
project site by highlighting the large number of prehistoric archaeological sites nearby that 
contained rock art and milling features. They suggested that a possible trail or travel corridor may 
have traversed the project site via Long Canyon. Pechanga representatives also expressed concern 
about potential impacts to oak trees and manzanita. Additionally, as described above, the Native 
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American monitors Augie Ortiz, Cody Schlater, and Brian Robbins of the Pechanga Band of 
Luiseño Indians also participated in the August 21, 2013 and Friday, September 6, 2013 cultural 
resource surveys of the proposed development areas. 

In response to the NOP for the proposed project, the Pechanga sent a letter dated October 25, 
2013 requesting to be included in the CEQA environmental review process, and to consult with 
the Lead Agency per SB 18. The Pechanga also provided information regarding cultural resources 
in the vicinity of the project area, including a known Luiseño village (Taráxa), several traveling 
routes and trails, and important rock art.  

In a letter dated June 13, 2013, Shasta Gaughen of the Pala Band of Mission Indians Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office stated that the project site is located outside the boundaries of the 
territory that the Tribe considers it Traditional Use Area. Ms Gaughen expressed no objections to 
the project, and deferred to the wishes of Tribes in closer proximity to the project area. 

In an email dated September 3, 2013, Laura Shaker of the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians asked 
for the contact information for the lead agency and inquired as to whether other Native American 
groups had expressed an interest in the project. In response, Ms. Shaker was given the contact 
information of the lead agency as well as information on the other groups expressing interest in 
the project. 

Although the above-referenced Tribes responded to the NOP and discussions and surveys have 
commenced, these activities may supplement but do not replace formal SB 18 consultation. 
Therefore, the County has provided the following Tribal Governments with a written invitation 
notice to consult:  

 Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
 Campo Band of Mission Indians 
 Ewilaapaayp Tribal Office 
 Jamul Indian Village 
 Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 
 Juaneno Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation – Belardes 
 Juaneno Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation – Romero 
 La Jolla Band of Luiseno Indians 
 La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 
 La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
 Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 
 Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
 Pala Band of Mission Indians 
 Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians – Pauma and Yuima Reservation 
 Pechanga Band of Mission Indians 
 Rincon Band of Mission Indians 
 San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 
 San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
 Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
 Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation  
 Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
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3.5.4 Project Impacts 
Impacts 3.5-1 and 3.5-2: Would the project result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical or archaeological resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5?  

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described above, three cultural 
resources, including two prehistoric lithic scatters and one prehistoric isolate, were recorded 
during 2013 cultural resources surveys within the project site. However, no other resources have 
been identified on the project site and none of the resources identified in 2013 is eligible for 
listing on the CRHR or meet CEQA’s definition of a unique archaeological resource or historical 
resource. Thus, impacts to known resources onsite would not occur with implementation of the 
proposed project. 

However, archival research indicates the project site lies within an area that is highly sensitive for 
cultural resources. A total of 22 previously recorded cultural resources are located within a one-
mile radius of the project site. Of these, 11 are prehistoric in age and consist primarily of artifact 
scatters, bedrock milling features, and habitation sites. In addition, there is a potential for surface 
and subsurface archaeological resources to be located in valleys and canyons that have received 
alluvial deposits. Furthermore, representatives of the Pechanga Tribe indicate the project site is 
sensitive for cultural resources, and may have been within a prehistoric village site and travel 
corridor. 

Of the 22 previously recorded cultural resources located within 1 mile of the project site, none are 
within 500 feet of the project site, and the majority are farther than 0.75 mile from the project 
site. Although no significant unique archaeological resources or historical resources have been 
identified on or adjacent to the development areas of the project site; and although 71 percent of 
the project site would be retained as undeveloped open space, which would reduce the potential 
for impacts to occur; it is possible that unknown unrecorded cultural resources may be located 
within the development portion of the project site that is located on the flatter portions of the 
project site, which have a greater potential for archaeological resources than steep portions of the 
site. Therefore, the proposed project may have the potential to unearth, expose, or disturb surface 
and/or subsurface archaeological, historical, or Native American resources. The project includes 
Project Design Features that would minimize potential impacts to unknown historical and 
archaeological resources, which include: 

• The provision of 414.6 acres or approximately 71 percent of the project site would 
preserve large areas of open space onsite, which would preserve any archaeological 
resources within a large portion of the project site (PDF-1). 

• Open space would be concentrated in the western and northern portions of the project site 
and the single-family residences would be clustered, which would buffer open space 
areas from future disturbances and focus ground disturbance, which would limit the 
potential impacts to unknown archaeological resources (PDF-2). 
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In addition, Mitigation Measures MM 3.5-1 and MM 3.5-2 would be implemented, which would 
provide for archaeological and Native American Monitors and a Cultural Resource Monitoring 
Plan that would prevent impacts to unanticipated discoveries of resources during project 
implementation. With implementation of Project Design Features PDF-1 and PDF-2 and 
Mitigation Measures MM 3.3-1 and MM 3.3-2, impacts related to historical or archaeological 
resources would be less than significant. 
 
In addition to potential impacts to historical and archaeological resources described above, Tribal 
cultural places, if present on the site, could be impacted from project implementation. Based on 
the existing information described above and including a previously prepared confidential report, 
impacts to Tribal cultural places are presumed to be potentially significant. Because SB 18 
consultation has yet to occur, it is unknown at this time if such resources are located on the 
project site. If present on the site it is unknown the extent and type of the resource. Therefore, 
formulation of specific mitigation measures is infeasible and impractical at this time. Moreover, 
and assuming the presence of Tribal cultural places, the existing mitigation measures may be 
adequate as provided and not need to be revised. Upon completion of SB 18 consultation with 
each of the tribes listed on the consultation request letter, the existing mitigation measures will be 
reviewed and revised as necessary, or additional mitigation measures will be provided. 
 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.5-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant/developer shall provide 
written evidence to the County Building and Safety Division that a qualified 
archaeologist has been retained to address the potential discovery of unanticipated 
archaeological discoveries. In addition, written evidence must be provided that 
Native American monitors shall be allowed to monitor earthmoving activity related 
to the project. 

In the event that archaeological materials, including stone tools, shells, bones, glass 
shards, ceramics, or other materials older than 50 years in age, are encountered 
during ground-disturbing activities, work in the immediate vicinity of the resource 
shall cease until a qualified archaeologist has assessed the discovery and 
appropriate treatment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 is 
determined.  

If archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist shall 
determine, in consultation with the County and local Native American groups 
expressing interest, appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate 
mitigation. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place 
shall be the preferred means to avoid impacts to archaeological resources 
qualifying as historical resources. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(b)(3)(C), if it is demonstrated that resources cannot be avoided, the 
qualified archaeologist shall develop additional treatment measures, such as data 
recovery or other appropriate measures, in consultation with the implementing 
agency and local Native American representatives expressing interest in prehistoric 
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or tribal resources. If an archaeological site does not qualify as an historical 
resource but meets the criteria for a unique archaeological resource as defined in 
Section 21083.2, then the site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 21083.2. 

MM 3.5-2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 
shall be prepared by a qualified archaeologist in consultation with the County and 
local Native American groups expressing interest. The plan shall identify the 
location and timing of cultural resources monitoring. Monitoring would occur in 
areas most likely to contain resources, such as valleys and canyons. The plan shall 
allow the qualified archaeologist, based on observations of subsurface soil 
stratigraphy or other factors during initial grading, and in consultation with the 
Native American monitor and the lead agency, to reduce or discontinue monitoring 
as warranted if the archaeologist determines that the possibility of encountering 
archaeological deposits is low. The plan shall provide the appropriate measures to 
be followed in the event of unanticipated discovery of a cultural resource consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), as well as identify the appropriate 
data recovery methods and procedures to reduce or eliminate the effect of the 
project if avoidance of significant historical or unique archaeological resources is 
determined to be infeasible. The plan shall also include reporting of monitoring 
results within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved 
facility, and dissemination of reports to local and state repositories, libraries, and 
interested professionals. The plan shall be submitted to the County Department of 
Building and Safety for review and approval prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit and any resulting archaeological requirements shall be incorporated into all 
development plans and included on project permits.  

__________________________ 

Impact 3.5-3: Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The majority of the project site is 
underlain by plutonic igneous rocks that have no paleontological sensitivity. In Long Canyon, 
which runs through the middle of the project site, there are exposures of younger Quaternary 
Alluvium derived as fluvial deposits in the drainage. These deposits do not typically produce 
significant fossils in the upper layers, but may contain significant fossils at depth.  

The northeastern portion of the project site contains exposures of the marine late Cretaceous 
Bedford Canyon Formation, which has been known to produce significant vertebrate fossils; 
however, this area would be retained as open space and would not be impacted by the proposed 
project. Because the plutonic igneous rocks that underlie the majority of the project site have no 
paleontological sensitivity, ground disturbance in this formation would not impact 
paleontological resources. Shallow excavations in the younger Quaternary Alluvium that is 
present in Long Canyon would likely not impact paleontological resources; however, deeper 
excavations in Quaternary Alluvium soils may encounter vertebrate fossils, which would be a 
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significant impact. The project would maintain open space (Project Design Feature PDF-1) and 
cluster development (Project Design Feature PDF-2) listed above in the Impacts 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 
discussion, thereby minimizing ground disturbance and reducing potential impacts to 
paleontological resources. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.5-3 has been provided to 
reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources related to excavations in Quaternary 
Alluvium soils to a less than significant level.  

 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.5-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant/developer shall provide 
written evidence to the County Department of Building and Safety that a qualified 
paleontologist has been retained to respond on an as-needed basis to address 
unanticipated paleontological discoveries, and the paleontological requirements 
shall be incorporated into all development plans submitted and included as 
conditions of approval. In the event that paleontological resources are encountered 
during grading and construction operations, all construction activities shall be 
halted or redirected to provide for the qualified paleontologist to assess the find for 
significance and, if necessary, develop a paleontological resources impact 
mitigation plan (PRIMP) for the review and approval by the County prior to 
resuming construction activities.  

__________________________ 

Impact 3.5-4: Would the project disturb human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact. There is no indication, either from the archival research results, 
the archaeological survey, or input received to date from Tribes, that any location in the project 
site has been used for human burial purposes in the recent or distant past. The Pechanga have 
expressed concern that burials may exist in proximity to waterways; however, the project would 
not develop areas directly adjacent to waterways. In addition, the project includes Project Design 
Features that would reduce the development area, which would also reduce the potential for 
discovery of unknown human remains. The project would dedicate 71 percent of the site to open 
space (Project Design Feature PDF-1) and cluster development (Project Design Feature PDF-2), 
thereby minimizing ground disturbance and reducing potential impacts to unknown human 
remains.  

In the event of an inadvertent discovery or recognition of any human remains during ground 
disturbance activities, regulations pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
would be implemented. These regulations require that if human remains are unearthed during 
construction, then no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to the origin and disposition of the remains pursuant to Public Resource 
Code Section 5097.98, which outlines the NAHC notification process and the appropriate 
procedures if the Coroner determines the human remains to be Native American. Compliance 
with applicable regulations during implementation of the project would protect unknown and 
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previously unidentified human remains, and impacts related to unknown human remains would 
be less than significant. 

_________________________ 

3.5.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic scope for cumulative impacts to cultural and paleontological resources includes 
an area encompassing the northern Santa Ana Mountains. This geographic scope of analysis is 
appropriate because the archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources within this area 
are expected to be similar to those that occur on the project site because of their proximity and 
similar environments, landforms, and hydrology would result in similar land-use—and thus, site 
types. Similar geology within this vicinity would likely yield fossils of similar sensitivity and 
quantity. 

The project vicinity contains archaeological and historical resources; thus, there is potential for 
ongoing and future development projects to disturb areas that may contain cultural resources. 
Three projects have been proposed near Lake Elsinore within the geographic scope for 
cumulative impacts to cultural resources and would be expected to have similar impacts on 
cultural resources as the proposed project. However, because the project would maintain the 
majority of open space onsite (Project Design Feature PDF-1), would cluster development 
(Project Design Feature PDF-2), and implement mitigation measures to avoid potential impacts to 
any unknown cultural resources that are encountered during construction activity, which would 
reduce project impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, with implementation of mitigation, the 
proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. Therefore, cumulatively 
considerable impacts to archaeological and historical resources would be less than significant.  

Similarly, excavation activities associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other 
projects in the area could contribute to the progressive loss of fossil remains, as-yet unrecorded 
fossil sites, associated geological and geographic data, and fossil bearing strata. However, the 
proposed project would have less than significant impacts by implementing Mitigation Measure 
MM 3.5-3. With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 3.5-3, the proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to paleontological resources, and 
cumulative impacts related to paleontology would be less than significant. Furthermore, through 
implementation of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resource Code 
Section 5097.98 the project’s potential to disturb any human remains would be less than 
cumulatively considerable, and less than cumulatively significant.  
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3.6 Geology and Soils 

The purpose of this section is to analyze the potential impacts related to geology and soils. 
Several resources were consulted, including a Geotechnical Assessment (Terrestrial, 2014a), an 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Memorandum (PACE, 2014), a Response to County 
Comments on Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Memorandum (Terrestrial, 2014b) and a 
Draft Geotechnical Assessment prepared in 2008 (PSE, 2008). These four documents are 
provided in Appendices D1 through D4 of this EIR, respectively. Resources reviewed also 
include the Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) prepared for Phase 1 (north parcel) 
(Hunsaker, 2014a) and for Phase 2 (south parcel) (Hunsaker, 2014b) located in Appendices H1 
and H2 of this EIR, respectively.  

3.6.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Conditions 

The project area is located within the Santa Ana Mountains that are part of the Peninsular Range 
geomorphic province in Southern California (Terrestrial, 2014a), which consists of a series of 
mountain ranges separated by northwest trending valleys sub-parallel to faults branching from the 
San Andreas Fault (CGS, 2002a).  

The project site consists of varied terrain. The northernmost area has a steep high ridgeline and 
the southernmost area is a deep canyon. The bulk of the proposed developable area is gently 
rolling hills and small irregular valleys on a large plateau. Elevations range from approximately 
3,300 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the northeast portion of the property to approximately 
2,025 amsl in the southern major canyon bottom. Most of the proposed development area is 
between the elevations of 2,400 amsl and 2,900 feet amsl. The project site drains by overland or 
sheet flow to the smaller canyons that flow into Long Canyon (Terrestrial, 2014a).  

Regional Faults and Ground Shaking 

The project area lies within a region of California that is seismically active. Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zones are regulatory zones that encompass surface traces of active faults that 
have a potential for future surface fault rupture (DOC, 2011). The project site does not contain 
any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones; however, the Elsinore Fault Zone is located 
approximately three miles north of the project site (DOC, 2006). The EFZ has been divided into 
segments, including the Whittier and Glen Ivy, which form the northern section of the fault and 
are closest to the project study area. The EFZ’s most recent seismic event within the project 
vicinity occurred in 1910, with a magnitude of 6.0 (SCEDC, 2013). In addition, the SAF is 
capable of producing an earthquake with a magnitude of 8.1. While the potential damage from a 
magnitude of 8.1 earthquake on the SAF would likely produce the greatest damage nearest to the 
epicenter, some effects may be experienced within eastern Orange County (Lin, 2010). 

The next closest active faults to the project site include the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone 
located 24 miles west, the San Jacinto Fault Zone located 24 miles northeast, and the San Andreas 
Fault Zone located approximately 56 miles northwest (USGS, 2013). The location and 
approximate age of active regional faults within the project study area are shown in Figure 3.6-1. 
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Seismic hazards may include ground shaking, liquefaction (failure of water-saturated soil), lateral 
spreading, and earthquake-induced landslides. To be located in a state seismic hazard zone means 
that there is likelihood that weak soil and/or rock are present beneath the property. If present, 
these weak materials can fail during an earthquake and, unless proper precautions are taken 
during grading and construction, can cause damage to structures (DOC, 2013a). The Southern 
California area is tectonically active, and known to be subject to seismic hazards (SCEC, 2013).  

Ground Shaking 

Southern California is a generally seismically active region and the proposed project is likely to 
be subjected to significant ground shaking motion during the design life of the project 
(Terrestrial, 2013a).  

Richter magnitude (M) is a measure of the size of an earthquake as recorded by a seismograph, a 
standard instrument that records ground shaking at the location of the instrument. The reported 
Richter magnitude for an earthquake represents the highest amplitude measured by the 
seismograph at a distance of 100 kilometers from the epicenter. Richter magnitudes vary 
logarithmically with each whole number step representing a tenfold increase in the amplitude of 
the recorded seismic waves (CGS, 2002b). 

Earthquakes with a Richter value of 5.0 or higher are potentially damaging (Schultz and Wallace, 
2013). The likelihood of an earthquake with a magnitude over 5.0 occurring in the next 30 years 
at the project site is 80 percent (USGS, 2009). The Elsinore fault zone is the closest active fault 
zone to the project vicinity (Terrestrial, 2014a).  

Another common measure of ground motion is the peak ground acceleration (PGA). The PGA for 
a given component of motion is the largest value of horizontal acceleration obtained from a 
seismograph. PGA is expressed as the percentage of the acceleration due to gravity (g), which is 
approximately 980 centimeters per second squared. In terms of automobile accelerations, one “g” 
of acceleration is a rate of increase in speed equivalent to a car traveling 328 feet from rest in 
4.5 seconds. A maximum probable event could produce PGA values at the project site ranging 
from 0.63g for rock and 0.70 for soft rock (PSE, 2008). 

Liquefaction 

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, cohesionless soils layers, located within 
approximately 50 feet of the ground surface, lose strength due to cyclic pore water pressure 
generation from seismic shaking or other large cyclic loading. Soils that are most susceptible to 
liquefaction are clean, loose, saturated, and uniformly graded fine-grained sands that lie below the 
groundwater table within approximately 50 feet below ground surface. The project site is not 
underlain by a high groundwater table or fine-grained sands (Terrestrial, 2014a). Hence, the 
project site is not located in a liquefaction zone. 

Landslides and Lateral Spreading 

Landslides are a type of seismic hazard. Landslides consist of two parts—the material that failed 
and the type of movement that the failed material exhibited. There are five common material and 
movement combinations: rock slides, earth flows, debris slides, debris flows and rock falls (DOC, 
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2013b). Lateral spreading refers to landslides that form on gentle slopes and have rapid fluid-like 
flow movement similar to water (USGS, 2012). The project site does not contain any landslide 
zones and no landslides are known to exist within the project site (DOC, 2006).  

Natural slopes steeper than 1.5:1 horizontal to vertical and cut slopes that expose unfavorable 
geologic conditions such as low strength or poorly cemented soils, are potentially susceptible to 
the secondary seismic hazard of earthquake-induced rock falls or minor landsliding. Rock falls 
generally only occur on slopes steeper than 1.5:1. The area of the project site that is proposed for 
development does not contain any significant slopes that are steeper than 1.5:1 (Terrestrial, 
2014a).  

On-site Soils 

Soil Morphology 

Deposits of topsoil of relatively minor thickness (a few feet) are present over a majority of the 
project site. The relative lack of topsoil is due to the arid environment and the hardness of the 
bedrock. Seasonal runoff is the principal agent of erosion in addition to local, shallow, soil 
slumping (Terrestrial, 2014a). The dominant soil series on Phase 1 (south parcel) are Blasingame, 
Capistrano, and Cieneba. The dominant soil series on Phase 2 (north parcel) are Capistrano, 
Cieneba, and Friant (NRCS, 2013). Table 3.6-1 shows each soil series’ depth and drainage, 
permeability, concrete corrosion potential rating, and steel corrosion potential rating.  

Expansive Soils 

Expansive soils are fine-grained soils (generally high plasticity clays) that can undergo a 
significant increase in volume with an increase in water content and a significant decrease in 
volume with a decrease in water content. Changes in the water content of an expansive soil can 
result in severe distress to structures constructed upon the soil. The project site is underlain by 
rock and shallow soils that are generally low to non-expansive. 

TABLE 3.6-1 
SOIL DRAINGE, PERMEABILITY AND CORROSION POTENTIAL RATING FOR  

CONCRETE AND STEEL 

Soil Series Depth and Drainage Permeability 
Concrete Corrosion 

Potential 
Steel Corrosion 

Potential 

Blasingame Moderately deep; well-
drained 

Moderately slow Moderate Moderate 

Capistrano Very deep; 
well-drained 

Moderately rapid Low Low 

Cieneba Shallow; excessively 
drained 

Moderately rapid Low Low 

Friant Shallow; well-drained Moderately rapid Low Low 

 
SOURCE: USDA, 2001a-c; USDA, 2012; NRCS, 2013. 
 

 

Septic Suitability 

Soil types affect the ability of soils to purify wastewater effluent and to allow the effluent to 
percolate (USEPA, 2006). Soils appropriate for supporting onsite wastewater treatment systems, 
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which include septic tanks, have particular percolation rates and sufficient depth to bedrock and 
groundwater. A soils analysis has mapped various locations on the project site that have the 
ability to adequately support onsite wastewater treatment systems.  

A subsurface investigation was performed in 2013 to determine the percolation characteristics of 
the soil and bedrock at the site. In March 2013, 34 test pit trenches with a rubber tired backhoe 
were excavated. Percolation testing was conducted in seventeen of these trenches. In November 
2013, an additional subsurface investigation was conducted consisting of eight backhoe trenches 
and 34 additional test pits for preliminary percolation testing. The percolation tests determined 
that the soils are suitable for percolation (Terrestrial, 2014a). The landscaping areas that would be 
irrigated by treated effluent have been designed to use all the effluent that would be generated by 
the project. In addition, as described below, the onsite wastewater treatment systems would be 
installed in compliance with the Orange County On-site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines 
and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) On-Site Wastewater Treatment System 
Policy, which requires soil percolation tests to be performed during construction activities at each 
proposed on-site wastewater treatment system location prior to receipt of operational permits, 
which would ensure the suitability of the landscaping areas at each septic location. 

Drip Irrigation Suitability 

The project would utilize treated effluent for irrigation in portions of Fuel Modification Zone B. 
A surficial stability analysis was prepared to determine if the amount of additional soil moisture 
produced by the drip system during the winter months would impact either surficial and/or gross 
stability of the fill slopes where they would be placed (Terrestrial, 2014b).  

Regulatory Setting 

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act was enacted in 1997 to “reduce the risks to life and 
property from future earthquakes in the United States through the establishment and maintenance 
of an effective earthquake hazards and reduction program.” To accomplish this, the Act 
established the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP). This program was 
significantly amended in November 1990 by NEHRP, which refined the description of agency 
responsibilities, program goals, and objectives. 

NEHRP’s mission includes improved understanding, characterization, and prediction of hazards 
and vulnerabilities; improvement of building codes and land use practices; risk reduction through 
post-earthquake investigations and education; development and improvement of design and 
construction techniques; improvement of mitigation capacity; and accelerated application of 
research results. The NEHRP designates the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
as the lead agency of the program and assigns it several planning, coordinating, and reporting 
responsibilities. Programs under NEHRP help inform and guide planning and building code 
requirements such as emergency evacuation responsibilities and seismic code standards such as 
those to which the proposed project would be required to adhere. 
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California Building Code  

The California Building Code (CBC) has been codified in the California Code of Regulations as 
Title 24, Part 2. Title 24 is administered by the California Building Standards Commission, 
which, by law, is responsible for coordinating all building standards. Under state law, all building 
standards must be centralized in Title 24 or they are not enforceable. The purpose of the CBC is 
to establish minimum standards to safeguard the public health, safety and general welfare through 
structural strength, means of egress, and general stability by regulating and controlling the design, 
construction, quality of materials, use and occupancy, location, and maintenance of all building 
and structures within its jurisdiction. The CBC is based on the International Building Code (IBC; 
previously known as the Uniform Building Code) published by the International Code 
Conference. In addition, the CBC contains necessary California amendments, which are based on 
the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Minimum Design Standards 7-05. ASCE 7-05 
provides requirements for general structural design and includes means for determining 
earthquake loads as well as other loads (flood, snow, wind, etc.) for inclusion into building codes. 
The provisions of the CBC apply to the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, and 
demolition of every building or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such 
buildings or structures throughout California.  

The earthquake design requirements of the CBC take into account the occupancy category of the 
structure, site class, soil classifications, and various seismic coefficients, which are used to 
determine a Seismic Design Category (SDC) for a project. The SDC is a classification system that 
combines the occupancy categories with the level of expected ground motions at the site and 
ranges from SDC A (very small seismic vulnerability) to SDC E/F (very high seismic 
vulnerability and near a major fault). Design specifications are then determined according to the 
SDC and CBC. Furthermore, the County of Orange has adopted the standards of the CBC in 
Section 7-1-12 of the County’s Codified Ordinances; and compliance with applicable regulations 
are verified by the County prior to approval of building permits.  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act requires that any person discharging waste or 
proposing to discharge waste within any region, other than to a community sewer system, which 
could affect the quality of the “waters of the state,” file a report of waste discharge (ROWD). 
This report requires a complete characterization of the discharge including design and actual 
flows, a list of constituents and the discharge concentration of each constituent, a list of other 
appropriate waste discharge characteristics, a description and schematic drawing of all treatment 
processes, a description of any BMPs used, and a description of disposal methods, and a site map. 

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). Upon review of the report of waste discharge, the San Diego RWQCB 
would provide feedback and determine the appropriate permits required for onsite wastewater 
treatment system and septic tank installation.  
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State Water Resources Control Board – Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, 
Design, Operation and Maintenance of On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems  

On June 19, 2012, the SWRCB adopted Resolution No. 2012-0032—the Water Quality Control 
Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems 
which establishes a statewide, risk-based, tiered approach for the regulation and management of 
on-site wastewater treatment system installations and sets levels of performance and protection 
required from on-site wastewater treatment systems in order to avoid water quality degradation 
and protect public health. The Policy lists corrective action requirements for failing or potentially 
failing systems and includes minimum monitoring and reporting requirements; exemption 
criteria; and conditional waiver of waste discharge requirements (SWRCB, 2012a). The Policy 
also conditionally waives the requirement for owners of on-site wastewater treatment systems to 
apply for and receive Waste Discharge Requirements in order to operate their systems when they 
meet the conditions set forth in the Policy. The San Diego RWQCB was required to incorporate 
these standards into its Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) by May 13, 2014 (SWRCB, 
2012b). 

Regional Water Quality Control Board – Guidelines for New Community and 
Individual Sewerage Facilities 

The RWQCB adopted Guidelines for New Community and Individual Sewerage Facilities 
(Resolution No. 79-44) on June 25, 1979. An updated set of guidelines is included in the 2011 
Basin Plan, which supersedes Resolution No. 79-44 and has the goal of improving the efficiency 
of the review process, eliminating unnecessary Regional Board regulation, and improving 
protection of ground water quality.  

Authority deferral to a County health officer in regard to onsite wastewater treatment systems 
would occur if the project operator satisfies the following conditions: (1) the use of new 
individual subsurface disposal systems for any subdivision of land will be in the best public 
interest; (2) individual disposal systems will comply with all existing county design criteria; (3) 
the cumulative impact from proposed individual disposal system(s) or from new commercial 
and/or industrial development(s) will not cause adverse impacts to the beneficial uses of ground 
water; (4) individual disposal systems will meet the minimum unsaturated soil thickness between 
the bottom of leach lines or the bottom of seepage pits and the historic high ground water level. 
The minimum unsaturated soil thickness is nine feet for soils with good percolation rates, 12 feet 
for soils with moderate percolation rates, and 14 feet for soils with poor percolation rates. 
Exceptions to the unsaturated soil thickness criteria may be allowed by the appropriate County 
health officer, based upon knowledge of local site conditions. 

Upon receipt of the report of waste discharge for the proposed onsite wastewater treatment 
systems, the San Diego RWQCB would determine whether the proposed project would meet the 
above listed criteria and authority would defer to the County Department of Health for regulation 
and protection of groundwater quality.  

Orange County General Plan Safety Element 

The following goal and policies are contained within the Orange County General Plan that would 
apply to the proposed project. 
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Goal 1: Provide for a safe living and working environment consistent with available 
resources. 

Objective 1.1: To identify public safety hazards and determine the relative threat to people 
and property in Orange County. 

Goal 2: Minimize the effects of public safety hazards through implementation of appropriate 
regulations and standards which maximize protection of life and property. 

Objective 2.1: To create and maintain plans and programs which mitigate the effects of 
public safety hazards.  

Objective 2.2: To encourage the development and utilization of technologies that minimizes 
the effects of public safety hazards.  

Orange County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems 

Effective April 1, 2015, County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems 
include minimum horizontal setback requirements from various and features for onsite 
wastewater treatment systems. The purpose of these setbacks is to avoid damage to existing 
utilities, ground instability and water quality degradation. These setbacks are shown in Table 3.6-
2 (Orange County, 2013). 

TABLE 3.6-2 
MINIMUM HORIZONTAL SETBACKS FOR GROUND ABSORPTION SYSTEMS WHERE  

TS-I PRETREATMENT SYSTEMS ARE USED FOR < 1000 GALLONS PER DAY 

Land Feature or Component TS-I (feet) 

Any public water supply 100 

Streams classified as WS-I, except for saprolite 70 

Waters classified as S-A, from mean high water mark 70 

Other coastal waters, from mean high water mark 35 

Any other stream, canal, marsh or other surface waters, from normal pool elevation 35 

Any Class I or Class II reservoir, from normal pool elevation 70 

Any permanent storm water retention pond, from flood pool elevation 35 

Any other lake or pond, from normal pool or mean high water elevation 35 

Any building foundation 5 

Any basement 15 

Any property line 10 

Top of slope of embankments or cuts of 2 feet or more vertical height 15 

Any water line 10 

Upslope interceptor/foundation drains/diversions 7 

Sideslope interceptor/foundation drains/diversions 10 

Downslope interceptor/foundation drains/diversions 20 

Groundwater lowering ditches or devices 20 

Any swimming pool 15 

Any other nitrification field (except the system repair area) 10 
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Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines 

Required as part the Orange County Building Plan Check, the Orange County On-Site Sewage 
Absorption System Guidelines are intended to provide a uniform approach to percolation testing 
requirements and design criteria of an on-site sewage absorption system. The Orange County 
Public Works Department’s approval of proposed on-site sewage systems may be either a 
requirement for recordation of a parcel/tract map or a requirement before building/structural 
permits are issued. There are two main conditions for approval of an on-site sewage system: 1) 
percolation tests must be performed in accordance with County procedures onsite wastewater 
treatment systems; and 2) the system must be designed in accordance with County standards. 

Four copies of the engineer’s soil percolation reports must be submitted to the Plumbing Plan 
Check Section at the Orange County Public Works Department. All reports must include a log of 
all soil borings and percolation tests as well as plans showing a designated system. Reports and 
plans submitted to obtain Building Permits must include (Orange County, 2014): 

 Depth to groundwater 

 Depth to any impervious layers 

 Acceptable result of six percolation tests distributed throughout an area set aside for 
trench leach fields and/or at least one passing percolation for seepage pits for the 
proposed dwelling 

 Distance between trenches or seepage pits 

 Location of property lines 

 Drainage courses 

 Soils characteristics 

 Trench width or pit diameter 

 Pit depth or depth of gravel below pipe 

 Topographic lines, if steep slopes exist 

 Footprint of house 

 Outline of septic tank and distribution box 

 The plan must reflect all conditions after precise grading (Orange County, 2010). 

In order to test the feasibility of percolation at the project site, a preliminary subsurface 
investigation was performed to determine the percolation characteristics of the soil and bedrock at 
the site. In March 2013, 34 test pit trenches with a rubber tired backhoe were excavated. 
Percolation testing was conducted in seventeen of these trenches. In November 2013, an 
additional subsurface investigation was conducted consisting of eight backhoe trenches and 34 
additional test pits for percolation testing (Terrestrial, 2014a). Additional detailed information is 
provided in the Geotechnical Assessment, included as Appendix D1 of this EIR. In addition, the 
Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines require the project operator to 
perform soil percolation tests at each specific proposed onsite wastewater treatment system 
location prior to permit approval, to ensure appropriate soil suitability. 
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Orange County Grading and Excavation Code and Grading Manual 

The Orange County Grading and Excavation Code and County Grading Manual provide 
information pertaining to grading permit requirements (application, clearances, soils and 
engineering report content, issuance and expiration); fees; cuts; fills; setbacks; drainage and 
terracing; erosion control and inspection. 
 

3.6.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to geology and soils, a project could have a significant effect on 
the environment if it would: 

 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

– Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the state Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault; 

– Strong seismic ground shaking, 

– Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or 

– Landslides; 

 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 

 Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; 

 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property; or 

 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal system where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water. 

It was determined in the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies (Appendices A1 and A2) that 
implementation of the proposed project would have no impact related to the exposure of people 
or structures to the rupture of a known earthquake fault; expansive soils; and liquefaction. No 
public comments were received during the public scoping periods for the Notice of 
Preparations/Initial Studies related to these thresholds. Therefore, no further analysis of those 
significance criterion is included in the EIR. 

However, a comment related to the potential for soil erosion to occur during road related work 
was received. Potential impacts related to soil erosion during construction is described below. 
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3.6.3 Methodology 
The significance determination for the geology and soils analysis is based on a review of existing 
literature as well as the Geotechnical Assessments prepared for the proposed project (Terrestrial, 
2014a), an Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Memorandum (PACE, 2014), Draft 
Geotechnical Assessment prepared in 2008 (PSE, 2008), and WQMPs prepared for Phase 1 
(south parcel) (Hunsaker, 2014a) and for Phase 2 (north parcel) (Hunsaker, 2014b). These 
assessments presented findings, conclusions, and recommendations concerning development of 
the project based on the engineering analysis of geotechnical properties of the subsurface 
conditions, evaluation of geotechnical properties of soils, and a summary of findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations. The sections that follows discusses the identified impacts and 
the measures that would be incorporated to mitigate potentially significant impacts. 

3.6.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.6-1: Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is located in the 
highly seismically-active region of Southern California, and is likely to be subjected to significant 
ground shaking during the design life of the project. Because ground shaking could result in 
significant damage to buildings and associated infrastructure, the County requires that all 
construction meet the latest standards of the CBC code requirements, as included in the Orange 
County Codified Ordinances Article 2, Buildings and Structures. In addition, the project specific 
geotechnical assessment that are completed and are required by the County’s Codified 
Ordinances would determine final design standards for the walls, foundations, foundation slabs, 
and surrounding related improvements (utilities, roadways, parking lots and sidewalks). 
Compliance with the existing construction and building safety design standards that are verified 
by the County’s Building and Safety Department during the permitting process, would reduce 
potential impacts associated with ground shaking at the project site to less than significant levels.  

Prior to the issuance of a grading and/or building permits, the project operator would be required 
to submit final building plans and final grading plans to the County Building and Safety 
Department to ensure compliance with the County and state building regulations. The project 
operator would also be required to provide a Final Geotechnical Assessment with its submittal for 
a grading permit. Compliance with all geotechnical and soil requirements and recommendations 
provided in the Final Geotechnical Assessment, as required by Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-1, 
would reduce potential impacts related to seismic ground shaking to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.6-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall have a qualified civil 
engineer prepare final grading plans and a Final Geotechnical Assessment in 
conformance with the California Building Code, County Grading and Excavation 
Code, that shall be approved by the County’s Building and Safety Department. 

_________________________ 
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Impact 3.6-2: Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?  

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Although the project is not 
mapped as being within a landslide zone, and no landslides are known to exist within the project 
site (DOC, 2006), landslides could occur on the project site because it contains ridges, ravines, 
and gullies that have moderate to high topographic relief, rocky terrain, and steep slopes. 
However, these highly topographic areas are proposed for undeveloped open space, and the 
proposed development areas do not contain any significant slopes. The most inclined slopes in the 
development area are 1.5:1 (Terrestrial, 2014a). In addition, the geotechnical reports prepared for 
the project (Terrestrial, 2014a; PSE, 2008) state that the bedrock underlying the development 
areas are capable of supporting 2:1 or flatter cut slopes, which are compliant with the 
requirements of the County’s Codified Ordinances.  

The residential sites in both phases have been clustered in areas where the existing topography is 
suitable for development and that limited grading would be required. Additionally, Project Design 
Feature PDF-10 would reduce the potential for landslides by developing flat residential building 
pads while maintaining a similar topography on-site, geologic stability would be maintained.  
Furthermore, as required by Mitigation Measure 3.6-1, grading plans and a Final Geotechnical 
Assessment are required prior to approval of a grading permit; thus, overall, impacts related to 
landslides would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.6-1 (Provided previously under Impact 3.6-1) 
__________________________ 

 
Impact 3.6-3: Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  

Construction  

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, Phase 1 (south parcel) would require 313,800 cubic yards of cut and fill and 
Phase 2 (north parcel) would require 221,700 cubic yards of cut and fill. Total excavation over 
both phases is estimated at 535,500 cubic yards, with 10,000 cubic yards to be excavated on a 
maximum day.  These grading and excavation activities have the potential to result in top soil loss 
and soil erosion by exposing bare soil to wind and rain. In addition, construction of the project 
would require clearing of existing vegetation, which would loosen soil structure and expose bare 
soil making it more easily eroded by wind and rain, especially on slopes. All excavated soils 
would be balanced on-site; thus, no import or export of soils would be necessary.  

To eliminate the potential of construction related erosion, the project is required to comply with 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit) as 
included as Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1 in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. In 
compliance with the Construction General Permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented, which would include BMPs that would minimize 
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loss of top soil and soil erosion during construction, preventing soil from washing into storm 
drains and adjacent natural habitats. Refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality and 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1.  

Operation  

Operation of the proposed project also has the potential to result in soil erosion through 
hydromodification, which is defined as any activity that increases the velocity and volume (flow 
rate), and often the timing, of runoff (SWRCB, 2009). The project would develop impermeable 
areas and structures on the project that that would alter existing drainage patterns. However, the 
project includes several Project Design Features that are provided to minimize runoff and erosion 
potential:  

 Landscape plan that has been designed, in part, to minimize surface water runoff (Project 
Design Feature PDF-4); 

 Adhering to hydromodification requirements established by the Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System permit (Project Design Features PDF-13 and PDF-14);  

 Providing Low Impact Development techniques and BMPs to minimize the impervious 
footprint of the project, promote infiltration, and slow down surface flows (Project 
Design Feature PDF-15); 

 Hydrology technical analysis and implementation of a WQMP to ensure that existing 
runoff velocities and peak discharges would not be exceeded with implementation of the 
project (Project Design Features PDF-16 and PDF-17); and 

 Minimization of disturbances to natural drainages (Project Design Feature PDF-14). 

 
To address runoff from the developed portions of the project site the WQMPs includes vegetated 
swales, vegetated culverts and gutters installed within both phases to convey storm water to 
infiltration basins, catch basins or detention/drywell systems that would capture and retain the 
difference in runoff flow rates between the site’s existing and proposed conditions (Hunsaker, 
2014a; 2014b). See Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality for a more detailed explanation of 
water quality, stormwater control, and the WQMP. Overall, with implementation of the required 
SWPPP, WQMP, and their associated BMPs would reduce the potential for substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.9-1 (Provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Impact 3.9-1) 
_________________________ 

Impact 3.6-4: Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
lateral spreading or collapse? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Lateral spreading is a type of 
landslide that occurs on gentle slopes. The project site is underlain by highly weathered granite 
and alluvial deposits that are likely to result in lateral spreading or collapse (Terrestrial, 2014a). 
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However, the same regulations that apply to seismic ground shaking and landslides that are 
described above, also apply to lateral spreading and collapsible soils. Compliance with the CBC 
and the County’s requirements in the Codified Ordinances would ensure that structure 
foundations are designed and located appropriately to reduce the potential for lateral spreading. 
Furthermore, building and grading plans would be developed in accordance with all County 
building and grading requirements and submitted for County approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit and/or a grading permit as required by Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-1. With 
implementation of CBC and the requirements of the County’s Codified Ordinances that would be 
verified by the County Building and Safety Department, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure MM 3.6-1, impacts related to unstable soils would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.6-1 (Provided previously under Impact 3.6-1) 
__________________________ 

Impact 3.6-5: Would the project site have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal system where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater?  

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project proposes the 
installation of onsite wastewater treatment systems on each residential lot that would utilize 
landscaping areas to dispose of treated wastewater. The onsite wastewater treatment systems 
installed on each lot would consist of three components: (1) a 1,500-gallon septic tank; (2) three 
modular peat fiber biofilters; and (3) a 300-gallon water reuse pump station. After receiving 
primary treatment from the septic tank and secondary treatment from the biofiltration system, 
effluent would be pumped by the reuse water pump station to subsurface dispersal irrigation areas 
to irrigate portions of Fuel Modification Zone B area. The irrigation landscaping areas have been 
designed to provide the irrigation needs of the plants, while using all the effluent that would be 
generated by the project. Irrigation would be supplemented when necessary by an irrigation 
system that is linked to weather-monitoring controllers. 

The septic tank, biofiltration system, and subsurface drip irrigation fields would be located in soil 
with suitable characteristics, and percolation testing at each septic tank location is required during 
project construction pursuant to the Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System 
Guidelines to ensure the suitability for the proposed onsite wastewater treatment systems. 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2, requires the project to be designed in accordance with the Orange 
County On-site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines and SWRCB On-Site Wastewater 
Treatment System Policy (Policy), which details siting, design and construction standards for 
system installation, expected performance, and maintenance requirements. The wastewater 
systems would be designed in accordance with Tier 2 requirements of the Policy, which means 
that siting and approval of the systems would be overseen by the Orange County Department of 
Public Works. In addition, the Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines 
require the project operator to perform soil percolation tests at each specific proposed onsite 
wastewater treatment system location prior to permit approval to ensure appropriate soil 
suitability. 
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Through compliance with the SWRCB Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, 
Operation, and Maintenance of On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems, RWQCB adopted 
Guidelines for New Community and Individual Sewerage Facilities, and Orange County Sewage 
Absorption System Guidelines and Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System Regulations 
(Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2), which would be required to be implemented prior to receipt of 
operating permits, onsite wastewater treatment systems would be properly installed and 
maintained. This requires components of the onsite wastewater treatment system to be setback a 
minimum of five feet from structures, property lines, and the top of descending slopes to ensure 
appropriate function; and appropriate setbacks from streams and other features per the County 
Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems. In addition, per Mitigation 
Measure MM 3.6-3, the HOA would be required to educate residents about the proper use and 
maintenance of septic systems, and would provide a list of septic service companies approved by 
the HOA to prevent damage and failure. The septic tanks would also be emptied of sludge 
regularly and transported to disposal by a County-registered and HOA approved waste hauler. 
Overall, compliance with existing regulations as implemented in Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2 
would reduce potential impacts related to soils and the use of septic tanks to a less than 
significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.6-2  The project operator shall design and operate the onsite wastewater treatment 
systems in accordance with the SWRCB adopted Resolution No. 2012-0032—the 
Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of 
On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems (specifically Tier 2 of this Policy 
requiring Orange County Department of Public Works to oversee the design and 
approval of the systems); the Orange County On-site Sewage Absorption System 
Guidelines; and the County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
Systems, which include minimum horizontal setback requirements from geologic 
and water features. All septic tanks, biofilters and reuse water pump 
station/emergency storage tanks shall be setback a minimum of five feet from 
structures, property lines and the top of descending slopes. The project operator 
shall obtain approval from the County for issuance of building permits for and 
operation of onsite wastewater treatment systems.  

MM 3.6-3 The Home Owners Association (HOA) shall provide detailed information via 
flyers and meetings to project residents regarding the proper use and maintenance 
necessary to keep onsite wastewater treatment systems functioning properly. In 
addition, information regarding County-registered HOA approved liquid waste 
haulers shall be provided to project site residents. 

__________________________ 

3.6.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic scope for cumulative impact analysis related to geology and soils are generally 
contained to the project site. The closest cumulative project is located approximately 2.4 miles 
from the project site in the City of Lake Elsinore. Thus, cumulative projects are too distant for 
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soils related activities on the project site to be effected. In addition, and as described above, the 
project site is in a seismically active area, which is bordered by major fault systems including the 
Elsinore Fault and San Andreas Fault. All areas of Orange County are considered seismically 
active; therefore, all other projects within the County are subject to similar seismic hazards. This 
project and other planned projects in the vicinity would be subject to state building codes to 
increase stability during seismic events. Further, the project and other planned projects are 
development projects, would not involve any subsurface activities that could increase the 
seismicity of surrounding areas. As a result, cumulative impacts related to seismicity would be 
less than significant.  

In addition, most projects are required to implement site-specific SWPPPs and WQMPs, which 
would reduce soil erosion potential on each project site during construction and operation, which 
would reduce the potential for projects, such as the proposed project, to combine and result in 
cumulatively considerable impacts.  

Furthermore, the onsite wastewater treatment systems proposed by the project are subject to state 
and County septic requirements and would be completely contained within the project site; thus, 
would not cumulatively affect other projects. Overall, project impacts related to geology and soils 
would be less than cumulatively considerable, and less than significant. 
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This section provides a discussion of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, existing regulations 
pertaining to GHGs, and quantification of GHG emissions that would result from construction 
and operation of the proposed project. The methods of analyzing emissions described in this 
section are consistent with the recommendations of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD). GHG modeling calculations are provided in Appendix E of this EIR.  

3.7.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Conditions 
GHG Emissions Overview 

Various gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHGs, play a critical role in determining its 
surface temperature. Solar radiation enters earth’s atmosphere from space, and a portion of the 
radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface. Earth re-radiates this energy back toward space, but 
the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency 
infrared radiation. GHGs, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing 
infrared radiation. As a result, this radiation (that otherwise would have escaped back into space) 
is now retained in the atmosphere, and results in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, 
known as the greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on earth. 
Without the greenhouse effect, the earth would not be able to support life as we know it.  

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 
nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Much of the scientific literature suggests that human-
caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are responsible for 
intensifying the greenhouse effect and have led to a trend of unnatural warming of earth’s 
climate, known as global climate change or global warming. While there is some debate 
regarding this issue, it is unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years can be explained 
without contribution from human activities (IPCC, 2007). 

GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are 
pollutants of regional and local concern. Whereas pollutants with localized air quality effects 
have relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (about one day), GHGs have long atmospheric 
lifetimes (one year to several thousand years). GHGs persist in the atmosphere for long enough 
time periods to be dispersed around the globe. Although the exact lifetime of any particular GHG 
molecule is dependent on multiple variables and cannot be pinpointed, it is understood that more 
CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere than is sequestered by ocean uptake, vegetation, and other 
forms of sequestration. Of the total annual human-caused CO2 emissions, approximately 54 
percent is sequestered through ocean uptake, uptake by northern hemisphere forest regrowth, and 
other terrestrial sinks within one year, whereas the remaining 46 percent of human-caused CO2 
emissions remains stored in the atmosphere (Seinfeld and Pandis, 1998). 

Similarly, impacts of GHGs are global, as opposed to localized air quality effects of criteria air 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants. The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in 
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climate change is not precisely known; however, it is clear that the quantity is enormous, and no 
single development project would measurably contribute to a noticeable incremental change in 
the global average temperature, or to global, local, or micro climates. From the standpoint of 
CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative (SMAQMD, 2009).  

Greenhouse Gas Emission Sources 

According to much of the scientific literature on this topic, emissions of GHGs contributing to 
global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities associated with the 
transportation, industrial/manufacturing, utility, residential, commercial, and agricultural sectors 
(CARB, 2014a). Currently in California, the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs, 
followed by electricity generation (CARB, 2014a). Emissions of CO2 are byproducts of fossil fuel 
combustion. Methane (CH4), a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing (the release of 
chemicals from nonmetallic substances under ambient or greater pressure conditions) and is 
largely associated with agricultural practices and landfills. NO2 is also largely attributable to 
agricultural practices and soil management. Carbon dioxide sinks, or reservoirs, include 
vegetation and the ocean, which absorb CO2 through sequestration and dissolution, respectively, 
two of the most common processes of CO2 sequestration. 

California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 in the world (CEC, 2006a). California produced 
approximately 459 million gross metric tons of CO2 equivalent (CO2e) in 20121 (CARB, 2014a). 
CO2e is a measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs have different potential to 
retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. Expressing 
emissions in CO2e takes the contributions to the greenhouse effect of all GHG emissions and 
converts them to the equivalent effect that would occur if only CO2 were being emitted. This 
measurement, known as the global warming potential (GWP) of a GHG, is dependent on the 
lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. For example, as described in 
Appendix B of the Calculation References of the General Reporting Protocol of the California 
Climate Action Registry, one ton of methane (CH4) has the same contribution to the greenhouse 
effect as approximately 21 tons of CO2 (CCAR, 2009). Therefore, methane (CH4) is a much more 
potent GHG than CO2.  

Combustion of fossil fuel in the transportation sector was the single largest source of California’s 
GHG emissions in 2012, accounting for 36 percent of total GHG emissions in the state (CARB, 
2014a). This sector was followed by the electric power sector (including both in-state and out-of-
state sources) (21 percent) and the industrial sector (19 percent) (CARB, 2014a).  

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Clean Air Act 

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) to define national ambient air quality standards to protect public health and welfare in 
the U.S. The CAA does not specifically regulate GHG emissions; however, on April 2, 2007 the 
U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 549 U.S. 497 
(2007) determined that GHGs are pollutants that can be regulated under the CAA. Currently, 
there are no federal regulations that establish ambient air quality standards for GHGs.  
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On December 7, 2009, USEPA adopted its Proposed Endangerment and Cause or Contribute 
Findings for Greenhouse Gases under the CAA (Endangerment Finding). The Endangerment 
Finding is based on Section 202(a) of the CAA, which states that the administrator (of USEPA) 
should regulate and develop standards for “emission[s] of air pollution from any class or classes 
of new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines, which in [its] judgment cause, or contribute 
to, air pollution which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare.” The 
rule addresses Section 202(a) in two distinct findings. The first addresses whether the 
concentrations of the six key GHGs (CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6) in the atmosphere 
threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations. The second addresses 
whether the combined emissions of GHGs from new motor vehicles and motor vehicle engines 
contribute to atmospheric concentrations of GHGs and, therefore, contribute to the threat of 
climate change. 

The USEPA Administrator found that atmospheric concentrations of GHGs endanger the public 
health and welfare within the meaning of Section 202(a) of the CAA. The evidence supporting 
this finding consists of human activity resulting in “high atmospheric levels” of GHG emissions, 
which are likely responsible for increases in average temperatures and other climatic changes. 
Furthermore, the observed and projected results of climate change (e.g., higher likelihood of heat 
waves, wildfires, droughts, sea level rise, and higher intensity storms) are a threat to the public 
health and welfare. Therefore, GHGs were found to endanger the public health and welfare of 
current and future generations. 

The USEPA administrator also found that GHG emissions from new motor vehicles and motor 
vehicle engines are contributing to air pollution, which is endangering public health and welfare. 
USEPA’s final findings respond to the 2007 U.S. Supreme Court decision that GHGs fit within 
the CAA definition of air pollutants. The findings do not in and of themselves impose any 
emission reduction requirements but, rather, allow USEPA to finalize the GHG standards 
proposed earlier in 2009 for new light-duty vehicles as part of the joint rulemaking with the 
Department of Transportation. Specific GHG regulations that the USEPA has adopted include: 

40 CFR Part 98. Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule. This rule requires 
mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for facilities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons 
of CO2e emissions per year. Additionally, reporting of emissions is required for owners of 
SF6- and PFC-insulated equipment when the total nameplate capacity of these insulating 
gases is above 17,280 pounds.  

40 CFR Part 52. Proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V 
Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule. This rule sets GHG emissions thresholds that define when 
permits under the USEPA’s New Source Review Prevention Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
and Title V Operating Permit programs would be required for new and existing industrial 
facilities. The first step of the USEPA's tailoring rule, which took effect Jan. 2, 2011, required 
sources that to obtain permits for their GHG emissions if they emit 75,000 tons of CO2e per 
year. Beginning July 1, 2011, the second phase applied permitting requirements to all 
stationary sources with GHG emissions of at least 100,000 tons of CO2e annually or that 
made modifications increasing their emissions by at least 75,000 tons per year. The 
requirements applied to sources even if they were not previously subject to permitting for 
other pollutants.  
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Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley) 

In 2002, then-Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (Pavley, Chapter 200, 
California Statues of 2002; codified in California Health and Safety Code Section 42823, 
43018.5). AB 1493 requires that CARB develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, regulations that 
achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted by passenger vehicles and 
light-duty trucks and other vehicles determined by CARB to be vehicles whose primary use is 
noncommercial personal transportation in the State.” In 2004 CARB approved amendments to the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) adding GHG emissions standards to California’s existing 
standards for motor vehicle emissions that require automobile manufacturers to meet fleet-
average GHG emissions limits for all passenger cars, light-duty trucks within various weight 
criteria, and medium-duty passenger vehicle weight classes (i.e., any medium-duty vehicle with a 
gross vehicle weight rating less than 10,000 pounds that is designed primarily for the 
transportation of persons), beginning with the 2009 model year.  

On September 15, 2009, USEPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) proposed a National Program to reduce GHG emissions and 
improve fuel economy for new cars and trucks sold in the United States. The combined USEPA 
and NHTSA standards that make up the proposed National Program applied to passenger cars, 
light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model years 2012 through 2016. 
They require these vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams 
of CO2 per mile, equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon (mpg). In December 2011, NHTSA and 
USEPA issued a joint proposal to extend the National Program to further improve fuel economy 
and reduce GHG emissions for passenger and light-duty vehicles for model years 2017–2025. 
This would be accomplished through new proposed Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) 
standards by NHTSA and new GHG emission standards by USEPA. The proposed CAFE 
standards are projected to require, on an average industry-fleet-wide basis for cars and trucks 
combined, 40.1 mpg in model year 2021, and 49.6 mpg in model year 2025. USEPA’s proposed 
GHG standards, which would be harmonized with NHTSA’s CAFE standards, are projected to 
require 163 grams/mile (54.5 mpg) of CO2 in model year 2025. 

Executive Order S-3-05 

Executive Order S-03-05, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, established 
total GHG emission targets. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 
1990 level by 2020, and to 80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050. 

The Executive Order directed the Secretary of California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CalEPA) to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce GHG emissions to the target levels. To 
comply with the Executive Order, the Secretary of CalEPA created the California Climate Action 
Team (CCAT) to achieve the targets by building on voluntary actions of California businesses, 
local government, and community actions, as well as through state incentive and regulatory 
programs. 

Assembly Bill 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) 

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act (AB 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500 - 
38599). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable 
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reductions in GHG emissions and establishes a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires 
that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This reduction will be 
accomplished by enforcing a statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased in starting in 
2012. To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs CARB to develop and implement 
regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources. AB 32 specifies that 
regulations adopted in response to AB 1493 should be used to address GHG emissions from 
vehicles. However, AB 32 also includes language stating that if the AB 1493 regulations cannot 
be implemented, then CARB should develop new regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions 
under the authorization of AB 32. 

AB 32 requires CARB to adopt a quantified cap on GHG emissions representing 1990 emissions 
levels and disclose how it arrived at the cap; institute a schedule to meet the emissions cap; and 
develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the state reduces GHG 
emissions enough to meet the cap. AB 32 also includes guidance on instituting emissions 
reductions in an economically efficient manner, along with conditions to ensure that businesses 
and consumers are not unfairly affected by the reductions. According to CARB’s Scoping Plan, 
the 2020 target of 427 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e requires the reduction of 169 
MMTCO2e, or approximately 28.4 percent, from the state’s projected 2020 business-as-usual 
(BAU) emissions level of 596 MMTCO2e.1 However, CARB has discretionary authority to seek 
greater reductions in more significant and growing GHG sectors, such as transportation, as 
compared to other sectors that are not anticipated to significantly increase emissions. In August 
2011, the Scoping Plan was re-approved by the Board and includes the Final Supplement to the 
Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent Document. This document includes expanded analysis of 
project alternatives as well as updates the 2020 emission projections in light of the current 
economic forecasts. Considering the updated 2020 BAU estimate of 507 MMTCO2e, a 16 percent 
reduction below the estimated BAU levels would be necessary to return to 1990 levels by 2020. 
The document also excludes one measure identified in the 2008 Scoping Plan that has been 
adopted and one measure that is no longer under consideration by CARB (CARB, 2011). 

As required by AB 32, the Scoping Plan must be updated at least every five years to evaluate the 
mix of AB 32 policies to ensure that California is on track to meet the targets set out in the 
legislation. As such, a draft Update to the initial Scoping Plan was developed by CARB in 
collaboration with the CCAT and was presented to CARB’s Board for discussion at its February 
20, 2014 meeting. The draft Update builds upon the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and 
expanded measures, and identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new funds to drive GHG 
emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted program investments. The first 
update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan was approved on May 22, 2014 by CARB (CARB, 2014b). 

Executive Order S-1-07 

Executive Order S-1-07, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2007, proclaims that 
the transportation sector is the main source of GHG emissions in California, generating more than 
40 percent of statewide emissions. It establishes a goal to reduce the carbon intensity of 
transportation fuels sold in California by at least ten percent by 2020. This order also directs 

                                                            
1   BAU is defined as emissions that would be generated prior to AB 32‐related emission restrictions beginning in 

2006. 
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CARB to determine whether this low carbon fuel standard (LCFS) could be adopted as a discrete 
early-action measure as part of the effort to meet the mandates in AB 32. 

On April 23, 2009 CARB approved the proposed regulation to implement the LCFS. The LCFS 
will reduce GHG emissions from the transportation sector in California by about 16 MMT in 
2020. The LCFS is designed to reduce California’s dependence on petroleum, create a lasting 
market for clean transportation technology, and stimulate the production and use of alternative, 
low-carbon fuels in California. The LCFS is designed to provide a durable framework that uses 
market mechanisms to spur the steady introduction of lower carbon fuels. The framework 
establishes performance standards that fuel producers and importers must meet each year 
beginning in 2011. One standard is established for gasoline and the alternative fuels that can 
replace it. A second similar standard is set for diesel fuel and its replacements. 

The issuance of regulations by California under the LCFS has resulted in several lawsuits that 
were brought on by industry trade organizations representing ethanol producers, refiners, and 
truckers. These lawsuits allege that California acted in violation of the U.S. Constitution because 
the LCFS are inherently discriminatory against commerce taking place outside of the state of 
California, since more carbon emissions would always result from the transportation of fuels to 
California from areas outside of the state when compared to the carbon emissions generated by 
fuel producers in California who would be able to transport their fuel over shorter distances. In 
addition, the lawsuit also alleged that California was making an attempt to impermissibly regulate 
conduct outside of the state and contended that California's LCFS should be preempted by the 
Renewable Fuel Standards passed on the federal level. In response, the state has indicated that the 
provisions found within the CCAA provide the authority for California to control air pollution 
and that its regulation is a permissible act of state sovereignty. Nonetheless, a federal judge issued 
a preliminary injunction in December 2011 that prevented California from implementing the 
LCFS on the grounds that California's regulations were in violation of the Commerce Clause in 
the United States Constitution. CARB appealed the decision and has been allowed to implement 
the LCFS while the appeal is pending. On September 18, 2013, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals reversed the U.S. District Court opinion that held that California’s LCFS violated the 
dormant Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution. 

Senate Bills 1078 and 107 and Executive Order S-14-08 

SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002; Section 399.15) requires retail sellers of electricity, 
including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to provide at least 20 
percent of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. SB 107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006; 
PRC Section 25740) changed the target date to 2010. In November 2008, Governor 
Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-14-08, which expands the state's Renewables Energy 
Standard to 33 percent renewable power by 2020. In April 2011, Governor Jerry Brown signed 
SB 2X, that created a legislative mandate codifying the 33 percent Renewables Portfolio Standard 
into law.  

Senate Bill 375 

SB 375, signed in September 2008 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008; PRC Sections 65080, 65400, 
65583, 65584.01, 65584.02, 65584.04, 65587, 65588, 14522.1, 14522.2, 65080.01 21061.3, and 
21159.28), aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and 
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land use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to 
adopt a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) or alternative planning strategy (APS) that will 
prescribe land use allocation in that MPOs regional transportation plan (RTP). CARB, in 
consultation with MPOs, has provided each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs 
emitted by passenger cars and light trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035. These 
reduction targets will be updated every eight years but can be updated every four years if 
advancements in emissions technologies affect the reduction strategies to achieve the targets. 
CARB is also charged with reviewing each MPO’s SCS or APS for consistency with its assigned 
targets. If MPOs do not meet the GHG reduction targets, transportation projects may not be 
eligible for funding programmed after January 1, 2012. 

This law also extends the minimum time period for the regional housing needs allocation cycle 
from five years to eight years for local governments located within an MPO that meet certain 
requirements. City or county land use policies (including general plans) are not required to be 
consistent with the regional transportation plan (and associated SCS or APS). However, new 
provisions of CEQA would incentivize (through streamlining and other provisions) qualified 
projects that are consistent with an approved SCS or APS, categorized as “transit priority 
projects.” 

On April 4, 2012, the Regional Council of the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG), which is the MPO in Southern California, adopted the 2012-2035 Regional RTP/SCS: 
Towards a Sustainable Future. The RTP/SCS is the culmination of a multi-year effort involving 
stakeholders from across the SCAG region, which contains six counties (Imperial, Los Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura) and 191 cities in Southern California. 

CARB Climate Change Scoping Plan 

On December 11, 2008, CARB adopted its Scoping Plan, which functions as a roadmap of 
CARB’s plans to achieve GHG reductions in California required by AB 32 through subsequently 
enacted regulations and through the recommended actions. Table 3.7-1 shows the Recommended 
Actions contained in Appendices C and E of CARB’s Scoping Plan (CARB, 2008). 

TABLE 3.7-1 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FROM CARB CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN 

ID # Sector Strategy Name 

T-1 Transportation Pavley I and II – Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards 

T-2 Transportation LCFS (Discrete Early Action) 

T-3 Transportation Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets 

T-4 Transportation Vehicle Efficiency Measures 

T-5 Transportation Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action) 

T-6 Transportation Goods-movement Efficiency Measures 

T-7 Transportation 
Heavy Duty Vehicle GHG Emission Reduction Measure – 
Aerodynamic Efficiency (Discrete Early Action) 

T-8 Transportation Medium and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization 

T-9 Transportation High Speed Rail 

E-1 Electricity and Natural Gas 
Increased Utility Energy efficiency programs 
More stringent Building and Appliance Standards 

E-2 Electricity and Natural Gas Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000GWh 

E-3 Electricity and Natural Gas Renewables Portfolio Standard 
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ID # Sector Strategy Name 

E-4 Electricity and Natural Gas Million Solar Roofs 

CR-1 Electricity and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency 

CR-2 Electricity and Natural Gas Solar Water Heating 

GB-1 Green Buildings Green Buildings 

W-1 Water Water Use Efficiency 

W-2 Water Water Recycling 

W-3 Water Water System Energy Efficiency 

W-4 Water Reuse Urban Runoff 

W-5 Water Increase Renewable Energy Production 

W-6 Water Public Goods Charge (Water) 

I-1 Industry Energy Efficiency and Co-benefits Audits for Large Industrial Sources 

I-2 Industry Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction 

I-3 Industry GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission 

I-4 Industry Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements 

I-5 Industry 
Removal of methane (CH4) Exemption from Existing Refinery 
Regulations 

RW-1 Recycling and Waste Management Landfill methane (CH4) Control (Discrete Early Action) 

RW-2 Recycling and Waste Management 
Additional Reductions in Landfill methane (CH4) – Capture 
Improvements 

RW-3 Recycling and Waste Management High Recycling/Zero Waste 

F-1 Forestry Sustainable Forest Target 

H-1 High GWP Gases Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems (Discrete Early Action) 

H-2 High GWP Gases 
SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor Applications 
(Discrete Early Action) 

H-3 High GWP Gases 
Reduction in Perfluorocarbons in Semiconductor Manufacturing 
(Discrete Early Action) 

H-4 High GWP Gases 
Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products (Discrete Early Action, 
Adopted June 2008) 

H-5 High GWP Gases High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources 

H-6 High GWP Gases High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources 

H-7a High GWP Gases Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases 

A-1 Agriculture Methane (CH4) Capture at Large Dairies 
 
a  This original measure in the 2008 Scoping Plan was subsequently excluded by CARB in the Final Supplement to the Scoping Plan Functional 

Equivalent Document in 2011, as CARB staff concluded that implementation of this measure would not be feasible. 
Source: CARB, 2008. 
 

An Update to the initial Scoping Plan was approved on May 22, 2014 by CARB to address the 
requirement by AB 32 that the Scoping Plan be updated at least every five years. The Update 
builds upon the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and expanded measures, and identifies 
opportunities to leverage existing and new funds to drive GHG emission reductions through 
strategic planning and targeted program investments. As part of the update to the Scoping Plan, 
the emissions reductions required to meet the 2020 statewide GHG emissions limit were adjusted, 
which determined that a 15 percent reduction below the estimated BAU levels is necessary to 
return to 1990 levels by 2020 (CARB, 2014b). 

Executive Order B‐30‐15 – 2030 Statewide Emission Reduction Target 

Executive Order B-30-15 was signed by Governor Jerry Brown on April 29, 2015, establishing an 
interim statewide GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, which is 
necessary to guide regulatory policy and investments in California in the midterm, and put 
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California on the most cost-effective path for long-term emission reductions. Under this 
Executive Order, all state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of greenhouse gas emissions are 
required to continue to develop and implement emissions reduction programs to reach the state’s 
2050 target and attain a level of emissions necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. 
According to the Governor’s Office, this Executive Order is in line with the scientifically 
established levels needed in the United States to limit global warming below 2°C - the warming 
threshold at which scientists say there will likely be major climate disruptions such as super 
droughts and rising sea levels. 

Clean Energy Reduction Act 

Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015, Senate Bill (SB) 350 (Chapter 547, Statutes 
of 2015) was approved by Governor Brown on October 7, 2015.  SB 350 will (1) increase 
standards by requiring that the amount of electricity generated and sold to retail customers per 
year from eligible renewable energy resources be increased to 50 percent by December 31, 2030; 
(2) require the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to establish 
annual targets for statewide energy efficiency savings and demand reduction that would achieve a 
cumulative doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final end 
uses of retail customers by January 1, 2030; (3) provide for the evolution of the Independent 
System Operator (ISO) into a regional organization; and (4) require the state to reimburse local 
agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state through procedures 
established by statutory provisions. This Act is intended to double the energy efficiency savings 
in electricity and natural gas final end uses of retail customers through energy efficiency and 
conservation (Brown, 2015). 

California Building Standards Code (Title 24) and California Energy Code (Part 6) 

California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, 
located at Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, is commonly known as the 
“Title 24” standards, the standards are typically updated every three years; the 2013 standards 
were effective on July 1, 2014. Title 24 provides energy efficiency standards for residential and 
non-residential development with the express goal of “reducing of wasteful, uneconomic, 
inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy.” (Public Resources Code Section 25402.) 
Updated standards take effect January 1, 2017. 

California Green Buildings Standards 

The California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) are located in Title 24, Part 11 of the 
California Code of Regulations. The purpose of the CALGreen Code is to enhance the design and 
construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a reduced negative impact 
or positive environmental impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices in planning 
and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material conservation and 
resource efficiency, and environmental quality. The code provides a various mandatory and 
voluntary measures to be enforced on new building construction. The CALGreen Code, which 
became effective on January 1, 2014 was anticipated to reduce 3 MMT of GHG emissions by 
2020, reduce water use by 20 percent or more, and divert 50 percent of construction waste from 
landfills. The California Green Building Standards Code was most recently updated in 2016 to 
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include new mandatory measures for residential as well as nonresidential uses; the new measures 
take effect on January 1, 2017. 
  

County of Orange General Plan  

The County’s General Plan does not include any specific goals and objectives related to GHGs.  
 
 

3.7.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the County of Orange Environmental 
Analysis Checklist, a project could have a significant adverse effect on GHG emissions if it 
would: 

 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment; or 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

The analysis methodologies from SCAQMD are used in evaluating potential impacts related to 
GHG from implementation of the proposed project. SCAQMD provides a tiered approach to 
evaluate GHG impacts, which includes: 

 Tier 1: determine whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable exemption under 
CEQA 

 Tier 2: determine whether the project is consistent with a greenhouse gas reduction plan, 
which would mean that it does not have significant greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Tier 3: determine if the project would be below screening values; if a project’s GHG 
emissions are under one of the following screening thresholds, then the project is less 
than significant:   

o All land use types: 3,000 MTCO2e per year   

o Residential: 3,500 MTCO2e per year 

o Commercial:  1,400 MTCO2e per year  

o Mixed use: 3,000 MTCO2e per year 

SCAQMD also recommends that construction GHG emissions be amortized over a 30-year 
period and added to its operational emission estimates to determine if the project would exceed 
the screening values listed above (SCAQMD, 2008).  

Thus, based on the SCAQMD methodologies, the proposed residential uses would result in less 
than significant impacts if they generate less than 3,500 MTCO2e per year, including 
construction emissions averaged over a 30-year period and added to the modeled annual 
operational emissions. 
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3.7.3 Methodology 
Construction-related GHG emissions were estimated using a similar methodology to that 
described for criteria air pollutants in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of this EIR. SCAQMD 
recommends the use of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) for estimating 
construction and operational emissions associated with land use projects. CalEEMod estimates 
the emissions of CO2, methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) as well as the resulting total CO2e 
emissions associated with construction-related GHG sources such as off-road construction 
equipment, material delivery trucks, soil haul trucks, and construction worker vehicles. As 
CalEEMod uses IPCC’s 1996 SAR to assign the GWPs for methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide 
(N2O), the emissions for these two GHGs were taken from the CalEEMod outputs and converted 
to CO2e emissions outside of CalEEMod using the updated GWPs from IPCC’s AR4.  

Operational emissions of GHGs, including GHGs generated by direct and indirect sources, are 
estimated according to the recommended methodologies from SCAQMD. Direct sources include 
emissions such as vehicle trips, natural gas consumption, and landscape maintenance. Indirect 
sources include off-site emissions occurring as a result of the project’s operations such as 
electricity and water consumption and solid waste disposal. The direct and indirect emissions 
generated during the proposed project’s operations were estimated using CalEEMod. Similar to 
the calculation of the project’s construction-related GHG emissions, the operational emissions of 
methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) were extracted from the CalEEMod output file and 
converted to CO2e emissions using the GWPs from IPCC’s AR4. Modeling was based on project-
specific data (e.g., size and type of proposed uses, use of septic systems on-site, etc.) and vehicle 
trip information from the traffic analysis prepared for the project (Urban Crossroads, 2014; see 
Appendix J of this EIR). 

CalEEMod estimates energy use from residential land uses based on the Residential Appliance 
Saturation Survey reported by CEC, which is a comprehensive energy use assessment that 
includes the end use for various climate zones in California. Emissions from energy use are 
estimated based on USEPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) emission 
factors and the California Climate Action Registry’s General Reporting Protocol. Water 
consumption data was obtained from Table ES-1 of the Pacific Institute’s “Waste Not Want Not” 
report (Pacific Institute, 2003). Electricity intensity factors were obtained from the 2006 CEC 
report, “Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in California” (CEC, 2006b). 
CalEEMod calculates the indirect GHG emissions associated with solid waste that is disposed of 
at a landfill. The program uses annual waste disposal rates from the California Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecyle) data for individual land uses. The program 
quantifies the GHG emissions associated with the decomposition of the waste which generates 
methane based on the total amount of degradable organic carbon. Default landfill gas 
concentrations are used as reported in Section 2.4 of AP-42. Additionally, wastewater generated 
by the development would also produce GHG emissions. For the proposed project, wastewater 
would be treated by an on-site wastewater system. GHG emissions associated with the use of 
septic systems are quantified by CalEEMod based on CARB’s Local Government Operations 
Protocol (LGOP), which in turn are based on USEPA methodologies (SCAQMD, 2013).  
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3.7.4 Project Impacts  
Impact 3.7.1: Would the project generate significant amounts of greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact.  

Construction Emissions 

The proposed project consists of the construction of 72 single-family residential units. 
Construction-related GHG emissions were estimated using the same assumptions and 
methodology as the air quality analysis included in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of this EIR. As 
shown in Table 3.7-2, the total GHG emissions that are anticipated during construction of the 
proposed project at Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) would be approximately 
1,403 MTCO2e (detailed GHG modeling data is provided in Appendix E).  

TABLE 3.7-2 
ESTIMATED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION-RELATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Emission Source 
Estimated CO2e 

Emissionsa 

Construction  

 Phase 1 (south parcel) 805 (MT) 

 Phase 2 (north parcel) 598 (MT) 

 Total 1,403 (MT) 

 Annual Construction (Amortized over 30 years) 47 (MT/yr) 
Source: 2016 CalEEMOD modeling, Entech Consulting, see Appendix E for model output. 
Notes: CO2e= carbon dioxide equivalent; MT =metric tons; MT/yr = metric tons per year. 
 

This would equal to approximately 47 MTCO2e per year after amortization over 30 years per 
SCAQMD methodology.  

Operational Emissions 

Area and indirect sources associated with the proposed project would primarily result from 
electricity and natural gas consumption, water transport (the energy used to pump water to and 
from the project site, respectively), wastewater treatment by on-site septic systems, and solid 
waste generation. GHG emissions from electricity consumed on the site would be generated off-
site by fuel combustion at the electricity provider. GHG emissions from water transport are also 
indirect emissions resulting from the energy required to transport water from its source. In 
addition, the residential uses at the project site would also generate mobile source emissions from 
motor vehicle trips generated by residents and visitors.  

As discussed previously, for the purpose of analyzing the project’s impact associated with the 
generation of GHG emissions, the threshold for determining significance is based upon 
SCAQMD’s recommended methodologies and thresholds for residential uses. The various 
operational GHG emissions associated with the proposed project are listed in Table 3.7-3. As 
recommended by SCAQMD, the project’s annual amortized construction GHG emissions (from 
Table 3.7-2) were added to the project’s operational GHG emissions to assess the project’s total 
GHG emissions impacts (detailed GHG modeling data is provided in Appendix E).  
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TABLE 3.7-3 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONS-RELATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

Emission Source 
Estimated Emissions 

CO2e (MT/yr) 

Construction  

 Annual Construction (Amortized over 30 years) 47 

Operations  

 Mobile Sources 1,102 

  Energy Consumptiona 318 

  Water Consumptiona 444 

  Solid Waste 43 

  Area Source 19 

Total Operational Emissions 1,925 

Total (Construction and Operational Emissions) 1,972 

 
Notes: CO2e= carbon dioxide equivalent; MT/yr = metric tons per year; see Appendix E of this EIR for 

CalEEMod model output. 
Source: 2016 CalEEMOD modeling, Entech Consulting, see Appendix E for model output. 
a GHG emissions reductions associated with Title 24 standards and water use resulting from 

compliance with CALGreen requirements were accounted for in CalEEMod model run. 
 

 

As shown in Table 3.7-3, the proposed project’s total annual GHG emissions resulting from 
construction and operational activities would be 1,972 MTCO2e per year. Thus, the project’s 
GHG emissions would be below the 3,500 MTCO2e per year threshold.  

In addition, although not factored into the emissions calculations shown in Table 3.7-3, the 
Project Design Features integrated into the project would further reduce GHG emissions 
generated at the project site.2 In particular, the provision of landscaping (Project Design Feature 
PDF-4) would assist in carbon intake (as opposed to implementing all hardscape at the project 
site), while revegetation of new slope areas with drought tolerant species (Project Design Feature 
PDF-4) and use of grey water for landscape irrigation would reduce the amount of watering 
required at the project site, which indirectly reduces GHG emissions associated with both water 
and wastewater transport to/from the project site. Nonetheless, even without taking these project 
design features into consideration, the project’s GHG would be below the SCAQMD’s 
recommended thresholds for residential uses; therefore, impacts from project GHG emissions 
would be less than significant.  

 

Impact 3.7.2: Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would comply with state and federal 
programs that are designed to improve energy efficiency and would provide new residential uses 
in a sustainable manner. The proposed project would comply with all mandatory measures under 

                                                            
2  The additional GHG emissions reductions beyond those shown in Table 3.7-3 from implementation of the project 

design features were not quantified as no specific percentage reduction in water consumption amounts have been 
determined from these features. 
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the California Title 24, California Energy Code, and the CALGreen Code, which would provide 
efficient energy and water consumption.  

In addition, the CARB Scoping Plan provides strategies to reduce GHG emissions that are 
applicable to the proposed project. The County assists in implementation of the Scoping Plan 
measures by reviewing projects for compliance with SCAQMD GHG thresholds, and Title 24 
standards that help reduce GHG emissions through increasing energy efficiency of new 
residential and nonresidential buildings. The 2016 update to the Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards that is effective January 1, 2017 would result in greater energy efficiencies when 
compared to the current Title 24 Standards and focuses on several key areas to improve the 
energy efficiency of buildings that include improvements for attics, walls, water heating, and 
lighting. The proposed residences would be developed in compliance with 2016 Title 24 
standards, which would be verified by the County’s Building and Safety Department during the 
permitting process. 

In addition, the project includes the following Project Design Feature PDF-1 that would preserve 
414.6 acres of open space and PDF-4 that would assist in carbon intake and utilize drought 
tolerant species, that are consistent with existing plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Emissions from vehicles, which are the main source of operational GHG emissions associated 
with the project, would be reduced through implementation of the state Pavley standards, the state 
LCFS, and the federal CAFE standards. As discussed above, Executive Order S-01-07 established 
the goals of reducing carbon intensity in fuels by 10 percent by the year 2020 and establishing a 
LCFS for California. In addition, Executive Order B-30-15 established a statewide GHG 
reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  

Overall, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with existing plans, policies, 
and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
Additionally, the GHG emissions generated from the proposed project would be below the 
SCAQMD recommended threshold. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any 
applicable plan, program, policy, or regulation related to the reduction of GHG emissions, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 

3.7.5 Cumulative Impacts 
As described above, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) 
CEQA and Climate Change: Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 
Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act document determined that GHG 
impacts are exclusively cumulative impacts; and there are no non-cumulative GHG emission 
impacts from a climate change perspective. As such, impacts of the project’s GHG emissions that 
are described above are cumulative.  

As shown in Table 3.7-3, the proposed project’s total annual GHG emissions resulting from 
construction and operational activities would be 1,972 MTCO2e per year. Thus, the project’s 
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GHG emissions would be below the 3,500 MTCO2e per year threshold and impacts related to 
GHG emissions would be less than significant. 
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This section describes the potential adverse impacts on human health and the environment from 
hazards that could result from the project during construction and operation. The analysis also 
includes hazards associated with any historic contamination on-site, and the project location 
relative to wildland fire risks. An overview of the regulatory framework related to hazardous 
materials and high fire hazard areas is followed by an analysis of potential impacts and mitigation 
measures, if applicable, necessary to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. The following 
analysis is based on various resources including the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
Reports for both phases (Arcadis 2016), the Fire Behavior Analysis Report, Fire Master Plan, and 
Fuel Modification Plan, which are provided in Appendix F and Appendix G of this EIR, 
respectively. 

3.8.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Conditions 

Phase 1 (south parcel) consists of gently sloping terrain in the southern portion of the parcel, to 
steep rugged terrain in the northern portion of the parcel. The majority of Phase 1 (south parcel) is 
undisturbed and supports dense chaparral habitat, as well as scattered patches of oak woodland. 
Disturbance is limited to a network of dirt roads and trails.  

Phase 2 (north parcel) consists of gently sloping terrain in the northeast portion of the parcel to 
steep, rugged terrain in the remainder of the parcel. Elevations range from 2,020 to 3,040 feet 
amsl. The majority of the parcel is undisturbed and supports dense chaparral habitat with large 
rock outcroppings and large areas of oak woodland. Existing disturbance areas are limited to a 
network of dirt roads and trails throughout the parcel, and a currently occupied residence in the 
southwest corner of Phase 2 (north parcel) that would be vacant by the time that project 
construction would commence. One residence is located just east of the boundary of Phase 2 
(north parcel).  

In addition, the southern portion of the Phase 2 (north parcel) contains the previously used 
McConville Airstrip (FAA Identifier CA42) (see Figure 2-2). The private airstrip was developed 
in the late 1960s / early 1970s, is approximately 1,000 feet long, unpaved, and lies in a northeast 
to southwest direction on a slope. The private airstrip was previously used for training of landing 
small aircraft in rural areas; however, the airstrip has not been used since at least 2003, and 
cannot be used without permission from the landowner (https://www.airnav.com/airport/CA42). 
Several abandoned structures (such as a storage shed, hangar/maintenance structure, and bunker) 
that were used for the airstrip are also located in this portion of the site. The airstrip portion of 
Phase 2 (north parcel) receives electricity service and there are two active water wells and water 
storage tanks onsite. 

Hazardous Materials Concerns 

The project site is generally vacant and undeveloped. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
Report (Arcadis 2016) was prepared in August 2016 to identify any potentially hazardous 
materials exist on the site, which is included as Appendix F of this EIR.  The Phase 1 reviewed 
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regulatory database lists to identify any leaking underground storage tanks (USTs), aboveground 
storage tanks (ASTs), hazardous waste sites, and abandoned hazardous materials sites on or near 
the project site. The project site was not listed on any of the regulatory databases (Arcadis 2016). 

The Phase 1 included a site visit on August 31, 2016, which identified that the Phase 1 (south 
parcel) has some non-hazardous debris and wood pallets; however, no hazardous substances or 
materials were identified.  

The Phase 2 (north parcel) was found to contain a hangar/maintenance structure and a small 
storage shed near the southern end of the airstrip. The hangar contained multiple 55-gallon drums 
(most of them empty) and smaller size containers of various oils, lubricants, sprays, a propane 
canister, etc. (Arcadis 2016). There are also tools and various pieces of small equipment in the 
hangar. The floor of the hangar consisted of soil; and minor surficial staining was observed 
beneath some of the stored containers (Arcadis 2016). The interior of the shed also contained 
numerous containers of oils, gasoline cans, paints, spray paints, and many unlabeled containers 
(contents unknown). Several batteries were observed on the ground outside the shed (Arcadis 
2016). The Phase 1 also identified a small bunker located near the western boundary of Phase 2 
(north parcel) that formerly contained dynamite. Dynamite releases perchlorate, a hazardous 
compound, to the environment. 

In addition, several areas within Phase 2 (north parcel) are being used to store numerous 
dilapidated vehicles that contain motor vehicle fluids (Arcadis 2016). Also, in proximity to the 
areas of stored cars, the Phase 1 Report identified numerous debris piles that contained metal and 
wood pieces, 55-gallon drums (most of them empty), tires, small pieces of equipment, glass, pails 
and buckets (some containing unknown substances), piping, etc. 

The Phase 2 (north parcel) also contains two trash pits. Trash that was generated at a camp to the 
west of the project site, was burned within two unlined pits onsite near the entrance to Phase 2 
(north parcel). The pits were used up until the 1950s or 1960s. They are currently covered over by 
soil and vegetation, and their exact location is unknown (Arcadis 2016). 

Wildland Fires Concern 

The Cleveland National Forest and private holdings within the forest are subject to wildland fires 
due to steep terrain, highly flammable chaparral vegetation of the Santa Ana Mountains, and the 
Santa Ana winds that occur during seasonal dry periods. According to the Orange County Public 
Safety Map, the project site is located within a high fire hazard zone, and is designated as a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA), and within a 
County designated Special Fire Protection Area (SFPA) (OCFA, 2016). In fire hazard zones, the 
OCFA requires implementation and maintenance of detailed fuel modification programs. 

In 1989, the Ortega Fire, which consumed a total of 7,880 acres in the area, burned the southern 
portion of the project site. In addition, on September 23, 2010, a fire burned adjacent to the 
project site along Long Canyon Road. This fire started during fuel abatement work by the forest 
service along the roadway. It burned upslope and away from the project site.  
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Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Primary federal agencies with responsibility for hazardous materials management include United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Department of Labor Occupational Health 
and Safety Administration (OSHA), and Department of Transportation (DOT).  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976   

Federal hazardous waste regulations are generally promulgated under the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). Pursuant to RCRA, the USEPA regulates the generation, 
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste in a “cradle to grave” manner. 
RCRA was designed to protect human health and the environment, reduce/eliminate the 
generation of hazardous waste, and conserve energy and natural resources.  

The Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 both expanded the scope of RCRA and 
increased the level of detail in many of its provisions, reaffirming the regulation from generation 
to disposal and to prohibiting the use of certain techniques for hazardous waste disposal. The 
USEPA has largely delegated responsibility for implementing the RCRA program to the State of 
California, which implements this program through the California Hazardous Waste Control Act 
(described below under state regulations). 

RCRA regulates landfill siting, design, operation, and closure (including identifying liner and 
capping requirements) for licensed landfills. In California, RCRA landfill requirements are 
delegated to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), 
which is discussed in detail below. 

RCRA allows the USEPA to oversee the closure and post-closure of landfills. Additionally, the 
federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 40 CFR Part 141 gives the USEPA the power to establish water 
quality standards and beneficial uses for waters from below- or above-ground sources of 
contamination. Water quality standards are administered by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB).  

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986   

Through the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (also known as 
Title III of Superfund), the USEPA also imposes requirements that hazardous materials are 
properly handled in order to prevent or mitigate risk to human or environmental health in the 
event of an accidental release. 

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (amended), which is implemented by the U.S. 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) developed Code 29 of Federal 
Regulations (29 CFR), which requires special training of handlers of hazardous materials; 
notification to employees who work in the vicinity of hazardous materials; acquisition from the 
manufacturer of material safety data sheets (MSDS) that describe the proper use of hazardous 
materials; and training of employees to remediate any hazardous material accidental releases.  
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OSHA also establishes standards regarding safe exposure limits for chemicals to which 
construction workers may be exposed. Safety and Health Regulations for Construction (29 CFR 
1926.65 Appendix C) contains requirements for construction activities, which include 
occupational health and environmental controls to protect worker health and safety. The 
guidelines describe the health and safety plan(s) that must be developed and implemented during 
construction, including associated training, protective equipment, evacuation plans, chains of 
command, and emergency response procedures.  

Due to the existence of potentially hazardous materials within Phase 2 (north parcel), adherence 
to applicable hazard-specific OSHA standards would be required to maintain worker safety.  

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 

The transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by the Hazardous Materials Transportation 
Act, which was enacted in 1975 and was amended and reauthorized in 1990, 1994, and 2005; and 
is administered by the Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) of the US 
Department of Transportation (USDOT). The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act provides 
USDOT with a broad mandate to regulate the transport of hazardous materials, with the purpose 
of adequately protecting against risk to life and property, which is inherent in the commercial 
transportation of hazardous materials. The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act governs the 
safe transportation of hazardous materials by all modes, excluding bulk transportation by water. 
The Research and Special Programs Administration carries out these responsibilities by 
prescribing regulations and managing a user-funded grant program for planning and training 
grants for states and Indian tribes. USDOT regulations that govern the transportation of hazardous 
materials are applicable to any person who transports, ships, causes to be transported or shipped, 
or are involved in any way with the manufacture or testing of hazardous materials packaging or 
containers. USDOT regulations pertaining to the actual movement govern every aspect of the 
movement, including packaging, handling, labeling, marking, placarding, operational standards, 
and highway routing. Additionally, USDOT is responsible for developing curriculum to train for 
emergency response, and administers grants to states and Indian tribes for ensuring the proper 
training of emergency responders.  

State 

In the regulation of hazardous waste management, California law often mirrors or is more 
stringent than federal law. The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) and 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) are the primary state 
agencies responsible for hazardous materials management. Additionally, the California 
Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA) administers the California Accidental Release 
Prevention (CalARP) program. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
which is a branch of CalEPA, regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and 
disposal hazardous waste, as well as the investigation and remediation of hazardous waste sites. 
The California DTSC program incorporates the provisions of both federal (RCRA) and state 
hazardous waste laws. 
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Hazardous Waste Control Act 

The Hazardous Waste Control Act was passed in 1972 and established the California Hazardous 
Waste Control Program within the Department of Health Services. California’s hazardous waste 
regulatory effort became the model for the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). California’s program, however, was broader and more comprehensive than the federal 
system, regulating wastes and activities not covered by the federal program. California’s 
Hazardous Waste Control Law was followed by emergency regulations in 1973 that clarified and 
defined the hazardous waste program, as follows: 

 Included definitions of what was a waste and what was hazardous as well as what was 
necessary for appropriate handling, processing, and disposal of hazardous and extremely 
hazardous waste in a manner that would protect the public and wildlife from hazards to 
health and safety. 

 The early regulations also established a tracking system for the handling and 
transportation of hazardous waste from the point of waste generation to the point of 
ultimate disposition, as well as a system of fees to cover the costs of operating the 
hazardous waste management program. 

 Advancing the newly developing awareness of hazardous waste management issues, the 
program established a technical reference center, for public and private use, dealing with 
all aspects of hazardous waste management. 

Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, CalOSHA 

CalOSHA administers federal occupational safety requirements and additional state requirements 
in accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 8. CalOSHA requires preparation of an 
Injury and Illness Prevention Program (IIPP), which is an employee safety program that provides 
inspections, procedures to correct unsafe conditions, employee training, and occupational safety 
communication. This program is administered via inspections by the local CalOSHA enforcement 
unit.  

Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations and Hazardous Waste Control Law, Chapter 
6.5 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, 
storage, and disposal of hazardous waste under RCRA and the California Hazardous Waste 
Control Law. Both laws impose “cradle-to-grave” regulatory systems for handling hazardous 
waste in a manner that protects human health and the environment. CalEPA has delegated some 
of its authority under the Hazardous Waste Control Law to county health departments and other 
Certified Unified Program Agencies. 

Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations, Solid Waste 

Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations contains a waste classification system that applies 
to solid wastes that cannot be discharged directly or indirectly to waters of the state and which 
therefore must be discharged to waste management sites for treatment, storage, or disposal. 
CalRecycle and its certified Local Enforcement Agency regulate the operation, inspection, 
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permitting, and oversight of maintenance activities at active and closed solid waste management 
sites and operations. 

California Government Code Section 65962.5 (a), Cortese List 

The Hazardous Waste and Substance Sites (Cortese) List is a planning document used by the 
state, local agencies, and developers to comply with the CEQA requirements in providing 
information about the location of hazardous materials release sites. Government Code Section 
65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to develop at least 
annually an updated Cortese List. The Department of Toxic Substances Control is responsible for 
a portion of the information contained in the Cortese List. Other state and local government 
agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material release information for the Cortese 
List. 

Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program 

In 1996, CalEPA adopted the Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management 
Regulatory Program (Unified Program). The Unified Program consolidates and coordinates the 
six state programs that regulate business and industry use, storage, handling, and disposal of 
hazardous materials and wastes. The OCFA provides the regulatory oversight for federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations related to hazardous materials use and disposal within the 
unincorporated County areas. The OCFA protects the public health and the environment from 
accidental releases and improper handling, storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous 
materials and wastes through coordinated efforts of inspections, emergency response, 
enforcement, and site mitigation oversight.  

California Human Health Screening Levels 

The California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs or “Chisels”) are concentrations of 54 
hazardous chemicals in soil or soil gas that CalEPA considers to be below thresholds of concern 
for risks to human health. The CHHSLs were developed by the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment on behalf of CalEPA. The CHHSLs were developed using standard exposure 
assumptions and chemical toxicity values published by the EPA and CalEPA. The CHHSLs can 
be used to screen sites for potential human health concerns where releases of hazardous chemicals 
to soils have occurred. Under most circumstances, the presence of a chemical in soil, soil gas, or 
indoor air at concentrations below the corresponding CHHSL can be assumed to not pose a 
significant health risk to people who may live or work at the site. There are separate CHHSLs for 
residential and commercial/industrial sites. 

Emergency Response to Hazardous Materials Incidents 

California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided 
by federal, state, and local government, and private agencies. The plan is administered by the 
California Emergency Management Agency and includes response to hazardous materials 
incidents. The California Emergency Management Agency coordinates the response of other 
agencies, including CalEPA, California Highway Patrol, California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, Regional Water Quality Control Board, South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
and OCFA. 
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California Emergency Services Act 

The California Emergency Services Act was adopted to establish the state’s roles and 
responsibilities during human-made or natural emergencies that result in conditions of disaster 
and/or extreme peril to life, property, or the resources of the state. This act is intended to protect 
health and safety by preserving the lives and property of the people of the state. 

State Fire Regulations 

State fire regulations are set forth in Section 13000 et seq. of the California Health and Safety 
Code, which include regulations concerning building standards (as also set forth in the California 
Building Code), fire protection and notification systems, fire protection devices such as 
extinguishers and smoke alarms, high-rise building and childcare facility standards, and fire 
suppression training. The state fire marshal enforces these regulations and building standards in 
all state-owned buildings, state-occupied buildings, and state institutions throughout California. 

Databases Relating to Hazardous Waste 

The CalEPA compiles, maintains, and updates specified lists of hazardous material release sites 
in accordance with Government Code Section 65962.5. CEQA Section 21092.6 requires each 
lead agency to consult the lists to determine whether the project and any alternatives are 
identified on any of the lists which include the following lists or databases: 

 USEPA National Priorities List. This list includes all the sites under USEPA’s Superfund 
program, which was established to fund clean-up of contaminated sites that pose risk to 
human health and the environment. 

 USEPA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Information System. This list contains 15,000 sites nationally identified as hazardous 
sites. This would also involve a review for archived sites that have been removed from 
CERCLIS due to No Further Remedial Action Planned status. 

 USEPA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Information System. This database 
provides a national inventory of hazardous waste handlers. Generators, transporters, 
handlers, and disposers of hazardous waste are required to provide information for this 
database. 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Cortese List. The Department of Toxic 
Substance Control (DTSC) maintains the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List for 
use by state and local agencies to provide information about hazardous release sites. This 
list includes the Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program Database. 

 DTSC HazNet. DTSC uses this database to track hazardous waste shipments. 

 State Water Resources Control Board Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information 
System. The SWRCB maintains an inventory of underground storage tanks and leaking 
underground storage tanks. This database also tracks unauthorized releases. 
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County of Orange Codified Ordinances 

Section 3-3-1, Fire code adopted, of the County Codified Ordinances provides for adoption of 
the California Fire Code for the purpose of prescribing regulations governing conditions that 
could be hazardous to life and property from fire and explosion. In addition, the regulation states 
that it shall be enforced by OCFA. 

Section 7-9-289, Fire protection, of the County Codified Ordinances provides the following 
requirements: 

a) Any subdivision proposed to be located in an area shown on the Safety Element to be a 
state designated Local Responsibility Area (LRA) or State Responsibility Area (SRA), 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, or Moderate Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, and including areas not designated by the state that are subject to 
brush fires or wildfires, shall provide appropriate fire protection by means of firebreaks, 
fuel modification programs, access and egress roads, gates, sufficient water supply, 
secured fire protection agreements, landscaping and open spaces, and such other methods 
that the Fire Chief has determined will insure the public health, safety and welfare of the 
future occupants of the subdivision and the adjacent area.  

b) The designing of any required fuel modification program shall include landscape 
architectural planning encompassing visual quality standards, watershed impact and 
erosion control, and wildlife impact and other design features described in the fire hazard 
reduction design criteria. Results of wildlife impacts shall be sufficiently mitigated by the 
subdivider to only occur outside of the approved fuel modification zone. Said program 
shall include provisions for landscape architectural construction observation, inspection 
and maintenance.  

c) The cost of the design and implementation of any fuel modification program shall be the 
responsibility of the subdivider.  

d) A method or procedure for assuring continued maintenance of any required fuel 
modification program shall be provided by the subdivider and approved by the Fire Chief 
and the Director. 

2010 Hazard Mitigation Plan  

The 2010 County of Orange Hazard Mitigation Plan, adopted in March 2011, includes resources 
and information to assist County residents, public and private sector organizations, and others 
interested in participating in planning for natural hazards. The mitigation plan provides a list of 
activities that may assist the County of Orange in reducing risk and preventing loss in future 
hazard events. The mitigation action items address multi-hazard issues and specific activities for 
flood/storm, wildland fire, earthquakes, dam failure, epidemic, urban fire, vector control, 
mud/landslide, tornado, and tsunami. 

Orange County Pesticide Regulation Program 

The Pesticide Regulation Program enforces state pesticide laws and regulations to protect the 
urban and agricultural environment and to protect people working with and around pesticides 
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from exposure to hazardous pesticide levels. This is accomplished through an ongoing inspection 
program focused on commercial pesticide use that would be applicable to the vineyard. The 
inspections performed are designed to ensure compliance with all state laws and regulations 
which include: the appropriate pesticide being used on the site, using the required protective 
equipment, application equipment is appropriate and in good repair, and the environment and 
public is adequately protected. The California Department of Pesticide Regulation oversees the 
County's Pesticide Regulation Program (Orange County, 2014a).  

Orange County Household Hazardous Waste Program 

The County operates four Household Hazardous Waste Collection centers for the proper disposal 
of paints, pesticides and other household toxic products. Center locations include: Anaheim, 
Huntington Beach, Irvine and San Juan Capistrano (Orange County, 2014b). In addition, waste 
haulers have services to pick up and dispose of household hazardous wastes.  

County of Orange General Plan Safety Element  

The following goals, policies, and objectives of the Orange County Safety Element that are 
relevant to the proposed project are listed below. 

Goal 1: Provide for a safe living and working environment consistent with available 
resources. 

Objective 1.1: To identify public safety hazards and determine the relative threat to people 
and property in Orange County. 

Goal 2: Minimize the effects of public safety hazards through implementation of appropriate 
regulations and standards which maximize protection of life and property. 

Objective 2.1: To create and maintain plans and programs which mitigate the effects of 
public safety hazards. 

Objective 2.2: To encourage the development and utilization of technologies that minimize 
the effects of public safety hazards. 

Goal 3: Raise the awareness of Orange County residents, workers, and visitors to the 
potential threat of public safety hazards. 

Objective 3.1: To provide information, training, and assistance to reduce loss of life and 
injury and to protect private and public property from public safety dangers. 

Fire Component 

Goal 1: Provide a safe living environment, ensuring adequate fire protection facilities and 
resources to prevent and minimize the loss of life and property fire. 

Policy 2: To establish improved development standards for location of new construction, 
structural design, emergency vehicular access, and detection hardware. 

Policy 6: To provide technical and policy information regarding structural and wildland fire 
hazards to developers, interested parties and the general public through all available media. 

Policy 9: To encourage improvement of fire defense systems in hazardous areas. 
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Policy 11: To maintain fire hazard information in the County's Buyer Notification Program. 

3.8.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to hazards and hazardous materials, a project could have a 
significant effect on the environment if it would: 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials;  

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment; 

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

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

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

 For a project within the vicinity of private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area; 

 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan; or 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands. 

As described in the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies prepared for the proposed project 
(Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR), the project would not result in impacts related to emissions 
or handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, be 
included on a list of hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, be 
located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, or be located 
within the vicinity of a private use airstrip. Therefore, these issues are not discussed in the impact 
analysis below.  

3.8.3 Methodology 
The significance determination for the hazards analysis is based on consideration of the potential 
for hazardous materials exposure related to construction and operation of the proposed project as 
well as the risks to people and structures related to wildfires. As discussed in this EIR, the term 
“hazardous materials” refers to both hazardous substances and hazardous wastes. Under federal 
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and state laws, any material, including wastes, may be considered hazardous if it is specifically 
listed by statute as such or if it is toxic (causes adverse human health effects), ignitable (has the 
ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe burns or damage to materials), or reactive (causes 
explosions or generates toxic gases). The term “hazardous material” is defined as any material 
that, because of quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a 
significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if 
released into the workplace or the environment.1  

Impacts related to wildland fires are evaluated through identification of the existing hazards 
related to wildland fires and the project’s features that would reduce the potential risks. Impacts 
related to wildland fires are considered significant if the project, with inclusion of required fire 
reduction features and project design features would expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires 

3.8.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.8-1: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would consist of residential and open 
space/vineyard uses. Residential uses are associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal 
of hazardous materials such as household cleaning products, paint, oil/gasoline for vehicles or 
yard maintenance equipment, chemicals for the maintenance of pools and spas, and fertilizers for 
landscaping. Although residents of the project would utilize common types of hazardous 
materials generally classified as household hazardous waste, normal routine use of these products 
would not result in a significant hazard to residents or workers in the vicinity of the project. 
 
Operation of the vineyards could require the use of fertilizers, pesticides, insecticides, and 
rodenticides. Vineyards and landscaping areas would be maintained by the HOA; if necessary, 
hazardous chemicals would be used by trained agricultural professionals and in compliance with 
applicable usage regulations, and substantial quantities of hazardous materials would not be used 
or stored for vineyard or landscaping uses. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not 
result in a significant hazard to the public or to the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous waste. Impacts would be less than significant. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.8-2: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described above, the Phase 2 
(north parcel), contains storage areas with various size containers of oils, lubricants, sprays, a 
propane canister, gasoline cans, paints, spray paints, batteries, and many unlabeled containers 
(contents unknown). These substances may have leaked, as areas of ground surfaces are stained 
(Arcadis 2016). The Phase 2 (north parcel) also includes a small bunker that is located near the 
                                                      
1 State of California, Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.95, Section 25501(o). 
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western boundary of the parcel, which was formerly used to store dynamite. Dynamite releases 
perchlorate, a hazardous compound, to the environment. Hence, it is possible that perchlorate 
could have been released from the dynamite storage area and leached into soils under or around 
the bunker.  

In addition, several areas within Phase 2 (north parcel) are being used to store numerous 
dilapidated cars that contain motor vehicle fluids and debris piles 55-gallon drums, tires, 
equipment, glass, pails and buckets (some containing unknown substances), piping, etc. (Arcadis 
2016). The Phase 2 (north parcel) also contains two trash pits that used up until the 1950s or 
1960s to burn trash. They are currently covered over by soil and vegetation, and their exact 
location is unknown (Arcadis 2016). 

Due to the existence of these hazardous materials, implementation of the proposed project has the 
potential to result in the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
Construction workers and the public could be exposed to the substances that are present within 
the containers and vehicles being stored onsite. Additionally, exposure to unanticipated hazardous 
substances could occur from unearthing the trash pits or excavating contaminated soil that may be 
present from existing or past uses, such as the storage areas near the airstrip and the bunker that 
was formerly used to store dynamite. As a result, Mitigation Measure MM 3.8-1 would be 
implemented to reduce the potential risks related to accidental release and exposure of people and 
the environment to these hazardous materials.   

Mitigation Measure MM 3.8-1 requires a certified hazardous waste hauler to remove all trash pit 
debris, potentially hazardous materials, wastes, and abandoned dilapidated vehicles on Phase 2 
(north parcel). Upon removal, soil samples would be collected at the airport hangar/maintenance 
area and its storage shed, at the storage bunker previously used dynamite, at the vehicle storage 
areas, and at other debris piles located throughout the Phase 2 (north parcel). The soils would be 
analyzed for contaminants of concern with concentrations above worker safety thresholds 
established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Any soils with residual 
agricultural chemicals exceeding the RWQCB Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for 
residential uses or hazardous waste limits would be characterized, removed, and disposed of off-
site at a licensed hazardous materials disposal facility in compliance with state regulations.  

Mitigation Measure MM 3.8-1 also requires that a qualified consultant prepare a Soil 
Management Plan (SMP) to be used by to address any soil contamination concerns identified 
during soil grading and preparation of the Phase 2 (north parcel). These areas include, but are not 
limited to, the: airport hangar/maintenance area and its storage shed, the previously used 
dynamite storage bunker, the vehicle storage areas, and other debris piles.  

Excavated soil containing hazardous substances would be classified as a hazardous waste if they 
exhibit the characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity (CCR, Title 22, 
Division 4.5, Chapter 11, Article 3). The state and federal laws listed and described above, that 
include: the Occupational Safety and Health Act regarding worker safety, Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Act regarding transportation of hazardous substances, Hazardous Waste Control 
Act regarding handling of hazardous materials, Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations 
(CalOSHA) regarding worker safety, and Titles 22 and 27 of the California Code of Regulations 
that regulate hazardous solid waste require detailed planning and specific hazardous waste 
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handling measures to ensure that hazardous materials are properly used, stored, and disposed of, 
and in the event that such materials are accidentally released, to prevent or to mitigate injury to 
health or the environment.  

The California Integrated Waste Management Board and the RWQCB also specifically address 
management of hazardous materials and waste handling in their adopted regulations (CCR, Title 
14 and CCR, Title 27). This includes implementation of construction BMPs that would be 
required by a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to prevent a hazardous materials 
release and to promptly contain and clean up any spills, which would minimize the potential for 
harmful exposures. With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 3.8-1 and compliance to 
these existing laws and regulations, the project’s construction-related impacts to public or the 
environment from accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.8-1: Prior to issuance of grading permits for Phase 2 (north parcel), a Site Management 
Plan (SMP) shall be prepared by a qualified hazardous materials consultant and shall detail 
procedures and protocols for management of onsite hazardous materials, including:   

 A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove all potentially hazardous materials, 
wastes, trash pit debris, and abandoned dilapidated vehicles, which shall be disposed of at 
an appropriate solid waste facility based on the content of the materials. All recyclable 
materials shall be separated and disposed of at a recycling facility. Hazardous materials 
shall be transported per California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a landfill permitted 
by the state to accept hazardous materials.  

 After removal of the potentially hazardous materials soils samples shall be taken at the 
airport hangar/maintenance area, storage shed, bunker, vehicle storage areas, trash pits, 
and at other debris areas to identify any contaminated soils with concentrations above 
worker safety thresholds established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). Any samples identified to exceed 
the RWQCB ESL limits shall be characterized, removed, and disposed of off-site at a 
licensed hazardous materials disposal facility according to California Hazardous Waste 
Regulations. A report of the findings shall be provided to the County for review and 
approval prior to issuance of grading permits for the Phase 2 (north parcel). 

 Any subsurface materials exposed during construction activities that appear suspect of 
contamination, either from visual staining or suspect odors, shall require immediate 
cessation of excavation activities. Soils suspected of contamination shall be segregated 
from other soils to be tested for potential contamination. If contamination is found to be 
present Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), any further proposed groundbreaking 
activities within areas of identified or suspected contamination shall be conducted 
according to California Hazardous Waste Regulations. 

 A Health and Safety Plan (HSP) shall be prepared for each contractor that addresses 
potential safety and health hazards and includes the requirements and procedures for 
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employee protection. The HSP shall also outline proper soil handling procedures and 
health and safety requirements to minimize worker and public exposure to hazardous 
materials during construction.     

 All SMP measures shall be printed on the construction documents, contracts, and project 
plans prior to issuance of grading permits.    

__________________________ 

Impact 3.8-3: Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. As described under the Regulatory Setting above, Orange 
County’s Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies the major hazards that exist within Orange County 
and establishes the response plans for emergency events related to these hazards. The Hazard 
Mitigation Plan focuses on measures that would prevent, to the extent possible, loss of life or 
property related to these hazards and identifies the resources available for responding to 
emergency events. In addition, the Emergency Operations Center of the Orange County Sheriff’s 
Department is responsible for implementing a response plan to any major emergency event and 
coordinating the response, which includes evacuation plans (OCSD, 2014). As described 
throughout this EIR, the proposed project would be consistent with regulations related to 
preventing or minimizing the threat of or damage related to the primary hazards within the project 
area, such as fire hazards (including preparation of a Fuel Modification Plan, and Fire Master 
Plan described further under Impact 3.8-4) and geologic hazards (including, at a minimum, 
preparation of geotechnical report and compliance with the CBC (see Section 3.6, Geology and 
Soils)). Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with, and would not impair 
implementation of, the County’s emergency response plans.  

In addition, the proposed project would not physically interfere with primary routes in the project 
area that would be used for evacuation purposes. As described, the project area is generally 
undeveloped within a very rural area that is regionally served by Ortega Highway. Locally, the 
project site would utilize Long Canyon Road in case of an emergency, which is also used to 
access the U.S. Forest Service El Cariso Hotshot Camp (forest service fire-fighting complex); the 
Cleveland National Forest Blue Jay Campground (with 50 campsites); and the Los Pinos 
Conservation Camp, which is a residential education center. The El Cariso Hotshot Camp is 
operated by approximately 20 firefighters specially trained in hand crew wildfire suppression 
tactics by using chainsaws, hand tools, ignition devices, and water delivery equipment. Hotshot 
crews typically work in forest lands and engage in all phases of wildfire response, from initial 
attack to mop-up. Thus, in the case of a wildfire emergency the hotshot crew would move into the 
forest toward the fire, and would not conflict with residents of the proposed project evacuating 
the forest area.   

The project would result in development of 72 new single-family residences, which are 
anticipated to house approximately 230 new residents. As described in Section 3.15, 
Transportation and Traffic, Long Canyon Road would operate at an LOS of A with operation of 
the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would not generate roadway capacity impacts 
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that could result in impairment of evacuation of the Blue Jay Campground and the Los Pinos 
Conservation Camp via on Long Canyon Road.  

In addition, the proposed project includes roadway improvements to Ortega Highway at Long 
Canyon Road to accommodate increased ingress and egress to and from the project site without 
adversely affecting traffic along Ortega Highway. These improvements would aid in emergency 
evacuation of the project vicinity. Furthermore, as described in Section 3.15, Transportation and 
Traffic, the project would contribute less than two percent to new traffic at the study area 
intersections. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase traffic on the major 
thoroughfares within the project area such that interference with emergency response or 
evacuations plans would occur.   

To ensure appropriate emergency access to and within both project phases, the project would 
adhere to the requirements to the Fire Code. Specifically, section 5.3.2.1.1, specifies access 
requirements for safety including minimum roadway widths of 28 feet for emergency access 
within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. In addition, the project would be required to 
adhere to Codified Ordinance Section 7-9-289 that requires appropriate means of protection in 
fire hazard areas, such as the project site. Furthermore, per the County’s standard application 
review process, the project plans, and Fuel Modification Plan and Fire Master Plan (required by 
Project Design Features PDF-10 and PDF-11) as described further under Impact 3.8-4, have been 
approved by OCFA. Compliance with the existing fire code requirements along with review and 
approval of tract maps through OCFA and the County’s permitting process would ensure that the 
project is implemented appropriately to provide emergency access, and not interfere with an 
emergency response plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not impair or interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than 
significant.     

__________________________ 

Impact 3.8-4: Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project is located in 
a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone/Special Fire Protection Area and has dense chaparral, oak 
woodland, and other areas subject to fire. As described by OCFA, proper management of 
vegetation in areas at risk from wildfires is a major factor in reducing the chances of homes 
burning, especially when combined with construction techniques designed to protect a home from 
flames and burning embers. Over the past 30 years these approaches have contributed to saving 
hundreds of homes during major wildfires in Orange County (OCFA, 2011b).  

As listed in the Project Design Features described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed 
project includes a Fuel Modification Plan (Project Design Feature PDF-10) and a Fire Master 
Plan (Project Design Feature PDF-11) in accordance with OFCA’s Guideline C-05, Vegetation 
Management Technical Design for New Construction Fuel Modification Plans and Maintenance 
Program, which are included in Appendix G of this EIR.  
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The BEHAVE (a computer program that models fire behavior) modeling was used to prepare a 
fire protection plan for the project site, including a Fire Master Plan, and a Precise Fuel 
Modification Plan and Fire Behavior/Fire Protection Plan included in the Fire Behavior Analysis, 
which is included as Appendix G of this EIR. Through the use of the BEHAVE modeling, project 
site fuel modification zones were tailored to maximize the protection of the project site and the 
surrounding area, while minimizing impacts on the wildlands. Fuel modification zones include: 

 Zone A is within the graded pad area of the individual lots and would vary from 
approximately 15 to 100 feet in width depending on the lot’s location within the project, 
the overall combined fuel modification width inclusive of adjacent zones and the 
exposure to wildland fuel areas. Within this zone, each homeowner would be responsible 
for plant selection and maintenance, in conformance with CR&Rs that are implemented 
by the HOA. Automatic irrigation systems would be required to maintain healthy 
vegetation with high moisture content. Plants in this zone must be highly fire resistant. 
Trees are not permitted within 10 feet of combustible structures (measured from the edge 
of a full growth crown). Only noncombustible construction can occur in Zone A.  

 Zone B would be irrigated and maintained by the HOA. The width of Zone B is a 
minimum of 150 feet as measured from the boundary of Zone A, based on Zone B’s 
location within the project. Most of the engineered slopes that surround project site are in 
this category. In this zone, all dead and downed plant materials would be removed, and 
trees and tree-form shrubs would be spaced and pruned for crown reduction. 
Noncombustible materials would be used within 100 feet from any structure in this zone. 
This area would contain two different planting palettes, dependent upon the source of 
irrigation water. The area of Zone B closest to the residences would be irrigated with 
treated effluent (with domestic water compensating for effluent irrigation shortages 
during warmer months). In the treated effluent irrigation area, the plant palette would be 
made up of moderate water use plants. The portions of Zone B not adjacent to residences 
would use domestic water for irrigation and have a plant palette consisting of low water 
use plants.  

o Vineyards are an alternative application for the Zone B areas, and would require 
the clearing of land and the planting of vine rows irrigated by means of a drip or 
bubbler system. The ground plane would be kept virtually bare, cleared of dead 
branches and other combustible debris, with only low growing grasses and 
ground covers allowed so as not to compete with the vines. Additionally, 
vineyard installation would include the development of service roads and paths, 
thereby giving the fire department easier and quicker access to these areas.  

 Zone C would consist of brush clearance and thinning areas. This would be a non-
irrigated zone with a minimum width of 50 feet. It would be maintained by the HOA. In 
this area, the fuel mass would be reduced by 50 percent and the dead and downed 
materials would be removed. Fine dead fuels for seasonal grasses would be managed to 
reduce the ability of the fire to travel from one stand of fuel to the next. 
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In Zone A, the use of highly resistant vegetation and maintaining a distance between trees and 
combustible structure would reduce fire mobility. Zone B would be kept clear of combustible 
materials and would be maintained to have space between vegetation, thereby preventing the 
formation of a contiguous fuel mass. In Zone C, brush removal would decrease the mobility of 
fire, as brush serves as combustible connections between trees. Vegetation thinning involves the 
removal of selected trees (usually classified by their diameter) to reduce the overall vegetation 
density in an area, thereby reducing crown fire hazard. Crown fires refer to the spreading of fire 
from treetop to treetop, which can lead to an entire stand of trees engulfed in flames (PNW, 
2009). The Fire Master Plan details required access (street length, turnarounds, street width, 
turning radius, surface type, gates and fire access points for entry into the wildland) hose pulls, 
and laddering requirement for residences, location of fire hydrant and fire department 
connections, as applicable. Additionally, the Fire Master Plan provides appropriate ingress and 
egress as well as establishing construction requirements. 

Water for the project would be supplied by EVMWD and would be stored in two reservoirs on 
the project site (See Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, for more information on 
proposed water supply and infrastructure). These reservoirs have been appropriately sized for 
peak flow demand and state fire flow requirements as outlined in Appendix B of the 2013 
California Fire Code and required by EVMWD and OCFA. This includes the ability of the water 
pipelines to deliver 1,000 gallons per minute (gpm) and water storage to provide four hours of 
water at 1,000 gpm.  

The proposed project would also include construction features, such as fire sprinklers for each 
home (Project Design Feature PDF-11), per Section R327 of the 2010 CBC, and slopes would be 
revegetated with drought tolerant and predominately native species in accordance with the OCFA 
plant palettes (Project Design Feature PDF-10). The proposed project would comply with all 
sections of the Orange County Fire Code, such as Section 7-9-289 that outlines development and 
fuel modification requirements for areas within a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone/Special Fire Protection Area. In addition, the project plans, a Fire Master Plan (Project 
Design Feature PDF-11) and a Fuel Modification Plan (Project Design Feature PDF-10) have 
been approved by OCFA. Finally, as a required by OCFA in Guideline C-05, which defines the 
requirements for fuel modification and maintenance programs, OCFA would require written 
proof that the fuel modification areas and fire maintenance program has been incorporated into 
the covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) for the HOA, which would identify OCFA as 
a third party beneficiary who has the right to enforce the Fire Prevention Maintenance duties, and 
written disclosures that new homeowners are aware of, and required to comply with, the fuel 
modification zones on their land.  

Also, the Mutual Aid Agreement between OCFA and the Riverside County Fire Department (see 
Section 3.13, Public Services) requires that both agencies respond to emergency alarms within the 
project area as designated on the Automatic Aid Boundaries Map and the Mutual Threat Zone 
Maps contained within the Mutual Aid Agreement (included within Appendix G of this EIR). In 
addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-1 has been included (in Section 3.13, Public Services) to 
require specifications to roadways, access, and fire hydrant spacing to be included in the Secure 
Fire Protection Agreement with OCFA, which would reduce potential impacts related to fire 
hazard impacts. With implementation of the Project Design Features (described above), 
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requirements for development within the wildfire zone, and Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-1, 
impacts related to wildland fire hazards would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-1 (provided in Section 3.13, Public Services, under Impact 3.13-1) 

__________________________ 

3.8.5 Cumulative Impacts  
As described above, the project would result in a less-than-significant hazardous materials impact 
to the public or the environment with implementation of mitigation and adherence to existing 
regulations. Hazardous material impacts typically occur in a local or site-specific context versus a 
cumulative context combined with other development projects; although it is possible for 
combined effects of transporting and disposal of hazardous materials to be affected by adjacent 
cumulative development. The projects listed in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, are not in the immediate 
vicinity of the project area, such that a hazardous event or wildfire on the project site would result 
in cumulative impacts. The closest cumulative project is located approximately 2.4 miles in the 
City of Lake Elsinore. 

In addition, cumulative projects would be required to comply with the same regulatory 
framework as the project that are regulated by the Counties and Cities in the area. This includes 
federal and state regulatory requirements for transporting or disposing of hazardous materials. 
These regulations are in place to reduce the potential of accidental releases, spill, or explosions of 
hazardous materials and to minimize the environmental and public health impact should one 
occur. Although projects cannot completely eliminate the probability associated with an 
accidental release, explosion, or spill, the existing regulations reduce the overall probability and 
minimize the impacts during a release. Therefore, the effect of the project on hazardous materials, 
in combination with other foreseeable projects, would be less than significant.  

In the event that any of cumulative projects are within high fire hazard areas, they would be 
subject to project-specific design features, including fuel modification plans, fire master plans, 
and fire flow which would reduce impacts related to wildland fire hazards similar to the proposed 
project. Based on the less than significant impacts of the proposed project and the lack of 
foreseeable cumulative development near the project, the project’s cumulative contribution to 
hazardous materials and wildland fires impacts would be less than significant.     
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

The purpose of this section is to analyze the proposed project’s potential impacts on surface water 
and groundwater resources, discuss regional water quality issues, and propose mitigation 
measures as needed. The following analysis is based on various resources including the 
Geotechnical Assessment and the Executive Summary of Percolation and Leach Field Potential 
for both phases (Terrestrial, 2014a), an Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Memorandum 
(PACE, 2014), and a Response to County Comments on Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 
Memorandum (Terrestrial, 2014b). These three documents are provided in Appendices D1 
through D3 of this EIR, respectively. The Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) 
(Hunsaker, 2014a; Hunsaker 2014b) and preliminary hydrology analyses (Hunsaker, 2014c; 
Hunsaker, 2014d) prepared for both phases were also utilized, and are provided in Appendices H1 
through H4 of this EIR. 

3.9.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Conditions 

Regional Setting 

Watershed  

The project site is located within the drainage of the San Juan Creek Hydrologic Unit or 
watershed, under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). The San Juan Creek watershed, located in the southern portion of Orange County and 
in the South Orange County Watershed Management Area, encompasses a drainage area of 
approximately 176 square miles and extends from the Cleveland National Forest in the Santa Ana 
Mountains to the Pacific Ocean at Doheny State Beach near Dana Point Harbor. Elevations in the 
watershed range from over 5,800 feet above mean sea level (amsl) at Santiago Peak to sea level at 
the mouth of San Juan Creek. The major streams in the watershed include San Juan Creek, Oso 
Creek and Trabuco Creek (Hunsaker, 2014a). The project site is located within the Mission Viejo 
subwatershed (DOC, 2007), sited within the upstream tributaries of the watershed with surface 
runoff that flows out of steep canyons and widen into several alluvial floodplains (Hunsaker, 
2014a). See Figure 3.9-1 for the project’s location within the San Juan Creek watershed and 
Mission Viejo subwatershed. 

The watersheds in Southern California have been subject to numerous large-scale fires during the 
past 100 years, mostly of human origin. The majority of ignitions have been associated with 
roadways, arson and person-related activities. The primary effects of these fires are a sharp 
increase in sediment yield and downstream channel aggradation (or increase in land elevation) for 
a period of time following the fire (Hunsaker, 2014a). Fire temporarily decreases live vegetation 
cover, thereby increasing erosion rates and causing an increased sediment yield to travel 
downstream and raise elevations (Robichaud, 2009). 

  



The Preserve at San Juan . 120826
Figure 3.9-1

Project Site Watershed and Subwatershed
SOURCE: ESRI, Cal Water

0 4

Miles

R ivers ide  County
San D iego County

Phase 1
(South Parcel)

Phase 2
(North Parcel)

Oran
ge

 C
ou

nty

Lake
Elsinore

San Juan Creek Watershed
Sub-watershed

Laguna
Mission Viejo
San Clemente
San Mateo Canyon
San Onofre

San Juan Creek and
San Juan Creek Tributaries
Within Project Site Vicinity 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.9-3  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

Climate 

Southern California’s Mediterranean climate is characterized by brief, intense storms between 
November and March. It is not unusual for a majority of the annual precipitation to fall during a 
few storms in close time proximity to one another. The higher elevation portions of the watershed 
in which the project is located typically receive significantly greater precipitation due to the effect 
of the Santa Ana Mountains. In addition, rainfall patterns are subject to extreme variations from 
year to year and longer term wet and dry cycles. The combination of steep watershed, brief 
intense storms and extreme temporal variability in rainfall results in “flashy” systems where 
stream discharge can vary by several orders of magnitude over very short periods of time 
(Hunsaker, 2014a). 

Local Setting 

Flooding 

The site is not located within a 100-year flood zone on the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM 0602452050C and 06059C0375H), in addition, due 
to the varying topography and natural drainages throughout the project site, it is not subject to 
flooding. 

Drainage 

The project site consists of rough and steep terrain sloping to the southeast. Currently, no 
stormwater drainage infrastructure exists on the project site. As shown in the Biological 
Resources Assessment, which is part of Appendix C1 of this EIR, three perennial streams occur 
within the study area. Long Canyon Creek flows through the southwest corner of Phase 2 (north 
parcel) and through the northeast corner of Phase 1 (south parcel), eventually joining with the 
southwest-flowing San Juan Creek a mile downstream of the Phase I (south parcel) southern 
boundary (PCR, 2014). Runoff from the western portion of the Phase I (south parcel) currently 
drains southerly via un-named tributary to San Juan Creek. Runoff from the eastern portion of the 
Phase I (south parcel) currently drains southeasterly to Long Canyon Creek. Phase II (north 
parcel) currently drains generally to the southeast, mostly discharging at several points at the 
south and east property boundary into Long Canyon Creek. All project flows eventually drain to 
San Juan Creek located downstream and off-site (Hunsaker, 2014a). See Figure 3.9-2 for a layout 
of these water bodies in relation to the project site. 

Water Quality 

According to the 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List/305(b) Report), 
none of the on-site water bodies are listed as impaired by pollutants. However, pathogens 
(bacteria indicators), DDE (a breakdown product of DDT which was used as an insecticide), 
phosphorous, selenuim, toxicity and total nitrogen as N have been listed as impairing the 
beneficial uses in San Juan Creek—the downstream receiving water body of the project site. San 
Juan Creek currently has an established TMDL for pathogens (Hunsaker, 2014a).  

The beneficial uses of San Juan Creek include agricultural water supply; industrial water supply; 
contact water recreation; non-contact water recreation; warm water ecosystems; cold water 
ecosystems and wildlife habitat. The mouth of San Juan Creek at the Pacific Ocean (estuary) has  
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the following beneficial uses: contact water recreation; non-contact water recreation; wildlife 
habitat; rare, threatened and endangered species habitat; marine ecosystems; aquatic migration 
and shellfish collection (RWQCB, 2012a).	

Groundwater 

No significant groundwater resources have been mapped within the project site; however, minor 
seepage was observed from various bedrock locations during the spring of 2005 after periods of 
rain when PSE conducted a field investigation at the site. During 2013 spring and fall field 
investigations, no surface or subsurface water was observed on the project site. It is anticipated 
that the broad alluvial valleys of the project area may have locally perched pockets of ground 
water near the alluvium/bedrock contact (Terrestrial, 2014a). 
 

Elsinore Groundwater Basin 

The proposed project would receive water from the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
(EVMWD). Groundwater production accounts for approximately 22 percent of EVMWD’s total 
supplies (EVMWD, 2016), which includes supplies from the Elsinore basin. The basin is bounded 
on the southwest by the Santa Ana and Elsinore Mountains and adjoins the Temecula Valley 
groundwater basin on the southeast (EVMWD, 2016). EVMWD has groundwater rights to 5,500 
acre-feet per year, plus carry-over rights for supplies not used, from the Elsinore Basin; and from 
2011 to 2015, EVMWD pumped between 2,588 to 8,708 acre-feet per year, with an average of 
5,143.8 acre-feet pumped annually (EVMWD, 2016). Thus, EVMWD had an additional average 
annual allocation of 356.2 acre-feet that was not utilized between 2011 and 2015. 

Coldwater Groundwater Basin 

EVMWD has two wells that draw groundwater from the Coldwater Basin, which is an 
unadjudicated basin located about 8 miles southeast of the City of Corona within the Temescal 
Valley southwest of Interstate 15. EVMWD has groundwater rights to 1,200 acre-feet per year 
from the Coldwater Basin, and from 2011 to 2015, EVMWD pumped between 424 to 705 acre-
feet per year, with an average of 672.8 acre-feet pumped annually (EVMWD, 2016). Thus, 
EVMWD had an additional average annual allocation of 527.2 acre-feet that was not utilized 
between 2011 and 2015).  

San Juan Groundwater Basin 

Flows from the project area eventually drain into San Juan Creek, which is a principle recharge 
source of the San Juan groundwater basin. The San Juan groundwater basin underlies the San 
Juan Valley and several tributary valleys in southern Orange County, bounded by the Pacific 
Ocean on the west and semi-permeable marine deposits elsewhere. The basin is recharged by 
several creeks (including San Juan Creek, Oso Creek and Arroyo Trabuco) and precipitation to 
the valley floor. Groundwater flows southwest towards the Pacific Ocean (DWR, 2004). Water 
quality in the San Juan groundwater basin ranges from good to poor. Water from its coastal deep 
subbasins requires treatment as it is brackish (salty) as a result of contact with underlying marine 
sediments. Water quality in shallow upper subbasin is better, as it contains a lower concentration 
of total dissolved solids (SJBA, 2011).   
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Regulatory Setting 

Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.), formerly the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1972, was enacted with the intent of restoring and maintaining the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the “waters of the United States.” The CWA 
required states to set standards to protect, maintain, and restore water quality through the 
regulation of point source and certain non-point source discharges to surface water.   

The CWA was enacted to prohibit the discharge of pollutants to “waters of the United States” 
from any point source, unless a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit authorizes the discharge. Regulatory and permitting processes have been established to 
control the quality of water runoff from urban development. The CWA was amended in 1987, 
requiring the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to create specific 
requirements for storm water discharges. In response to the 1987 amendments to the CWA, the 
USEPA established Phase I of the NPDES Stormwater Program, which required NPDES permits 
for: (1) municipal separate storm sewer systems generally serving or located in incorporated cities 
with 100,000 or more people (referred to as municipal permits); (2) 11 specific categories of 
industrial activity (including landfills); and (3) construction activity that disturbs more than five 
acres of land. In March 2003, Phase II of the NPDES Program extended the requirements for 
NPDES permits to numerous small municipal separate storm sewer systems, construction sites of 
one to five acres, and industrial facilities owned or operated by small municipal separate storm 
sewer systems, all of which were previously exempted from permitting requirements. Section 
402(p) of the CWA mandates that these municipal storm water permits must: (1) effectively 
prohibit the discharge of non-storm water to the system except under certain provisions, and (2) 
require controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from the system to the maximum extent 
practicable, including Best Management Practices (BMPs); control techniques; and system, 
design, and engineering methods.  

Construction General Permit  

The State of California Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 
2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ) regulates discharges of pollutants in storm water 
associated with construction activity (storm water discharges) to “waters of the United States” 
from construction sites that disturb one or more acres of land surface, or that are part of a 
common plan of development or sale that disturbs more than one acre of land surface. 
Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the 
ground, such as stockpiling or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities 
performed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility.  

To obtain coverage under this permit, project operators must electronically file Permit 
Registration Documents, which include a Notice of Intent, a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP), and other compliance-related documents. An appropriate permit fee must also be 
mailed to State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The SWPPP identifies BMPs that 
must be implemented to reduce construction effects on receiving water quality based on potential 
pollutants. Example BMPs include erosion control (e.g. limitation of vegetation removal), 
sediment control (e.g. secure soil stockpiling), non-stormwater control (e.g. proper equipment 
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fueling techniques) and waste and material management (litter control). The SWPPP also 
includes descriptions of the BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges after all 
construction phases have been completed at the site (post-construction BMPs).  

California Plumbing Code 

“Nonpotable Reuse Systems” of the 2010 California Plumbing Code (Title 24, Part 5, Chapter 
16A, Part 1) details definitions and specific design requirements for graywater systems (tanks, 
irrigation fields and disposal fields). Table 16A-1 describes the required distances of graywater 
systems from various land features, such as building structures, water supply wells, and streams 
and lakes. Specifically, a horizontal distance of 100 feet must be maintained between streams and 
graywater irrigation fields (IAPMO, 2014). 

Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation and Maintenance of 
Wastewater Treatment Systems  

On-site wastewater treatment systems are useful and necessary structures that allow habitation at 
locations that are removed from centralized wastewater treatment systems. On June 19, 2012, the 
SWRCB adopted Resolution No. 2012-0032—the Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, 
Design, Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems which establishes 
a Statewide, risk-based, tiered approach for the regulation and management of on-site wastewater 
treatment system installations and replacements and sets the level of performance and protection 
expected from on-site wastewater treatment systems in order to avoid water quality degradation 
and protect public health. The Policy lists standards for existing and replacement on-site 
wastewater treatment systems, as well as corrective action requirements for failing or potentially 
failing systems. The policy is divided into four tiers: 

 Tier 0 sets requirements for existing and properly functioning on-site wastewater 
treatment systems.  

 Tier 1 sets evaluation, siting, design and construction standards for on-site wastewater 
treatment systems that are considered low risk new or replacement on-site wastewater 
treatment systems.  

 Tier 2 describes the option given to local agencies of creating approved on-site 
wastewater treatment system Local Agency Management Programs under which local 
agencies supervise on-site wastewater treatment systems within their own jurisdiction.  

 Tier 3 requires an Advanced Protection Management Program for all on-site wastewater 
treatment systems located near a water body that has been listed as impaired due to 
nitrogen or pathogen indicators pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. These 
are prepared in compliance with a Local Agency Management Program if one is in place, 
or in conjunction with Tier 1 of the policy. It also requires Regional Boards to approve 
TMDLs for selected water bodies by a certain date. 

 Tier 4 requires corrective action for on-site wastewater treatment systems that are 
presently failing or fail at any time. 
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The policy also includes minimum monitoring and reporting requirements; exemption criteria; 
requirements for determining when an existing on-site wastewater treatment system is subject to 
major repair, and a conditional waiver of waste discharge requirements (SWRCB, 2012a). The 
Policy also conditionally waives the requirement of wastewater treatment systems to have Waste 
Discharge Requirements to operate their systems when they meet the conditions set forth in the 
Policy. The San Diego RWQCB was required to incorporate these standards into its Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) by May 13, 2014 (SWRCB, 2012b).  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code Sections 13000 et seq.), passed in 
1969, requires protection of water quality by appropriate design, sizing, and construction of erosion 
and sediment controls. The Porter-Cologne Act established the SWRCB and divided California into 
nine regions, each overseen by a RWQCB. The SWRCB is the primary state agency responsible for 
protecting the quality of the state’s surface and groundwater supplies and has delegated primary 
implementation authority to the nine RWQCBs. The Porter-Cologne Act assigns responsibility for 
implementing CWA Sections 401 through 402 and 303(d) to the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. 

The Porter-Cologne Act requires the development and periodic review of water quality control 
plans (Basin Plans) that designate beneficial uses of California’s major rivers and groundwater 
basins and establish narrative and numerical water quality objectives for those waters, provide the 
technical basis for determining waste discharge requirements, identify enforcement actions, and 
evaluate clean water grant proposals. The basin plans are updated every three years. Compliance 
with basin plans is primarily achieved through implementation of the NPDES, which regulates 
waste discharges as discussed above. 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act requires that any person discharging waste or 
proposing to discharge waste within any region, other than to a community sewer system, which 
could affect the quality of the “waters of the State,” file a ROWD. This report requires a complete 
characterization of the discharge including design and actual flows, a list of constituents and the 
discharge concentration of each constituent, a list of other appropriate waste discharge 
characteristics, a description and schematic drawing of all treatment processes, a description of any 
BMPs used, and a description of disposal methods, and a site map. 

Basin Plan—San Diego Region 

The Basin Plan for the San Diego Region regulates water quality per the Porter-Cologne Act of 
the CWA. The Basin Plan is designed to preserve and enhance water quality and protect the 
beneficial uses of all regional waters; it (1) designates beneficial uses for surface and ground 
waters; (2) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect 
the designated beneficial uses and conform to the state's antidegradation policy; (3) describes 
implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the Region; and (4) 
describes surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin Plan. 
Additionally, the Basin Plan incorporates by reference all applicable State and Regional Board 
plans and policies. The goal of the RWQCB is to achieve a balance between the competing needs 
of mankind for water of varying quality. Accordingly, the Basin Plan establishes or designates 
beneficial uses and water quality objectives for all the ground and surface waters of the Region 
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(RWQCB, 2012b). New development such as that proposed by the project must maintain the 
water quality standards and objectives of the current Basin Plan in its receiving water bodies. 

Guidelines for New Community and Individual Sewerage Facilities 

The RWQCB adopted Guidelines for New Community and Individual Sewerage Facilities 
(Resolution No. 79-44) on June 25, 1979. An updated set of guidelines is included in the 2011 
Basin Plan, which supersedes Resolution No. 79-44 and has the goal of improving the efficiency 
of the review process, eliminating unnecessary Regional Board regulation, and improving 
protection of ground water quality.  

Authority deferral to a County health officer in regard to onsite wastewater treatment systems 
would occur if the project operator satisfies the following conditions: (1) the use of new 
individual subsurface disposal systems for any subdivision of land will be in the best public 
interest; (2) individual disposal systems will comply with all existing county design criteria; (3) 
the cumulative impact from proposed individual disposal system(s) or from new commercial 
and/or industrial development(s) will not cause adverse impacts to the beneficial uses of ground 
water; (4) individual disposal systems will meet the minimum unsaturated soil thickness between 
the bottom of leach lines or the bottom of seepage pits and the historic high ground water level. 
The minimum unsaturated soil thickness is nine feet for soils with good percolation rates, 12-feet 
for soils with moderate percolation rates, and 14-feet for soils with poor percolation rates. 
Exceptions to the unsaturated soil thickness criteria may be allowed by the appropriate County 
health officer, based upon knowledge of local site conditions. 

Upon receipt of the report of waste discharge for the proposed onsite wastewater treatment 
systems, the San Diego RWQCB would determine whether the proposed project would meet 
these conditions and authority may defer to the County Department of Health for regulation and 
protection of groundwater quality.  

South Orange County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit  

The current Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit for Orange County (R9-2009-0002) 
was adopted on December 16, 2009 and will expire on December 16, 2014. Order No. R9-2009-
0002 is the fourth iteration of the storm water permit for the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System Permit participants in the Orange County portion of the San Diego region. The Order 
contains requirements that are necessary to improve efforts to reduce the discharge of pollutants 
in storm water runoff to the maximum extent practicable and achieve water quality standards. 
This Order requires that runoff is addressed during the major phases of urban development 
(planning, construction, and operation) in order to reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm 
water to the maximum extent practicable, effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges and 
protect receiving waters. The Order identifies that discharges from each approved development 
project must be subject to specific management measures outlined in the Order.  

Order No. (R9-2013-0001) was adopted by the San Diego RWQCB on May 8, 2013. Order No. 
R9-2013-0001 is the fifth iteration of the storm water permit for the Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System Permit participants in the Orange County portion of the San Diego region. This 
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order will take effect in Orange County following the expiration of Order No. R9-2009-0002 on 
December 16, 2014. 

Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan  

The Orange County Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) documents 
specific water pollutant control elements and is the primary policy, planning and implementation 
document for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit compliance within the County. 
The main objectives of the DAMP are to present a plan that satisfies NPDES permit requirements 
and to evaluate the impacts of urban stormwater discharges on receiving waters. Instead of being 
viewed as single document, the DAMP serves as the foundation for a series of model programs, 
local implementation plans (LIPs) and watershed implementation plans. LIPs serve as a baseline 
program with detailed DAMP implementation information and are watershed-specific. The 
DAMP requires the effectiveness of each LIP element to be assessed, and through water quality 
testing and public input, for BMPs to be enhanced. As the proposed project is located in 
unincorporated Orange County, it would be subject to the Orange County 2010-2011 LIP. 

Orange County Local Implementation Plan  

While the DAMP provides a foundation for the Orange County Stormwater Permittees to 
implement model programs designed to prevent pollutants from entering receiving waters to the 
maximum extent practicable, the description and detail of how this is being accomplished on a 
local level is contained in the Local Implementation Plan (LIP). The LIP is designed to work in 
conjunction with the DAMP and each city and the County have developed a comprehensive LIP 
that is specific to its jurisdiction (Orange County, 2016).  

The 2010-2011 Orange County LIP was prepared as a compliance program for the San Diego 
RWQCB Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit. The main objectives of this LIP are to 
fulfill the County’s commitment to present a plan that satisfies the requirements of its Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System Permits and to evaluate and reduce the impacts of urban 
stormwater runoff on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.	The LIP, in conjunction with the 
countywide programmatic DAMP, are the principal policy and guidance documents for the 
County’s NPDES stormwater program (Orange County, 2016). 

The LIP characterizes priority projects based on various characteristics as specified by the San 
Diego Regional Board Area Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit, which requires 
specific low impact development (LID) BMPs to be implemented for all priority projects when 
feasible (including maintaining natural drainage corridors, drainage of run-off into pervious areas, 
and use of permeable surfaces. Sizing criteria are also applied to the LID BMPs to ensure 
functionality. Per Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit requirements, the LIP requires 
the preparation of specific WQMP for priority projects. The WQMP is based on targeted 
watershed pollutants and site-specific potential pollutants called pollutants of concern or primary 
pollutants of concern based on the type of development being proposed. These pollutant findings 
then guide which BMPs are incorporated on the project site. Required BMPs include site design 
LID BMPs (e.g., permeability maximization, vegetated swales, infiltration basins), source control 
BMPs (e.g., street sweeping), and site design non-LID BMPs (e.g., catch basin filters). 
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Hydromodification controls as specified in the South Orange County Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) must also be incorporated. Specific information must also be provided 
on plan sheets of priority projects prior to the County issuing grading or building permits. The 
LIP also requires post-construction BMP inspection and maintenance in compliance with 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit requirements. Follow-ups by the County are 
required by the LIP should certain water quality exceedances be reported (Orange County, 2016). 

Hydromodification Management Plan for South Orange County 

The HMP was prepared to comply with the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System Permit (Order R9-2009-0002), which requires an HMP be developed and implemented to 
manage increases in runoff discharge rates and durations from all priority development projects. 
Hydromodification refers to changes in the magnitude and frequency of stream flows and its 
associated sediment load due to urbanization or other changes in the watershed land use and 
hydrology. It also encompasses the resulting impacts on receiving channels, such as erosion, 
sedimentation, and potentially degradation of in-stream habitat. The HMP seeks ways to mitigate 
erosion impacts by establishing requirements for controlling runoff from new development. The 
HMP has been submitted to the San Diego RWQCB and is currently awaiting a finding of 
adequacy and is anticipated to be finalized for implementation by December 20, 2013 (Orange 
County, 2012). Although HMPs are not required to be implemented until 90 days following a 
finding of adequacy, early implementation is encouraged by each co-permittee. To date, all South 
Orange County permittees require HMPs. 

The HMP requirements state that priority development projects must use continuous simulation to 
ensure that post-project runoff flow rates and durations for the PDP shall not exceed pre-
development, naturally occurring, runoff flow rates and durations by more than 10 percent of the 
time, from 10 percent of the two-year runoff event up to the 10-year runoff event. This can be 
achieved through mitigating flow and duration through on-site control measures and addressing 
sediment loss through on-site management controls (Orange County, 2012).  

Orange County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems 

Effective August 28, 2013, County Regulations for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems 
include minimum horizontal setback requirements from various and features for onsite 
wastewater treatment systems. The purpose of these setbacks is to avoid damage to existing 
utilities, ground instability and water quality degradation. These setbacks are shown in Table 3.9-
1 (Orange County, 2013). 

TABLE 3.9-1 
MINIMUM HORIZONTAL SETBACKS FOR GROUND ABSORPTION SYSTEMS WHERE  

TS-I PRETREATMENT SYSTEMS ARE USED FOR < 1000 GALLONS PER DAY 

Land Feature or Component TS-I (feet) 

Any public water supply 100 

Streams classified as WS-I, except for saprolite 70 

Waters classified as S-A, from mean high water mark 70 

Other coastal waters, from mean high water mark 35 
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Land Feature or Component TS-I (feet) 

Any other stream, canal, marsh or other surface waters, from normal pool elevation 35 

Any Class I or Class II reservoir, from normal pool elevation 70 

Any permanent storm water retention pond, from flood pool elevation 35 

Any other lake or pond, from normal pool or mean high water elevation 35 

Any building foundation 5 

Any basement 15 

Any property line 10 

Top of slope of embankments or cuts of 2 feet or more vertical height 15 

Any water line 10 

Upslope interceptor/foundation drains/diversions 7 

Sideslope interceptor/foundation drains/diversions 10 

Downslope interceptor/foundation drains/diversions 20 

Groundwater lowering ditches or devices 20 

Any swimming pool 15 

Any other nitrification field (except the system repair area) 10 

 

Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines 

Required as part the Orange County Building Plan Check, the Orange County On-Site Sewage 
Absorption System Guidelines are intended to provide a uniform approach to percolation testing 
requirements and design criteria of an on-site sewage absorption system. The Orange County 
Public Works Department’s approval of proposed on-site sewage systems may be either a 
requirement for recordation of a parcel/tract map or a requirement before building/structural 
permits are issued. There are two main conditions for approval of an on-site sewage system: 1) 
percolation tests must be performed in accordance with County procedures for leach fields and/or 
seepage pits; and 2) the system must be designed in accordance with County standards. 

Four copies of the engineer’s soil percolation reports must be submitted to the Plumbing Plan 
Check Section at the Orange County Public Works Department. All reports must include a log of 
all soil borings and percolation tests as well as plans showing a designated system. Reports and 
plans submitted to obtain Building Permits must include (Orange County, 2014): 

 Depth to groundwater 

 Depth to any impervious layers 

 Acceptable result of six percolation tests distributed throughout an area set aside for 
trench leach fields and/or at least one passing percolation for seepage pits for the 
proposed dwelling 

 Distance between trenches or seepage pits 

 Location of property lines 

 Drainage courses 
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 Soils characteristics 

 Trench width or pit diameter 

 Pit depth or depth of gravel below pipe 

 Topographic lines, if steep slopes exist 

 Footprint of house 

 Outline of septic tank and distribution box 

 The plan must reflect all conditions after precise grading. 

In order to test the feasibility of onsite wastewater systems at the project site, preliminary 
percolation information was completed. In addition to these tests, the project operator would still 
be required to perform soil percolation tests at each proposed on-site wastewater treatment system 
location in accordance with the Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines. 

County of Orange General Plan 

 Resources Element  

Goal 1 Ensure an adequate dependable supply of water of acceptable quality for all 
reasonable uses. 

Policy 5 Water Quality – To protect water quality through management and enforcement 
efforts. 

Land Use Element  

Policy 14  To guide physical development within the County while protecting water quality 
through required compliance with urban and stormwater runoff regulations.  

 

3.9.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to hydrology and water quality, a project could have a 
significant effect on the environment if it would: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of the pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted); 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
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 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

 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; 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or redirect 
flood flows; 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or 

 Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

It was determined in the NOPs/Initial Studies (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR) that 
implementation of the proposed project would have no impact related to the placement of housing 
or structures in a 100-year flood hazard area, and that no impacts related to flooding from the 
failure of a dam or inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow would occur. Additionally, no 
public comments were received during the public scoping period for the NOPs/Initial Studies that 
indicated new evidence to analyze these thresholds in this EIR. Therefore, no further analysis of 
the aforementioned significance criterion is included in the EIR. However, a comment related to 
the potential for creek flooding to occur during from implementation of the project was received. 
Potential impacts related to flooding is described below, with the rest of the significance 
thresholds. 

3.9.3 Methodology 
The following analysis considers the existing regulatory environment that the proposed project 
would be subject to which includes both construction and operational phases. In accordance with 
County requirements, a preliminary hydrology analysis was prepared for the proposed project to 
determine the flow rates produced the project site and served as the basis for analyzing and 
designing the on-site storm drainage system. WQMPs were reviewed for consistency with the 
County of Orange Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit and the ability of project design 
to minimize potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality. The Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment System Technical Memorandum (PACE, 2014) is located in Appendix D2 of this EIR. 
Considering the project characteristics and existing conditions the following potential impacts were 
evaluated and mitigation measures provided, where applicable.   

3.9.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.9-1: Would implementation of the proposed project violate water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements? 
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Construction 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site has moderate to 
high topographic relief and gentle to steep slopes. Soil on slopes tends to be less stable. As a 
result, the project area could be at risk for soil erosion and the loss of topsoil. Construction 
activities such as grading and excavation associated with the proposed project have the potential 
to result in top soil loss and soil erosion by exposing bare soil to wind and rain. Vegetation 
removal would loosen soil structure and expose bare soil making it more easily eroded by wind 
and rain, especially on slopes. Total excavation over both phases is estimated at 535,500 cubic 
yards, with 10,000 cubic yards to be excavated on a maximum day.  

The project includes several project design features that would minimize vegetation disturbance 
by conserving natural areas and not disturbing natural drainages, thereby minimizing erosion 
potential and sedimentation during construction. These include: 

 Clustered development and preservation of open space (Project Design Features PDF-1 
and PDF-2); 

 Use of similar slope gradients to existing conditions (Project Design Feature PDF-3);  

 Conservation of natural areas, including existing trees, other vegetation and soils (Project 
Design Feature PDF-4); 

 Construction of streets to minimum widths and eliminating paved sidewalks in parkways 
(Project Design Feature PDF-6); and 

 Minimization of disturbances to natural drainages (Project Design Feature PDF-14).  

In addition, construction of the proposed structures within the project area would require the use 
of heavy equipment and construction-related chemicals, such as fuels, oils, grease, solvents and 
paints that would be stored in limited quantities on-site. In the absence of proper controls, these 
construction activities could result in accidental spills or disposal of potentially harmful materials 
used during construction that could wash into and pollute surface waters on-site and/or worsen 
water quality in San Juan Creek downstream. Materials that could potentially contaminate the 
construction area from a spill or leak include diesel fuel, gasoline, lubrication oil, hydraulic fluid, 
antifreeze, transmission fluid, lubricating grease, concrete, and other fluids.  

However, because project construction would disturb more than one acre of soil, the project 
operator would be required to comply with the NPDES Construction General Permit, as identified 
in Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1. In compliance with this permit, a SWPPP would be prepared 
and implemented, which would require erosion control, sediment control, non-stormwater and 
waste and material management BMPs, such as routine inspection and maintenance of equipment, 
that would prevent construction chemicals used on-site from washing into local water bodies. 
Construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 
the Project Design Features described above and Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1. 
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Operation 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Development of residential land 
uses on the project site would generate new sources of pollutants in the project area. Residential 
landscaping and vineyard areas are a potential source of pesticides, sediment, and nutrients. 
Vineyards may utilize pesticides and fertilizer (a source of nutrients) that are existing 
impairments of San Juan Creek, which is downstream of the project site (pathogens, pesticides 
[DDE] and nutrients [phosphorus, nitrogen and selenium]).  

However, the project includes several Project Design Features that would maintain a large portion 
of the site’s existing vegetated (pervious) areas (as provided by Project Design Features PDF-1, 
PDF-2, PDF-3, PDF-4, PDF-6, and PDF-14 listed previously in the construction discussion), and 
would be designed to mimic the existing hydrological characteristics (Project Design Features 
PDF-13 and PDF-16), which would reduce runoff velocities that could transport pollutants and 
cause erosion and sedimentation.  

In addition, compliance with the DAMP requirements (which is Orange County’s form of 
compliance with the NPDES San Diego Region Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit 
requirements), the project has developed WQMPs for both phases that address hydrologic 
conditions of concern (Project Design Feature PDF-17). As the project would develop residential 
uses, the project WQMPs identified nutrients, pathogens (bacteria and viruses) and pesticides as 
primary pollutants of concern; suspended sediments/solids, oil and grease and trash and debris as 
pollutants of concern.  

Runoff from the improved areas of the site would be conveyed as sheet flow to vegetated swales 
for conveyance to one of the project’s infiltration basins that would treat runoff prior to discharge 
(Hunsaker, 2014a; Hunsaker, 2014b). Pre-treatment of runoff entering the drywells would include 
a combination of vegetated swales, pervious pavement, and Maxwell Plus pre-treatment  
(manhole) units. Roof downspouts and runoff from walkways and patios would be directed 
towards landscaped areas (Hunsaker, 2014a; 2014b). The use of vegetated swales and vegetated 
culverts for runoff conveyance would allow for water to be slowed and naturally filtered as it 
flows toward the infiltration basin (Project Design Feature PDF-17). Infiltration basins would 
allow pollutants within the design capture volume to further settle out.  

In addition, per WQMP requirements, the project site would include the following non-structural 
source control BMPs that would help protect water quality during its operation:  

 Education for residents at close of escrow and periodically after to inform them about 
their potential impacts to downstream water quality; 

 Activity restrictions to minimize potential impacts to water quality; 

 Common area landscape management consistent with County Water Conservation 
Resolution and County Management Guidelines for Use of Fertilizers; 

 Routine inspection and maintenance of BMPs; 

 Common area litter control including reports of trash disposal violations to the HOA; 

 Routine common area catch basin inspection, cleaning and maintenance; and 
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 Street sweeping of private streets and parking lots prior to the storm season. 

Water quality impacts related to the operation of the residential and agricultural uses of the 
project would be less than significant with implementation of Project Design Feature PDF-13 that 
would design the project mimic the hydrological characteristics of the site in its natural, 
undeveloped state, PDF-14 that would implement low impact development techniques, PDF-15 
that would implement BMPs to promote infiltration, and PDF-17 that provides for a WQMP that 
would implement structural and non-structural BMPs. 

Pathogens are currently listed as one of the impairments of San Juan Creek. Should onsite 
wastewater treatment system be improperly sited or malfunction, untreated effluent has the 
potential to percolate into stream channels on-site, which could drain into San Juan Creek and 
potentially exacerbate its existing impairment for pathogens. In order to prevent onsite 
wastewater treatment system failure and potential water quality contamination during operation, 
the septic tanks would be required to be emptied of sludge regularly and transported off-site by a 
County-registered liquid waste hauler. Prior to an overflow event, high water level alarms would 
notify the homeowner and the HOA of a potential overflow condition, which would allow time 
for potential corrective action. If an overflow still occurs and the soil becomes saturated, the 
subsurface irrigation system would shut down. In this event, the 1500-gallon emergency storage 
tank would be used for up to five days of storage until the soil condition improves and treatment 
can commence.  

Per Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2, in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, the project operator would 
design the onsite wastewater treatment systems in accordance with the Orange County On-site 
Sewage Absorption System Guidelines and SWRCB On-Site Wastewater Treatment System 
Policy, which details siting, design and construction standards for their installation, as well as 
expected performance and maintenance requirements. Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2 also 
requires compliance with the Orange County Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems 
Regulations that provides minimum horizontal setbacks for onsite wastewater treatment systems 
from various areas, such as streams and riparian areas. This ensures that effluent being treated by 
the onsite wastewater treatment systems does not have contact with existing water features, thus 
preventing water quality degradation. Also, per Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-3, residents would 
be informed about the proper use and maintenance of onsite wastewater treatment systems to 
prevent damage and failure; and would be provided with the County and HOA approved septic 
service company contact information to provide as needed maintenance. Overall, water quality 
impacts from the proposed onsite wastewater treatment systems would be less than significant 
with implementation of the existing requirements that would be verified during the County and 
RWQCB permitting process, and Mitigation Measures MM 3.6-2 and MM 3.6-3 that are provided 
in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.9-1 Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the project operator shall 
demonstrate compliance under California’s General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board and 
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a copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge 
Identification (WDID) Number; or other proof of filing in a manner meeting the 
satisfaction of the Manager, Permit Services. Projects subject to this requirement 
shall prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project site and be available for 
County review upon request.  

MM 3.6-2  (Provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils under Impact 3.6-5) 

MM 3.6-3  (Provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils under Impact 3.6-5) 
__________________________ 

Impact 3.9-2: Would implementation of the proposed project substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of the pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Construction  

Less than Significant Impact. As shown in Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description, 
construction water usage would total 18.9 AF. Phase 1 would require approximately 3,608,700 
gallons (11.1 AF) of water. Phase 2 would require approximately 2,549,550 gallons (7.8 AF) of 
water. The Phase 1 (south parcel) currently contains a water well and cistern; and Phase 2 (north 
parcel) contains two active water wells and water storage tanks (one of them 8,000 gallons). 
These existing facilities currently provide water supply to the project site, and would provide 
construction water supply throughout construction activities. As described above, the site does 
not overly any substantial groundwater resources, and groundwater under the site is not used for 
potable water by EVMWD. Overall, the use of the well water for construction would be 
temporary, and would not result in other lands not having available water supply. Thus, impacts 
related to groundwater used during construction activities would be less than significant. 

Operation  

Operational water supply would be provided by the EVMWD, whose water resources include 
groundwater from the Elsinore and Coldwater basins. Groundwater production accounts for 
approximately 22 percent of EVMWD’s total supplies (EVMWD, 2016). As described above, 
EVMWD has groundwater rights to 5,500 acre-feet per year, plus carry-over rights for supplies 
not used, from the Elsinore Basin; and from 2011 to 2015, EVMWD averaged 5,143.8 acre-feet 
pumped annually (EVMWD, 2016). Thus, EVMWD had an additional average annual allocation 
of 356.2 acre-feet that was not utilized between 2011 and 2015. Likewise, EVMWD has 
groundwater rights to 1,200 acre-feet per year from the Coldwater Basin, and from 2011 to 2015, 
EVMWD averaged 672.8 acre-feet pumped annually (EVMWD, 2016). Thus, EVMWD had an 
additional average annual allocation of 527.2 acre-feet that was not utilized between 2011 and 
2015). 

In addition to groundwater, EVMWD obtains its potable water supplies from Metropolitan (68 
percent) and local surface water from Canyon Lake (9 percent). Based on the average generation 
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unit of 600 gallons per day (gpd) per dwelling unit, the proposed 72 single family residences 
would generate a total water demand of approximately 43,200 gpd (25,800 gpd for Phase 1 (south 
parcel) and 17,400 for Phase 2 (north parcel), as shown in Table 2-5, Operational Water 
Demand). As shown on Table 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project Description, total operational demand 
including vineyard and landscaping uses is 336,128 gpd.  

As described in the EVMWD Water Master Plan, the water demand in 2040 would result in an 
average annual demand of 75.0 mgd, and a maximum day demand of 80.9 mgd. EVMWD’s 
Water Master Plan and UWMP describe that EVMWD will be able to meet the maximum day 
demand with future supplies of 88.89 mgd (EVMWD, 2016). These water demand projections are 
based on existing land use/zoning and regional growth projections for the service area.  

Currently, the project site has a zoning designation of General Agricultural (A1), which allows 
residential development at a maximum density of four acres per dwelling unit), which would 
result in 146 dwelling units on the project site at build out. Conversely, the proposed project 
would only develop 72 residential units, and the remainder of the project site would consist of 
preserved open space, landscaping, and fuel modification areas that would be developed. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in fewer residential units than the build out 
allowable by the existing zoning criteria; and development of 72 single-family units on the 
project site would be within EVMWD’s existing water demand projections. EVMWD would not 
need additional groundwater allocations to serve the proposed project. EVMWD has already 
provided will-serve letters in 2013, 2015, and 2016, and has planned to provide water services to 
the project area since at least 2006, when a Water System Plan of Service was prepared by 
EVMWD (June 2006) that described the ability of the District to provide water services to the 
project area at a greater density than is currently proposed. Overall, the project is not anticipated 
to substantially deplete groundwater supplies, and impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would increase the amount of impervious on-site by development of 
structures and groundcover, such as residential building pads, streets, sidewalks, driveways and 
parking areas on the site. However, the project includes several Project Design Features that 
would mitigate the increase in impervious surfaces and provide for infiltration stormwater and 
runoff on-site that include: 

 Preservation of 71 percent of the project site in open space and clustering development 
(Project Design Features PDF-1 and PDF-2); 

 The conceptual landscape plan minimizes surface water runoff, incorporate the use of 
native/drought tolerant plant materials (Project Design Feature PDF-4); 

 Construction of streets to minimum widths and eliminating paved sidewalks in parkways 
(Project Design Feature PDF-6); 

 Mimic hydrological characteristics of the site in its natural, undeveloped state, controlling 
development flows runoff with; vegetated swales and infiltration basins (Project Design 
Feature PDF-13);  

 Low impact development (LID) techniques to minimize the impervious footprint of the 
project and provide vegetated swales (Project Design Feature PDF-14); 
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 Minimization of disturbances to natural drainages (Project Design Feature PDF-14); 

 The project has been designed to include the following Best Management Practices to 
promote infiltration (Project Design Feature PDF-15). 

In addition, as described above, the groundwater onsite was determined to be isolated and 
perched within bedrock units and not part of a regional groundwater table; thus, impacts to 
groundwater recharge are considered less than significant.  

__________________________ 

Impact 3.9-3: Would implementation of the proposed project substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation or flooding 
on- or off-site? 

Construction 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would not alter the 
course of a stream or river. The project site has moderate to high topographic relief and gentle to 
steep slopes that could exacerbate the potential for substantial erosion and siltation. Construction 
activities such as grading and excavation associated with the proposed project would temporarily 
alter the ground surface, thus changing the existing drainage pattern of the site. Total excavation 
over both phases is estimated at 535,500 cubic yards, with 10,000 cubic yards to be excavated on 
a maximum day. This construction activity would both alter the ground surface topography and 
expose a large amount of bare soil to be potentially transported off-site. However, the project 
includes several Project Design Features that would minimize vegetation disturbance, thereby 
limiting the erosion potential during construction; which include PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, PDF-14, 
that are listed above in the Impact 9.3-2 discussion. These Project Design Features would prevent 
the drainage pattern from being substantially altered during excavation and grading.  

Additionally, project construction would also be required to comply with Mitigation Measure 
MM 3.9-1, which requires compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit (including 
the development of a SWPPP). The SWPPP would include erosion control BMPs, such as 
scheduling and preservation of existing vegetation, which would prevent the exposure of soil to 
water and reduce the threat of erosion. The SWPPP would also implement sediment control 
BMPs, such as sandbags and fiber rolls, to trap any sediment that mobilizes on-site. Thus, with 
implementation of the Project Design Features (listed above) and Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1, 
impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns and resulting in erosion, siltation and flooding 
during project construction would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. Operation of the proposed project would permanently introduce 
impervious surfaces and structures, including roads, houses, and sidewalks, to the previously 
undeveloped pervious area. This would generate increased amounts of runoff, potentially 
resulting in erosion, siltation and flooding. 
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As described previously, the project includes several Project Design Features that would 
minimize alterations to existing ground conditions, reducing potential runoff increases and 
thereby minimizing erosion, sedimentation and flooding potential during operation. These 
include: PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, PDF-4, PDF-6, and PDF-14, which are listed previously in the 
Impact 9.3-2 discussion. The project also includes Project Design Features that would promote 
infiltration and slow down surface flows to control any excess runoff generated on-site, thereby 
minimizing sedimentation, erosion and flooding potential. These include: PDF-13, PDF-14, and 
PDF-15, also listed previously in the Impact 9.3-2 discussion.  
 
The project has been designed so that runoff would be conveyed to vegetated swales, vegetated 
culverts, and detention/drywell systems, which have been designed to accommodate the 
stormwater runoff from the project (as described in the Hydrology Study included as Appendices 
H3 and H4) and would eliminate the potential for flooding. These systems would also prevent any 
sediment-laden water from discharging off-site by allowing the sediment to settle out, either in 
the vegetated swales or infiltration basins. These measures would also control the velocity and 
amount of discharge offsite. A rip rap splash pad has been designed as part of vegetated swales 
and culverts to dissipate energy and prevent erosion to slopes or channels. In addition, the 
proposed project would utilize high efficiency / low precipitation irrigation heads and “drip” 
irrigation, and “smart controllers,” including rain shutoff devices, moisture sensors, and 
downloading of evapotranporation rates to irrigation system programming, for water conservation 
and reduced runoff. In addition, as recommended by the project WQMPs, the project site would 
include the following non-structural source control BMPs that would prevent the generation of 
excess runoff on-site:  

 Common area landscape management consistent with County Water Conservation 
Resolution and County Management Guidelines for Use of Fertilizers; 

 Routine inspection and maintenance of BMPs; and 

 Routine common area catch basin inspection, cleaning and maintenance. 

With implementation of the project’s design features and non-structural BMPs, post-development 
runoff flow rates and durations would not exceed the site’s natural conditions by more than 10 
percent of the time, from 10 percent of the two-year runoff event up to the 10-year runoff event, 
as demonstrated by the preparation of the hydrology analysis (Hunsaker, 2014a; Hunsaker, 
2014b). These structures would capture and retain the difference in runoff flow rates/volume 
between the project site’s natural and proposed conditions. Thus, impacts relating to alteration of 
drainage patterns and causation of erosion, siltation and flooding during project operation would 
be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.9-1  (Listed previously under Impact 3.9-1) 
__________________________ 
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Impact 3.9-4: Would implementation of the proposed 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? 

Construction 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would 
construct a residential development in a presently undeveloped area, and thus would require the 
construction of onsite new storm water drainage facilities. Construction of the drainage facilities 
would include excavation, grading, backfilling and pile-driving activities. These activities would 
expose bare soil to wind and rain, potentially resulting in top soil loss, soil erosion and 
sedimentation of surrounding water bodies. The project operator would be required to obtain 
building and grading permits from the County for the proposed project, which requires the review 
of storm drain plans by the County prior to the issuance of these permits. The onsite drainage plan 
would be required to comply with the County Master Plan and Local Storm Drain notes, which 
pertain to design specifics that ensure efficiency, longevity and water quality protection. In 
addition, the project would include several Project Design Features that would minimize runoff 
generated during construction to prevent exceedance of storm drain systems, which include PDF-
1, PDF-2, PDF-3, PDF-14, that are listed previously in the Impact 9.3-2 discussion. 

In addition, construction activity would be required to comply with the NPDES Construction 
General Permit per Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1 (listed previously). In compliance with this 
permit, a SWPPP would be prepared and implemented; identifying BMPs that would minimize 
polluted stormwater runoff during construction of the project. With implementation of the Project 
Design Features described above, and Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1, potential impacts related to 
stormwater drainage systems or substantial additional sources of polluted runoff during 
construction would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. The project includes development of an onsite stormwater 
drainage system that would be designed pursuant to County requirements and to meet the needs 
of the proposed project. The project design features that are part of the project conserve natural 
pervious areas, disperse impervious area to reduce runoff, promote infiltration, and slow down 
surface flows. Runoff would be conveyed to vegetated swales, vegetated culverts, and 
detention/drywell systems, which have been designed to accommodate the stormwater runoff 
from the project and would control the velocity and amount of discharge offsite that would 
eliminate the potential for substantial increases in stormwater runoff. In addition, the proposed 
project would utilize high efficiency / low precipitation irrigation heads and “drip” irrigation, and 
“smart controllers,” including rain shutoff devices, moisture sensors, and downloading of 
evapotranporation rates to irrigation system programming, to reduce runoff. Related Project 
Design Features include: PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-3, PDF-4, PDF-6, PDF-13, PDF-14, PDF-15, and 
PDF-17, which are listed previously under Impact 3.9-1 and 3.9-2. 

As demonstrated by the hydrology analysis prepared for the project, with implementation of the 
project’s design features and non-structural BMPs, post-project runoff flow rates and durations 
for the project would not exceed pre-development, naturally occurring, runoff flow rates and 
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durations by more than 10 percent of the time, from 10 percent of the two-year runoff event up to 
the 10-year runoff event (Hunsaker, 2014a; Hunsaker, 2014b). Thus, impacts related to 
substantial increases in stormwater runoff would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.9-1  (Listed previously under Impact 3.9-1) 
__________________________ 

Impact 3.9-5: Would implementation of the proposed project otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. San Juan Creek, the project’s 
downstream receiving water body, is listed as impaired for pathogens (bacteria indicators), DDE 
(a breakdown product of DDT that was used as an insecticide), phosphorous, selenium, toxicity 
and total nitrogen. Flows from the project site eventually drain into San Juan Creek, which is a 
primary source of recharge to the San Juan groundwater basin. Should pollutants enter the creek, 
they could eventually migrate into the San Juan groundwater basin and contaminate groundwater 
quality. However, the project would include structural and non-structural BMPs as specified in 
the WQMP and project design features that would help retain and infiltrate the design capture 
volume. In addition, the natural process of filtration that occurs as surface water percolates into 
groundwater would likely remove all remaining potential pollutants introduced into the creek by 
the proposed project.  

As described previously, the project proposes onsite wastewater treatment systems on each lot. 
Pathogens are currently listed as one of the impairments of San Juan Creek. Should onsite 
wastewater treatment systems be improperly sited or malfunction, liquid effluent has the potential 
to percolate from the onsite wastewater treatment systems into stream channels onsite, which 
would drain into San Juan Creek and potentially exacerbate its existing impairment for pathogens 
and water quality impacts resulting from onsite wastewater treatment system failure could occur. 
However, prior to a potential overflow event, high water level alarms would occur, which would 
allow time for potential corrective action by the homeowner or HOA. If an overflow still occurs, 
the soil becomes saturated and the subsurface irrigation system shuts down, the 1500-gallon 
emergency storage tank could be used for up to five days of storage until the soil condition 
improves and treatment can commence.  

Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2, in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, requires the project operator to 
install the onsite wastewater treatment systems in accordance with the Orange County On-site 
Sewage Absorption System Guidelines and SWRCB On-Site Wastewater Treatment System 
Policy (Policy), which details siting, design and construction standards for installation, as well as 
performance and maintenance requirements for onsite wastewater treatment systems. The design 
and approval of onsite wastewater treatment systems would be overseen by the Orange County 
Department of Public Works. Further, the project operator would locate the onsite wastewater 
treatment systems the required distances away from water features present onsite, as specified in 
the County Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System Regulations. Through compliance with 
the Orange County Guidelines and Regulations and the SWRCB Policy (Mitigation Measure MM 
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3.6-2), onsite wastewater treatment systems would be properly installed and maintained. Per 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-3, residents would be informed about the proper use and 
maintenance of onsite wastewater treatment systems and would receive information about County 
and HOA approved service companies to prevent damage and failure. Water quality impacts 
related to waste discharge requirements would be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM 3.6-2 and MM 3.6-3. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.6-2  (Provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils under Impact 3.6-5) 

MM 3.6-3  (Provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils under Impact 3.6-5) 
__________________________ 

3.9.5 Cumulative Impacts  

The geographic scope for cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality includes all related 
projects located within the San Juan Hydrologic Unit as well as those within the EVMWD service 
area, which include The Ranch Plan Planning Area 2, Robinson Ridge, Chiquita Ridge, Hampton 
Inn & Suites Hotel, and Green Street Shopping. Descriptions and statuses of these projects are 
provided in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3.0.  

The proposed project would have the potential to violate water quality standards. San Juan Creek, 
the project site’s downstream receiving water body is currently listed as impaired for several 
pollutants. There are several development projects occurring downstream. Therefore, although 
small amounts of pollutants introduced by the proposed project into San Juan Creek may not 
exceed impairment thresholds on its own, the project, in combination with other projects 
downstream, may contribute to a cumulative increase in pollutants in San Juan Creek, thereby 
exacerbating impairments and/or exceeding water quality thresholds. However, the project would 
comply with the various federal, state and County/local regulations regarding water quality, 
drainage, sedimentation, and erosion control that are described previously. Specifically, the 
proposed project would comply with the NPDES requirements for construction and operation 
activities, and SWPPPs and WQMPs would implement identified BMPs to protect water quality. 
In addition, several project design features are included in the project to help reduce threats to 
water quality, including overflow alarms to allow for corrective action and an emergency storage 
tank to hold untreated water until treatment can commence. All of these features along with 
Mitigation Measures MM 3.9-1, MM 3.6-2, and MM 3.6-3 would reduce the project’s cumulative 
effects related to hydrology and water quality. With implementation of these features and 
requirements, cumulatively considerable impacts associated with hydrology and water quality 
would not occur and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.10 Land Use and Planning 

This section of the EIR identifies existing land uses and applicable policies and analyzes the 
potential of the project to result in impacts related to land use. The analysis focuses on whether 
the proposed land uses would be compatible with the surrounding environment as well as 
consistent with existing regulations and policies.  

3.10.1 Environmental Setting 
The project site consists of two non-contiguous parcels that are located in the foothills of the 
Santa Ana Mountains, surrounded by the Cleveland National Forest and within an unincorporated 
portion of Orange County, to the west of Ortega Highway (see Figure 2.1 in Chapter 2, Project 
Description of this EIR). The two parcels are separated by Long Canyon Road. The project site 
has an Orange County General Plan Land Use designation of Open Space (OS), and is zoned as 
General Agriculture (A1). 

Phase 1 (south parcel) is approximately 389.6 acres and consists of vacant land that is largely 
undisturbed. Phase 2 (north parcel) is approximately 194.5 acres and is also primarily vacant 
land. The project site includes one occupied residence that is located in the southwest corner of 
Phase 2 (north parcel); this residence would be vacated prior to the start of project construction. 
In addition, an area in the southwestern portion of the Phase 2 (north parcel) has a previously 
used private airstrip. 

The nearest single-family residences to Phase 1 (south parcel) are located approximately 
1,340 feet away to the north, near Long Canyon Road. The nearest sensitive receptor to Phase 2 
(north parcel) is a single-family residence located approximately 160 feet from the site boundary 
to the east, near the southeastern portion of the site. In addition, other existing residential uses are 
located further to the east, with the nearest structure located approximately 670 feet way. 
Although low density rural single-family structures are located to the west of the site (the closest 
is approximately 170 feet away), all of these residences are vacant.  

3.10.2 Regulatory Framework 
Southern California Association of Governments  

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the designated Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) for six counties: Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, 
Ventura, and Imperial. As the designated MPO for the region, SCAG is mandated by the federal 
government to research and create plans for transportation, growth management, hazardous waste 
management, and air quality. SCAG’s major responsibilities include: 

 Maintenance of a continuous, comprehensive, and coordinated planning process resulting 
in a Regional Transportation Improvement Program. 

 Development of demographic projections plus the integrated land use, housing, 
employment, transportation programs, measures, and strategic portions of the South 
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Coast Air Quality Management Plan, as well as serving as co-lead agency for air quality 
planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert air basin districts.  

 Responsibility under the federal Clean Air Act for determining whether projects, plans, 
and programs conform to the Clean Air Act.  

 To function as the authorized regional agency for intergovernmental review of programs 
proposed for federal financial assistance and direct development activities.  

 Review of environmental impact reports for projects having regional significance for 
consistency with regional plans.  

 To function as the authorized area-wide waste treatment management planning agency 
pursuant to federal water pollution control statutes. 

 Responsibility under state law for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA). 

Regional Comprehensive Plan  

The 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) is an advisory plan prepared by SCAG that 
establishes a strategy for defining and solving the region’s inter-related housing, traffic, water, air 
quality and other regional challenges. The RCP ties together SCAG’s role in transportation, land 
use, and air quality planning as well as recommending key roles and responsibilities for public 
and private sector stakeholders and inviting them to help implement the policies of the RCP. The 
nine areas covered in the RCP are land use and housing, open space and habitat, water, energy, 
air quality, solid waste, transportation, security and emergency preparedness, and economy. The 
Land Use and Housing Chapter and the Open Space and Habitat Chapter of the RCP contains 
policies that are particularly applicable to the proposed project.  

Land and Housing 

LU-4 Local governments should provide for new housing, consistent with State Housing 
Element law, to accommodate their share of forecast regional growth.  

Open Space and Habitat 

OSN-4 SCAG should support policies and actions that preserve natural areas, specifically 
those areas identified in local, state, and federal plans.  

OSN-5 SCAG should support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater 
recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and 
endangered plants and animals. 

OSN-6 SCAG should encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation 
and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological 
sites. 

OSN-7 SCAG should encourage “watershed management” programs and strategies, 
recognizing the primary role of local governments in such efforts. 

OSN-13 Local governments should develop and implement mitigation for open space impacts 
by:  
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 Promoting coordinated mitigation programs for regional projects and 
establish the basis for inter-regional conservation strategies. 

 Planning development in locations least likely to cause environmental 
impact. 

OSN-14: Developers and local governments should implement mitigation for open space 
impacts through the following activities: 

 Individual projects should either avoid significant impacts to regionally 
significant open space resources or mitigate the significant impacts through 
measures consistent with regional open space policies for conserving natural 
lands, community open space and farmlands. All projects should demonstrate 
consideration of alternatives that would avoid or reduce impacts to open 
space. 

 Individual projects should include into project design, to the maximum extent 
practicable, mitigation measures and recommended best practices aimed at 
minimizing or avoiding impacts to natural lands, including, but not limited to 
FHWA’s Critter Crossings, and Ventura County. 

Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

State law requires that jurisdictions provide their fair share of regional housing needs. The 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) is mandated to 
determine the state-wide housing need. In cooperation with HCD, local governments and councils 
of government are charged with determining the city’s or regions existing and projected housing 
need as a share of the state-wide housing need. The current Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) (adopted November 2012) identifies housing needs in each SCAG jurisdiction and 
allocates a fair share of that need to every community. The RHNA indicates that unincorporated 
Orange County needs to supply a total of 5,272 housing units for the planning period between 
2014 and 2021 (SCAG, 2012a). This total is distributed by income category as shown in Table 
3.10-1.  

TABLE 3.10-1 
REGIONAL HOUSING GROWTH NEEDS UNINCORPORATED ORANGE COUNTY 

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total 

2,119* 879 979 2,174 5,272 

22.3% 18.1% 20% 39.6% 100% 

 
NOTE: Half (1,060) of these Very Low units are assumed to be in the extremely-low category. 
SOURCE: SCAG, 2012. 
 

 
 

Regional Transportation Plan 2012-2035/Sustainable Communities Strategy  

In April of 2012 SCAG adopted the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS): Towards a Sustainable Future. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
includes a strong commitment to reduce emissions from transportation to comply with SB 375, 
improve public health, and meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards as set forth by the 
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federal Clean Air Act. The RTP/SCS links its goals of sustaining mobility with its goals for 
fostering economic development; enhancing the environment; reducing energy consumption; 
promoting transportation-friendly development patterns; and encouraging fair and equitable 
access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial limitations. In 
summary, the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS provides a blueprint for improving quality of life for residents 
by providing more choices for where they will live, work, and play, and how they will move 
around.  

County of Orange General Plan—Land Use Element 

Most of the current version of the Orange County General Plan Land Use Element was adopted in 
2015. The Land Use Element provides general planning goals and policies for development of 
unincorporated parcels in Orange County. The Land Use Element goals and policies that are 
relevant to the proposed project are listed below. 

Policy 1: Balanced Land Use - To plan urban land uses with a balance of residential, 
industrial, commercial, and public land uses. 

Policy 2: Phased Development - To phase development consistent with the adequacy of 
public services and facilities within the capacity defined by the General Plan. 

Policy 4: Housing Densities - To provide a variety of residential densities which permit a mix 
of housing opportunities affordable to the county’s labor force. 

Policy 7: New Development Compatibility - To require new development to be compatible 
with adjacent areas. 

Policy 8: Creative Design Concepts - To encourage innovative concepts which contribute to 
the solution of land use problems. 

Policy 9: Enhancement of Environment - To guide development so that the quality of the 
physical environment is enhanced. 

Policy 14: To guide physical development within the County while protecting water quality 
through required compliance with urban and stormwater runoff regulations. 

The existing Orange County General Plan Land Use designation for the project site is Open 
Space (OS), which allows for limited land uses that do not require a commitment of significant 
urban infrastructure. Permitted compatible uses within Open Space (OS) designated areas include 
materials recovery/recycling facilities if the design does not adversely impact its open space 
surroundings; employment uses if they are consistent with the open space character of the area; 
and low-intensity high technology research and development; office and education uses; and 
childcare facilities that do not require a commitment of significant urban infrastructure.  

As further described below, the project proposes to change the General Plan Land Use of 
designation from Open Space (OS) to Rural Residential (1A), which allows a minimum density 
of 0.25 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre, or two to four residences per acre. 
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County of Orange Zoning Code 

The Orange County Zoning Code establishes permitted uses and development standards to guide 
growth and development throughout unincorporated areas of the county. The existing zoning for 
the project site is General Agriculture (A1) which provides for agriculture, outdoor recreational 
uses, and other low intensity activities that maintain a primarily open space character. The 
General Agriculture (A1) zone allows for residential development at a maximum density of 0.25 
dwelling units per acre, or a minimum of four acres per dwelling unit. 

As further described below, the project proposes to change the site zoning from General 
Agriculture (A1)  to Residential Agricultural (AR), which provides for single-family residential 
neighborhoods in conjunction with agricultural and outdoor recreational uses and requires 
minimum residential lot size of 7,200 square feet. The County’s Zoning Code (Section Sec. 7-9-
59.1) states that the Residential Agricultural (AR) zone is established to provide for the 
development and maintenance of medium density single-family residential neighborhoods in 
conjunction with agricultural and outdoor recreational uses. Specifically, Zoning Code Section 7-
9-59.8 provides required site development standards for the Residential Agricultural (AR) zone 
that include the following: 

 Building Site Area: Seventy-two hundred (7,200) square feet minimum.   

 Building Height: Thirty-five (35) feet maximum.  

 Building Site Coverage: Thirty-five (35) percent maximum.  

 Lights: All lights shall be designed and located so that direct light rays shall be confined 
to the premises.  

Natural Community Conservation Planning Program 

The NCCP Act (the Act), Sections 2800-2840 of the State Fish and Game Code, authorized the 
preparation of NCCPs to protect natural communities and species while allowing a reasonable 
amount of economic development. 

The project area is within the Southern Subregion Natural Communities Conservation Plan; 
however, is outside of the Rancho Mission Viejo planning area and, therefore, not subject to the 
policies set forth in the plan. 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

The off-site roadway improvements that would be completed by the project are within the central 
western portion of the Elsinore Area Plan of the MSHCP, and the proposed project is subject to 
applicable policies set forth in the MSHCP. The western Riverside County MSHCP, adopted by 
the County of Riverside on June 17, 2003, serves as a HCP pursuant to the Act and pursuant to 
Section 10 (a)(1)(B) of the FESA. The Implementation Agreement (IA) sets forth the 
implementation requirements for the MSHCP as well as procedures and minimization measures 
related to take of habitats and species considered for conservation. Implementation of the 
MSHCP authorizes participating jurisdictions to “take” specified plant and wildlife species within 
the MSHCP Plan Area. In addition, the wildlife agencies, namely CDFW and USFWS, allow take 
of habitat or individual species outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area in exchange for the 
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assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area. The assembly and 
long‐term management of the MSHCP Conservation Area is the responsibility of Riverside 
County and Cities within the western portion of Riverside County; and private and public entities 
that conduct activities that would potentially impact the habitats and species considered for 
conservation under the MSHCP. 

3.10.3 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the County of Orange Environmental 
Analysis Checklist, a project could have a significant adverse effect on land use and land use 
planning if it would: 

 Physically divide an established community; 

 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect; or 

 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan. 

It was determined in the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies (Appendices A1 and A2 of this 
EIR) prepared for the project that implementation of the project would not divide an established 
community as the site is undeveloped, within an undeveloped rural area of Orange County. The 
closest community is El Cariso Village, which is a small rural residential area approximately 
1,500 feet east of the project site. The City of Lake Elsinore in Riverside County is six miles 
southeast and the City of Rancho Santa Margarita in Orange County is approximately 6.25 miles 
west of the project site. The project is not located in an area that would physically divide an 
established community. Therefore, no further analysis related to division of an established 
community is included in this EIR. 

The potential for a conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan is described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this EIR, where it is 
determined that the proposed project would not conflict with such a plan, and specific measures 
are provided for implementation of the Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) as required.  

3.10.4 Methodology 

Potential impacts associated with the proposed project are evaluated on a qualitative basis 
through a comparison of the existing land use and the proposed land uses, in consideration of the 
applicable planning goals, objectives and policies identified above.  

3.10.5 Project Impacts  

Impact 3.10.1: Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the 
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general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would develop 72 single-family residences and 
associated infrastructure. In addition, the development would include roadway improvements to 
areas on Ortega Highway and Long Canyon Road. The project would also include preservation of 
large areas of open space, as included in Project Design Features PDF-1 and PDF-2.  

The proposed project is located within an area of open space land uses, with nearby small areas of 
rural residential areas, and public facilities such as the El Cariso fire station and trails within the 
Cleveland National Forest. The proposed project would cluster development on the portion of the 
project area north and south of Long Canyon Road where the natural terrain is conducive to 
development, as provided in Project Design Feature PDF-3. A large portion (71 percent) of the 
project area would remain as open space and would buffer the proposed residential uses from the 
Cleveland National Forest (Project Design Feature PDF-2), which would ensure that land use 
effects between the low density low intensity residential and forest/recreation uses would not 
occur. A description of the proposed project’s consistency with applicable Orange County and 
SCAG plans, policies, and regulations is provided below. 

Southern California Association of Governments 

The policies from SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and the 2008 Regional Transportation 
Plan that are relevant to the proposed project are provided in Table 3.10-1 along with a 
description of the proposed project’s consistency with each policy. SCAG policies largely focus 
on achieving job and housing balance within individual communities throughout the region, 
encouraging development patterns and densities that reduce infrastructure costs and reliance on 
automobile, and promoting public transit use. SCAG also seeks to minimize environmental 
impacts through the use of “green” building techniques and landscaping practices, provide 
affordable housing, and minimize new development in open space areas with limited emergency 
access. The SCAG policies, applicable to the project include provision of housing; and 
preservation of open space, natural resources, and cultural resources. As described in Table 3.10-
2, the proposed project is consistent with the applicable SCAGs policies. 

County of Orange General Plan  

The County of Orange General Plan establishes policies and regulations that are applicable to the 
proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125, requires that an EIR describe any 
“inconsistencies” with an applicable general plan, specific plan or regional plan. Although the 
proposed project would introduce new low density land uses on the site, thus, intensifying the 
uses as compared to existing almost vacant conditions, project site would be consistent with the 
General Plan land use policies that are applicable to the proposed project. 

The project site is currently designated as OS in the General Plan, which allows for limited land 
uses that do not require a commitment of significant urban infrastructure that are consistent with 
the open space character of the area. As stated in the Land Use Element, “The Open Space 
category indicates the current and near-term use of the land, most of which is zoned agricultural. 
It is not necessarily an indication of a long-term commitment to open space uses, except where 
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one of the three overlay categories applies (Open Space Reserve, Nature Preserve, and 
Education Park Compatible).”  

The project proposes a General Plan land use designation amendment from OS to Rural 
Residential (1A), which would allow minimum density of 0.25 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre, or 
two to four residences per acre. Based on the developed acreage (not including open space areas), 
the single-family residential development is proposed at a gross density of 0.43 dwelling units per 
acre (72 units within the 169.5-acre development area), which is well within the area allowed by 
the proposed land use designation. 

With approval of the proposed General Plan land use amendment, the proposed project’s uses 
would be in conformance with the land use designations for the project site, and conversion of the 
site from open space to low density residential uses would not result in a conflict with relevant 
General Plan land use policies, as demonstrated in Table 3.10-3. Therefore, implementation of 
the project would result in less than significant impacts related to a General plan policy adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  

County of Orange Zoning Ordinance   

The project includes a proposed zone change from General Agriculture (A1) to Agricultural 
Residential (AR). The AR zone provides for the development and maintenance of medium 
density single-family residential neighborhoods in conjunction with agricultural and outdoor 
recreational uses. The AR zone allows a minimum residential lot size of 7,200 square feet for 
residential development, which would be far less than what is proposed to accommodate the 72 
single-family residential lots. As described above, the proposed project would develop the single-
family residential uses at an average lot size of 23,997 square feet in Phase 1 (south parcel) and 
23,667 square feet in Phase 2 (north parcel). This would result in a gross density of 0.43 dwelling 
units per acre (72 units within the 169.5-acre development area). In addition, Zoning Code 
Section 7-9-59.8 provides required Site Development Standards that include: 

 Minimum Building Lot Area: 7,200 square feet 
 Minimum Building Site Area: 14,000 square feet 
 Maximum Building Height: 35 feet 
 Maximum Building Site Coverage: 35 percent maximum 
 Minimum Building Setbacks: Front – 20 feet, Side yard – 5 feet, Rear yard – 25 feet 

As proposed by the project, residences would be limited to two stories and 35-feet in height, and 
would not cover more than 35 percent of the site. The County’s standard review of development 
plans prior to approval of grading or development permits would ensure that each parcel meets 
the zoning code requirements. Therefore, impacts related to consistency with zoning would not 
occur from implementation of the proposed project. 
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TABLE 3.10-2 
CONSISTENCY OF PROPOSED PROJECT WITH SCAG POLICIES 

Objectives and Policies Statement of Consistency 

Land Use and Housing  

LU-4: Local governments should provide for new housing, consistent 
with State Housing Element law, to accommodate their share of 
forecast regional growth. 

Consistent. The proposed project would develop 72 single-family residential lots in an area designated 
for open space, agriculture, and residential land uses. The project would contribute to the ability for the 
County as a whole to meet demands for housing, particularly single-family homes. 

Open Space and Habitat 

OSN-4: SCAG should support policies and actions that preserve 
natural areas, specifically those areas identified in local, state, and 
federal plans.  

Consistent. Open space within the proposed project accounts for approximately 71 percent of the project 
area (approximately 414.6 acres). Open space would be concentrated on the project site that would buffer 
the proposed residential uses and the Cleveland National Forest. This would avoid land use effects 
between the different uses. 

OSN-5:  SCAG should support the protection of vital resources such 
as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production 
lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and 
animals. 

Consistent. The proposed project is required to obtain a CWA Section 404 permit from the USACE, a 
CWA Section 401 permit from the RWQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement permit under Section 
1602 of the California Fish and Wildlife Code from the CDFW that would ensure the protection of wetlands 
unique or sensitive to biological resources. See Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR for further 
details.  

OSN-6: SCAG should encourage the implementation of measures 
aimed at the preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded 
cultural resources and archaeological sites. 

Consistent. The project site has been subject to a thorough cultural resources evaluation to identify 
known historic and archaeological resources, as well as to identify the potential to identify previously 
undiscovered resources. The proposed project would incorporate measures to ensure the protection of 
recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites. See Section 3.5, Cultural Scientific 
Resources, of this EIR for further details.  

OSN-7: SCAG should encourage “watershed management” programs 
and strategies, recognizing the primary role of local governments in 
such efforts. 

Consistent. The proposed project would be required to implement a SWPPP for construction and BMPs 
through a WQMP for operational activities that would prevent and contain pollutants from entering the 
watershed. In addition, the project includes various project design features, including Project Design 
Features PDF-1, PDF-4, PDF-12, PDF-13, PDF-14, PDF-15, PDF-16, and PDF-17, that would either help 
prevent or control increased runoff and pollutants from entering the watershed.  

OSN-14:  Developers and local governments should implement 
mitigation for open space impacts through the following activities: 

Individual projects should either avoid significant impacts to regionally 
significant open space resources or mitigate the significant impacts 
through measures consistent with regional open space policies for 
conserving natural lands, community open space and farmlands. All 
projects should demonstrate consideration of alternatives that would 
avoid or reduce impacts to open space. 

Individual projects should include into project design, to the maximum 
extent practicable, measures and recommended best practices aimed 
at minimizing or avoiding impacts to natural lands, including, but not 
limited to FHWA’s Critter Crossings, and Ventura County. 

Consistent. The proposed project would preserve approximately 71 percent of the project area 
(approximately 414.6 acres) for open space that would create a buffer between the proposed residential 
uses and the Cleveland National Forest open space uses. In addition, the project incorporates project 
design features to protect the significant open space resources, which are the sensitive habitat areas. See 
Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 
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TABLE 3.10-3 
CONSISTENCY OF PROPOSED PROJECT WITH THE COUNTY OF ORANGE GENERAL PLAN 

Objectives and Policies Statement of Consistency 

Land Use Element  
 

Policy 1 Balanced Land Use. To plan urban land uses 
with a balance of residential, industrial, commercial, and 
public land uses. 

Consistent. The project would introduce up to 72 single-family while preserving 414.6 acres of open space, which 
provides a balance of land uses. 

Policy 2 Phased Development: To phase development 
consistent with the adequacy of public services and 
facilities within the capacity defined by the General Plan. 

Consistent. The project applicant would be required to pay appropriate impact fees to cover the cost of public services. 
Furthermore, as described in Section 3.11, Public Services, of this EIR, the proposed project would not exceed the 
service need of the project. 

Policy 3 Housing Densities: To provide a variety of 
residential densities which permit a mix of housing 
opportunities affordable to the county’s labor force. 

Consistent. The proposed project would develop 72 single-family residential housing units, which would contribute to 
the ability for the County to meet demands for housing a variety of housing types. 

Policy 4 Land Use/Transportation Integration: To plan 
an integrated land use and transportation system that 
accommodates travel demand. 

Consistent. As described in Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic, of this EIR, the proposed project includes 
improvements to the local roadway transportation system to accommodate traffic generated from the project. 

Policy 6 New Development Compatibility: To require 
new development to be compatible with adjacent areas. 

Consistent. The proposed project would develop 72 single-family residences and provide a buffer of open space 
between the residences and the Cleveland National Forest open space (Project Design Features PDF-1 and PDF-2). 
Project design features would further enhance the rural characteristics of the project (Project Design Features PDF-6, 
PDF-9, and PDF-19). 

Policy 8 Enhancement of Environment: To guide 
development so that the quality of the physical 
environment is enhanced. 

Consistent. The proposed project would preserve 414.6 acres (71 percent of the project area) for open space, which 
would preserve and enhance the natural, physical environment, and to create a buffer between the residential 
development and the natural environment of the Cleveland National Forest. Additionally, streets would be designed with 
rural character (Project Design Feature PDF-6), the development would be clustered in order to minimize impacts to 
environmental resources (Project Design Feature PDF-2), and a conceptual landscape plan would be prepared with 
applicable scenic and specific plan requirements (Project Design Feature PDF-4) to enhance the design and reduce 
impacts. 

Policy 9 Enhancement of Environment. To guide 
development so that the quality of the physical 
environment is enhanced. 

Consistent. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that land use activities seek to enhance the physical environment. 
This policy does not mean that environmental enhancement precludes development. It recognizes the need to improve 
both the manmade and natural environments. Where aspects of the natural environment are deemed to be truly 
important, this policy requires that measures be taken to preserve these aspects.  

Consistent with this policy, the proposed project would preserve a substantial portion of the natural, physical 
environment, which includes blue line streams, natural oak woodlands, habitat areas, sensitive species, wildlife 
movement areas, in addition to other resources. 

Additionally, an Oak tree mitigation program would be implemented that would preserve, restore, and enhance on-site 
oak groves through sustainable tree plantings (as well as native tree planting). 

In addition, runoff from the developed areas of Phases 1 and 2 would be collected in vegetated swales that would be 
constructed as part of the project. The swales would retain, filter, and infiltrate the increased flow anticipated from the 
increased impervious surface created with development of the Area Plan and would also decrease pollutants in the 
runoff. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a final WQMP would be developed for implementation by the HOA, the 
entity owning and maintaining the swales. The WQMP would provide guidelines to reduce pollution levels in storm water 
discharge. 

Policy 14 To guide physical development within the 
County while protecting water quality through required 

Consistent. Runoff from the developed areas of the project would be collected in vegetated swales that would retain, 
filter, and infiltrate the increased flow anticipated from the increased impervious surface created with development of the 
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Objectives and Policies Statement of Consistency 

compliance with urban and stormwater runoff regulations. project and would also decrease pollutants in the runoff. In addition, a WQMP would be implemented to ensure that 
water quality protection principles are properly implemented. 

The Preserve at San Juan Area Plan was designed to maintain existing natural drainage patterns to the extent feasible, 
and so that flows to the downstream facilities would remain close to conditions that exist prior to implementation of the 
project. To avoid and minimize potential effects to streams, the design of this Area Plan avoids placement of 
development, through or adjacent to existing streams to the extent feasible. The one stream would need to be crossed, 
would be done by installation of a half-arch metal culvert, which would completely across the stream and water area, 
thereby minimizing interface with the stream and potential water quality impacts. 

Resources Element 
 

Goal 1 Protect wildlife and vegetation resources and 
promote development that preserves these resources. 

Objective 1.1: To designate open space areas that 
preserve, conserve, maintain, and enhance the significant 
natural resources and physical features of unincorporated 
Orange County. 

Policy 1 Wildlife and Vegetation. To identify and preserve 
the significant wildlife and vegetation habitats of the 
County. 

Objective 1.1: To prevent the elimination of significant 
wildlife and vegetation through resource inventory and 
management strategies. 

Consistent. As part of the project, 414.6 acres of open space would be preserved that would support wildlife and 
vegetation resources. Further, the Project Design Features and mitigation measures in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources would provide for protection of wildlife and vegetation resources, such as sensitive species and Oak trees 
(Project Design Features PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-5, PDF-22). 

Policy 1.1: To guide and regulate development of the 
unincorporated areas of the County to ensure that the 
character and natural beauty of Orange County is 
retained 

Goal 3: Manage and utilize wisely the County’s landform 
resources. 

Objective 3.1: To minimize to the extent feasible the 
disruption of significant natural landforms in Orange 
County. 

Policy 5 Landforms. To protect the unique variety of 
significant landforms in Orange county through 
environmental review procedures and community and 
corridor planning activities. 

Consistent. The proposed project would cluster residences on level portions of the project site, to protect unique 
landforms, minimize grading, and balance soils onsite (Project Design Features PDF-2 and PDF-3). 

Goal 1: Promote optimum sustainable environmental 
quality standards for air resources. 

Objective 1.1: To the extent feasible, attainment of 
federal and state air quality standards by the year 2007. 

Policy 1: To develop and support programs which 
improve air quality or reduce air pollutant emissions. 

Consistent. The proposed project would not result in air quality emissions that would exceed regional standards, as 
described in Section 3.3, Air Quality. Thus, the project would be compliant with environmental standards, comply with 
attainment goals (which the air quality thresholds are based upon), and would not increase pollutant emissions. 

Goal 2 To encourage through a resource management 
effort the preservation of the County’s cultural and historic 
heritage. 

Consistent. A cultural resources study was conducted for this Area Plan by qualified archaeologists. The study 
consisted of records searches and field reconnaissance, and concluded that no known historic, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources occur on the project site. However, the area has been identified as highly sensitive for cultural 
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Objective 2.2 Take all reasonable and proper steps to 
achieve the preservation of archaeological and 
paleontological remains, or their recovery and analysis to 
preserve cultural, scientific, and educational values. 

Objective 2.3 Take all reasonable and proper steps to 
achieve the preservation and use of significant historic 
resources including properties of historic, historic 
architectural, historic archaeological, and/or historic 
preservation value. 

Objective 2.4 Provide assistance to County agencies in 
evaluating the cultural environmental impact of proposed 
projects and reviewing EIRs. 

Cultural Resources Policies 

The following policies addressing archaeological, 
paleontological, and historical resources shall be 
implemented at appropriate stages of planning, 
coordinated with the processing of a project application as 
follows: 

• Identification of resources shall be completed at the 
earliest state of project planning and review such as 
general plan amendment or zone change. 

• Evaluation of resources shall be completed at 
intermediate stages of project planning and review such 
as site plan review, as subdivision map approval or at an 
earlier stage of project review. 

• Final preservation actions shall be completed at final 
stages of project planning and review such as grading, 
demolition, or at an earlier stage of project review. 

Archaeological Resources Policies 

• To identify archaeological resources through literature 
and records research and surface surveys. 

• To evaluate archaeological resources through 
subsurface testing to determine significance and extent. 

• To observe and collect archaeological resources during 
the grading of a project. 

• To preserve archaeological resources by: 

   o Maintaining them in an undisturbed condition;  

   o Excavating and salvaging materials and information in    
a scientific manner. 

Paleontological Resources Policies 

• To identify paleontological resources through literature 
and records research and surface surveys. 

• To monitor and salvage paleontological resources during 

resources; therefore, Section 3.5, Cultural Resources includes mitigation measures to implementation during project 
construction to ensure consistency with the cultural resources policies by facilitating the recovery and analysis of 
important cultural and paleontological resources, if identified on the project site. 
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the grading of a project. 

• To preserve paleontological resources by maintaining 
them in an undisturbed condition. 

• To develop, utilize, and promote effective technical 
conservation and restoration strategies 

Goal 1: Ensure an adequate dependable supply of water 
of acceptable quality for all reasonable uses 

Consistent. The project would be served by the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, which has confirmed water 
supply and quality to serve the proposed project through a Will-Serve Letter and through development of the Urban 
Water Management Plan that shows the Districts water resources through 2040. 

Policy 5 Water Quality. To protect water quality through 
management and enforcement efforts. 

Consistent. A Conceptual WQMP has been prepared for the proposed project; and a Final WQMP would be reviewed 
and approved by the County as part of the project’s Final Subdivision Map prior to issuance of a grading permit for the 
project. The Final WQMP would implement BMPs to comply with applicable existing regulations for eliminating or 
minimizing pollutants in storm water runoff during construction and operation of the project. The Final WQMP and BMPs 
would constitute management and enforcement efforts consistent with this policy. 

Policy 3 Energy Conservation. To encourage and 
actively support the utilization of energy conservation 
measures in all new and existing structures in the County. 

Consistent. The project would include the following energy conserving features: 

• Builder-installed indoor appliances, including dish- washers, showers and toilets, would be low-water use. 

• Drought-tolerant, native landscaping would be used. 

• Smart Controller irrigation systems would be installed public and common area landscaping 

Safety Element 
 

Goal 1: Provide for a safe living and working environment 
consistent with available resources. 

Consistent. The project would be developed pursuant to all federal, state, and county building development standards 
including the: California Building Code, California Fire Code, California Plumbing Code, and other related safety 
standards to ensure a safe environment for residents and structures. 

Objective 1.1: To identify public safety hazards and 
determine the relative threat to people and property in 
Orange County. 

Consistent. The potential safety hazards related to the proposed project are identified and analyzed in Sections 3.6, 
Geology and Soils, 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 3.15 Transportation and Traffic. As shown, 
potential safety hazards are less than significant with implementation of Project Design Features, existing regulations, 
and identified mitigation measures.  

Goal 2: Minimize the effects of public safety hazards 
through implementation of appropriate regulations and 
standards which maximize protection of life and property. 

Consistent. As discussed throughout Sections 3.6, Geology and Soils, 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 
Section 3.15 Transportation and Traffic public safety hazards would be minimized through implementation of existing 
regulations.  

Objective 2.1: To create and maintain plans and 
programs which mitigate the effects of public safety 
hazards. 

Consistent. The project includes a Fire Master Plan and a Fuel Modification Plan to mitigate the potential impacts of 
wildfire on public safety. 

Objective 2.2: To encourage the development and 
utilization of technologies that minimizes the effects of 
public safety hazards. 

Consistent. The project utilized wildfire modeling software to identify the locations of potential hazards and 
appropriately develop fuel modification plans and fire master plans to reduce impacts related to wildland fires on public 
safety. 

Goal 3: Raise the awareness of Orange County 
residents, workers, and visitors to the potential threat of 
public safety hazards. 

Objective 3.1: To provide information, training, and 
assistance to reduce loss of life and injury and to protect 
private and public property from public safety dangers. 

Policy 6: To provide technical and policy information 
regarding structural and wildland fire hazards to 

Consistent. As described in Section 3.13, Public Services a mitigation measure has been included to ensure that the 
project’s Homeowners Association provide disclosure of fire hazards and the location of fire and emergency services to 
all residents. This information shall be provided in information provided to new homeowners and within regular 
communications to residents from the HOA. 
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developers, interested parties and the general public 
through all available media. 

Policy 11: To maintain fire hazard information in the 
County's Buyer Notification Program. 

Policy 9: To encourage improvement of fire defense 
systems in hazardous areas. 

Consistent. The project includes a Fire Master Plan and a Fuel Modification Plan to mitigate the potential impacts of 
wildfire on public safety. 

Transportation Element Scenic Highways Plan Component 

Goal 1: Preserve and enhance unique or special 
aesthetic and visual resources through sensitive highway 
design and the regulation of development within the 
scenic corridor. 

Consistent. The proposed project would cluster residences on level portions of the project site, to protect unique 
landforms, and special aesthetic and visual resources (Project Design Features PDF-2 and PDF-3). 

Objective 1.1: Protect and enhance the County's beauty, 
amenities and quality of life within the unincorporated 
areas. 

Consistent. The proposed project would enhance the quality of life within the unincorporated area by integrating with 
and being sensitive to the environmental constraints of the existing terrain, geology, blue line streams, and the California 
live oak trees to offers a large lot and remote lifestyle in a natural setting that is not commonly found within Orange 
County. 

Objective 1.2: Add to the pleasure of its residents and 
visitors by enhancing scenic routes. 

Consistent. The  

Objective 1.4: Preserve established Scenic Highways in 
order to protect the existing scenic qualities of these 
corridors. 

Consistent. There are no established Scenic Highways in the vicinity of the project site. Although, Ortega Highway is an 
Eligible State Scenic Highway – not officially designated, no effects related to established Scenic Highways would occur 
from implementation of the proposed project. 

Objective 1.5: Develop the roadway portion of the scenic 
corridors in a manner that recognizes the natural scenic 
resources of the corridor and is sensitive to them to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Consistent. The proposed project recognizes the scenic resources in the area by developing the project around the 
existing terrain, geology, blue line streams, and the California live oak trees. In addition, mitigation measures and 
Project Design Features related to landscaping, paint colors, the and oak tree planting plan, provide consistency 
between the proposed project and this objective. 

Objective 1.6: Require sufficient setback from the scenic 
corridor, where feasible, for the purpose of preserving the 
corridor’s scenic qualities. 

Consistent. The proposed structures are set back from Ortega Highway, and located from Long Canyon Road. This 
setback, as described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, integrates the proposed project into the topography of the area. 

Transportation Element 
 

Policy 1.2: Apply conditions to land use development 
projects to ensure that the direct and cumulative impacts 
of these projects are mitigated consistent with established 
level of service policies. 

Consistent. The project includes roadway improvements that would ensure that circulation facilities would continue to 
operate within an appropriate level of service. 

Objective 2.1: Plan, develop and implement a circulation 
system in the unincorporated areas, which is consistent 
with the Master Plan of Arterial Highways and circulation 
plans of adjacent jurisdictions. 

Consistent. The project would include local streets within the developed portions of both project phases that would not 
conflict with the Master Plan of Arterial Highways and circulation plans of adjacent jurisdictions. 

Policy 2.4: Apply conditions to development projects to 
ensure compliance with OCTA’s transit goals and policies. 

Consistent. As described in Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would result in a less than 
significant impact to alternative transportation facilities. Any transit program requirements related to bus or rail would be 
provided by OCTA upon the agency’s review of the tentative tract map. 

Policy 2.5: Apply conditions to development projects to 
ensure implementation of the Circulation Plan as 

Consistent. The proposed project includes roadway improvements that would ensure that would ensure adequate and 
safe roadway capacity. Project implementation would not conflict with implementation the County’s Circulation Plan. 
Appropriate conditions of approval will be applied to the project by the County to ensure compliance with applicable 



3. Impact Analysis 

3.9 Land Use and Planning 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.10-15  

Draft Environmental Impact Report  May 2017 

Objectives and Policies Statement of Consistency 

applicable. County General Plan circulation policies. 

Policy 3.1: Maintain acceptable levels of service on 
arterial highways pursuant to the Growth Management 
Element of the General Plan. 

Consistent. As described Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would not result in 
unacceptable levels of service on arterial highways. 

Policy 3.2: Ensure that all intersections within the 
unincorporated portion of Orange County maintain a peak 
hour level of service “D”, according to the County Growth 
Management Plan Transportation Implementation 
Manual. 

Consistent. As described Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would not result in 
unacceptable levels of service. 

Policy 3.3: Evaluate all proposed land use phasing plans 
for major development projects to ensure maintenance of 
acceptable Levels of Service on arterial highway links and 
intersections. 

Consistent. The Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic evaluated the cumulative impacts of all proposed development 
projects in the area of the project and would not result in unacceptable levels of service. 

Goal 5: Manage peak hour traffic congestion to achieve 
an acceptable LOS on existing and future circulation plan 
facilities in the unincorporated areas of the County. 

Consistent. As described Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would not result in 
unacceptable levels of service. 

Policy 5.1: Establish “traffic impact fees” for application to 
County development projects with measureable traffic 
impacts, as defined in the Growth Management Element 
of the General Plan. These fees may serve as local 
matching funds for Orange County Measure “M” state and 
federal highway funding programs. 

Consistent. The project would pay all applicable traffic impact fees as defined in the Growth Management Element of 
the General Plan as required by the County of Orange. 

Policy 5.2: Use uniform analytical methods, in 
conformance with the Growth Management Plan, 
Measure M, and the Congestion Management Plan 
(CMP) to aid in transportation planning and impact 
evaluation and support the development and utilization of 
sub-area models to address detailed transportation 
issues. 

Consistent. Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic includes a traffic analysis that utilizes methodologies and computer 
modeling approved by the County of Orange. The traffic study is consistent with traffic modeling that occurs within the 
local and regional project vicinity to aid in transportation planning. 

Policy 5.5: Require as conditions of approval that the 
necessary improvements to arterial highway facilities, to 
which a project contributes measurable traffic, be 
constructed and completed within a specified time period 
or ADT/peak hour milestone to attain a Level of Service 
“D” at the intersections under the sole control of the 
County. 

Consistent. As described above, the proposed project includes roadway improvements that would ensure that key 
intersections serving the project site would operate at a LOS “D” or better. 

Policy 5.7: Requires a condition of approval, that a 
development mitigation program, development agreement 
or developer fee program be adopted to ensure that 
development is paying its fair share of the costs 
associated with that development pursuant to Policy 5.1 
(“Traffic Impact Fees”). 

Consistent. The project would pay all applicable traffic impact fees as defined in the Growth Management Element of 
the General Plan as required by the County of Orange. 

Growth Management Element 
 

Goal 2: Ensure that adequate transportation facilities, Consistent. The proposed project would include local streets within the developed portions of both project phases and 
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public facilities, equipment, and services are provided for 
existing and future residents. 

improvements to existing roadways to ensure adequate transportation facilities for existing and future residents. 

Objective 2: The circulation system shall be implemented 
in a manner which achieves the established Traffic Level 
of Service Policy. 

Consistent. The proposed project would implement a circulation system within the development portions of the project 
site and offsite roadway improvements to maintain the required level of service. 

Policy 3: It is the policy of the County that within three 
years of issuance of the first use and occupancy permit 
for a development project or five years of the issuance of 
a finished grading permit or building permit for said 
development project, whichever occurs first, that the 
necessary improvements to arterial highway facilities, to 
which the project contributes measurable traffic, are 
constructed and completed to attain LOS D at 
intersections under the sole control of the County. 

Consistent. The proposed project would not result in unacceptable levels of service; but would implement roadway 
improvements to provide safety enhancements along Ortega Highway. 

Public Services and Facilities Element 
 

Policy 1 Phasing and Funding. To implement public 
facilities in a manner that supports the implementation of 
the overall land use development policies and the needs 
of County residents and is consistent with the funding 
capabilities of the County. Proponents of planned 
communities or tentative tract or parcel maps in 
conventionally zoned communities shall provide ultimate, 
fair share infrastructure improvements for regional 
services as required by County and service provider plans 
in effect at the time of project implementation. Proponents 
shall also participate, on a fair share basis, in provision of 
community level facilities. The County and service 
providers shall strive to provide facilities and services 
necessary to complete the service system. 

Consistent. Conditions of approval would be applied to the project requiring payment of adopted development impact 
fees to address the project’s fair share cost for public services and facilities. The project would pay applicable 
development fees for its fair share cost pertaining to schools, police service, fire protection services, and libraries. In 
addition, the project would implement roadway and water storage and supply improvements to serve the project 

Water System 
 

Goal 1: Encourage the planning and development of a 
water conveyance and distribution system to meet the 
County's future demand. 

Consistent. The proposed project would construct an onsite water system and improve the existing off-site water 
distribution system to provide for future water demand in the project area. 

Policy 1: To ensure the adequacy of water system 
capacity and phasing, in consultation with the service 
providing agency(ies), in order to serve existing and future 
development as defined by the General Plan. 

Consistent. The proposed project has been coordinated with the water service provider who has prepared a Wil-Serve 
Letter, which states that the water system would be adequate to serve the proposed project. 

Wastewater System 
 

Goal 1: Support the planning and development of a 
wastewater system to meet both the County's demand 
and attain water quality goals. 

Consistent. The onsite wastewater treatment systems have been designed to provide secondary treatment, reuse, and 
disposal of wastewater that would meet the County’s water quality standards, as described in Section 3.9, Water Quality 
and Hydrology. 

Policy 1: To protect quality in both delivery systems and Consistent. The onsite wastewater treatment systems have been designed to provide secondary treatment, reuse, and 
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groundwater basins through effective wastewater system 
management. 

disposal of wastewater within the project site. The use of treated effluent for fuel modification irrigation provides an 
effective wastewater management system that protects water quality. 

Policy 3: To ensure the adequacy of wastewater system 
capacity and phasing in consultation with the service 
providing agency(ies) in order to serve existing and future 
development as defined by the General Plan. 

Consistent. The onsite wastewater treatment systems have been designed to ensure the capacity needed to provide 
service to each residence.  

Waste Management  

Goal: Maintain a competitive rate for disposal in Orange 
County. 

Policy 3: To promote the utilization of waste recycling 
and reuse measures which extend the operating life of 
existing solid waste facilities. 

Consistent. All solid waste-generating activities within the County are subject to the requirements set forth in AB 939, 
that requires diversion of a minimum of 50 percent of solid waste. In addition, after 2020 all development would be 
required to divert 75 percent of solid waste pursuant to state regulations. The proposed project and the commercial 
waste hauler that serves the project would be required to comply with these mandates regarding solid waste 
management, which are also implemented by the landfill facilities.  

Orange County Fire Authority 
 

Goal 1: Provide a safe living environment ensuring 
adequate fire protection facilities and resources to prevent 
and minimize the loss of life and property from structural 
and wild land fire damages. 

Consistent. The proposed project would implement a Fire Master Plan (Project Design Features PDF-10 and PDF-11) 
with fuel modification zones that would minimize the risk of wildfires and the potential for loss of life and property from 
structural and wildland fire damage. With the implementation of the project’s fuel modification features, the risk of wild 
land fires to the proposed project would be substantially reduced. 

Goal 2: To provide an adequate level of paramedic 
service for emergency medical aid in order to minimize 
trauma of injury of illness to patients. 

Consistent. The incremental increase of population generated by the proposed project would not affect the ability of 
medical providers to provide adequate levels of paramedic service. Due to the limited increase in development that 
would occur from the project, the effect on paramedic services would be negligible. The proposed project would 
implement all applicable safety and fire features per the OCFA requirements, thus minimizing the demand for paramedic 
services. Further, conditions of approval would be applied to the project requiring payment of adopted development 
impact fees to address the project’s fair shale cost of medical services and facilities. 

Objective 1: To achieve desired level of fire protection 
and paramedic service through coordinated land use and 
facility planning. 

Consistent. Compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements and implementation of the Project Design Features 
including the approved fuel modifications and Fire Master Plans (Project Design Features PDF-10 and PDF-11) would 
ensure that the project would not significantly affect fire level of protection services. Further, conditions of approval 
would be applied to the project requiring payment of adopted development impact fees to address the project’s fair 
share cost for fire and paramedic protection services and facilities. 

Policy 3: Site Design Criteria. Require all land use 
proposals to implement adequate site design so as to 
maximize fire protection and prevention in order to 
minimize potential damages. The site design criteria shall 
be established to reflect the levels of protection needed 
for projects in various fire hazard areas. Such criteria shall 
include consideration as to: structure type and density, 
emergency fire flow and fire hydrant distribution, street 
pattern and emergency fire access, fuel modification 
programs, automatic fire sprinkler systems, and other 
requirements as determined by the Fire Chief. In 
accordance with the Insurance Services Office (ISO) 
suggested standards, ultimate fire protection rating shall 
be maintained by General Plan land sue categories as 
follows: 

1) ISO 3 for all urban development including Residential 

Consistent. The following features of the proposed project would ensure the project is consistent with this policy. 

• The project would be designed to provide fire-resistant construction for all structures, including utilizing fire-resistant 
building materials and sprinklers. 

• Three fuel management zones are planned for the project would provide fire protection for development within the 
Area Plan from the potential of fire hazard. 

• A fire Master Plan has been approved by the Orange County Fire Authority for the Area Plan, which provides 
appropriate fire safety protective measures. 
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(1C and 1B), Commercial (2Aand 2B), Employment (3.0) 
and Public Facilities (4.0) which are within 5 miles from a 
fire station and less than 1000 feet from a hydrant; and  

2) ISO4 for Rural Residential (1A) which are within 5 
miles from a fire station and less than 100 feet from a 
hydrant. For areas greater than 5 miles or 1,000 feet, the 
ISO suggested standard is 9. 

Orange County Sheriff 
 

Goal 1: Assure that adequate Sheriff patrol service is 
provided to ensure a safe living and working environment. 

Consistent. The incremental increase in population from the project would not substantially impact Sheriff protection 
services. Further conditions of approval would be applied to the project requiring payment of adopted development 
impact fees to address the project’s fair share cost for police protection services and facilities. 

Objective 1.1: To maintain adequate levels of Sheriff 
patrol services through coordinated land use and facility 
planning efforts. 

Consistent. See response to Goal 1 above. 

Policy 1 Land Use Review. To continue to coordinate 
land use proposal reviews with the County Sheriff-
Coroner Department to assure that Sheriff patrol service 
shall be adequately addressed. 

Consistent. Pursuant to County policy, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department would review all major land use 
proposals prior to project approvals to ensure that adequate Sheriff service is available and/or can be extended to the 
project. 

Schools  

Goal 1: Encourage the funding and development of 
adequate school facilities to meet Orange County’s 
existing and future demand. 

Consistent. The project will pay the required Senate Bill 50 mitigation fees pursuant to Government Code Section 
65995 to the school district to fully mitigate the project’s impacts to school facilities. 

Objective 1.1: To achieve the desired level of school 
facilities through coordinated land use and facility 
planning. 

Consistent. The project will pay applicable school impact fees per Senate Bill 50, which would be utilized to fund school 
service and facilities that serve the project area. 

Policy 1: To coordinate land use proposal reviews with 
appropriate school districts to assure that facility needs 
shall be adequately addressed, including the notification 
and participation of school district planners in initial 
County studies of all major developments. 

Consistent. The project will pay applicable school impact fees per Senate Bill 50, which would be utilized to fund school 
services and facilities that serve the project area. Pursuant to County policy, the school district would review the project 
prior to its approval to ensure that school services are adequately addressed. 

Policy 3: To continue to require compliance with AB 
2926. 

Consistent. The project will pay applicable school impact fess per Senate Bill 50, which would not conflict with 
development impact fees implemented by AB 2926, which allows school districts to collect impact fees from developers 
of new residential space. 

Library 
 

Goal 1: Assure that an adequate level of library service is 
provided within the service are of the Orange County 
Public Library. 

Consistent. The incremental population increase resulting from the project would minimally impact library services and 
would not affect the ability of local libraries to provide library services. Further, the project will pay development impact 
fees to offset the incremental increase in demand for library services and facilities created by the project. 

Recreation Element  

Goal 1: Provide adequate local park sites to meet the 
recreation needs of existing and future residents and 

Consistent. The project’s residents would create additional recreational demands on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. The project is not proposing new park or recreational facilities; however, is adjacent to large areas of 



3. Impact Analysis 

3.9 Land Use and Planning 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.10-19  

Draft Environmental Impact Report  May 2017 

Objectives and Policies Statement of Consistency 

preserve natural resources within unincorporated Orange 
County. 

recreational open space. In addition, the project would be required to pay established in-lieu park fees to mitigate 
impacts to local and neighborhood park facilities that serve the project area. 

Policy 2.32: To acquire park lands by requiring residential 
developers to provide a minimum of 2.5 net acres of 
usable local park land (i.e. park land that is relatively 
level, served by utilities, for multipurpose playfields, court 
sports, etc) for each prospective 1,000 residents. In no 
case shall the credit given for park land and 
improvements exceed the total requirements under the 
Local Park code. No credit banking shall be permitted 
when a developer provides full requirement in acreage 
and also provides improvement. 

Consistent. See response to Goal 1 above. 

Policy 2.4: To acquire local park lands in unincorporated 
areas to provide active recreation facilities to meet the 
needs of present and future residents through 
dedications, or irrevocable offers of dedication, in fee title 
from residential developers. 

Consistent. See response to Goal 1 above. 

Noise Element  

Policy 4.1: To enforce the County’s Noise Ordinance to 
prohibit or mitigate harmful and unnecessary noise within 
the County. 

Consistent. The project would comply with the County’s Noise Ordinance during both construction and operation. 

Potential operational noise impacts would be mitigated with implementation of Project Design Features and the 
mitigation measures listed in Section, 3.11, Noise. While construction noise may temporarily exceed levels permitted by 
the County of Orange Noise Ordinance, such noise is treated as being in compliance if it occurs during the designated 
construction hours prescribed by the Noise Ordinance. As the project’s construction activities would occur during the 
designated construction hours, the project would comply with the Noise Ordinance. 

The project’s operational noise from the residential land uses would not exceed the County’s exterior or interior noise 
standards.  

Policy 4.5: To require that noise from motors, appliances, 
air conditioners, and other consumer products does not 
disturb occupants of surrounding properties. 

Consistent. As described in Section, 3.11, Noise, heating and air conditioning systems that would be installed with the 
proposed project would not result in noise impacts on surrounding residential uses.  

Goal 5: To fully integrate noise considerations in land use 
planning to prevent new noise/land use conflicts. 

Consistent. The project’s proposed single-family land uses would not result in noise in excess of the County’s exterior 
or interior noise standards. In addition, developed portions of the project area would be surrounded by vegetated buffer 
areas (fuel modification zones) that would prevent noise related land use conflicts. 

Policy 5.1: To utilize the criteria of acceptable noise 
levels for various types of land uses as depicted in Table 
VIII-2 (in the County of Orange General Plan Noise 
Element) in the review of development proposals. 

Consistent. The project’s proposed residential uses would be within the acceptable noise levels as depicted in Table 
VIII-2 of the County’s General Plan. In addition, and as described above, Project Design Features and mitigation 
measures (listed in Section, 3.11, Noise) would be implemented to ensure that project related noise effects would be 
minimized. 

Policy 5.4: To stress the importance of building and 
design techniques in future site planning for noise 
reduction. 

Consistent. As described above, the development portions of the project area would be surrounded by buffers that 
would reduce noise effects on adjacent land uses. In addition, Project Design Features and mitigation measures (listed 
in Section, 3.11, Noise) would be implemented to ensure that project related noise effects are limited. 

Goal 6: To identify and employ mitigation measures in 
order to reduce the impact of noise levels and attain the 
standards established by the Noise Element, for both 
interior areas and outdoor living areas for noise sensitive 
land uses. 

Consistent. The project would comply with the County of Orange Noise Ordinance. Additionally, the project would 
implement Project Design Features and mitigation measures (listed in Section, 3.11, Noise) to minimize noise to the 
extent feasible. During project operation, project residents and surrounding noise sensitive receptors would not be 
exposed to noise levels that would exceed the standards established by the Noise Element. 
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Policy 6.2: Continue enforcement of Chapter 35 of the 
Uniform Building Code, currently adopted edition, and the 
California Noise Insulation Standards (Title 25 California 
Administrative Code). 

Consistent. All new residential units developed as part of the project would be constructed in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of Chapter 35 of the Uniform Building Code and the California Noise Insulation Standards (Title 25 
California Administrative Code). 

Policy 6.3: To require that all new residential units have 
an interior noise level in living areas that is not greater 
than 45 decibels CNEL with it being understood that 
standard construction practices reduce the noise level by 
12 decibels CNEL with the windows open and 20 decibels 
CNEL with the windows closed. Higher attenuation than 
listed above may be claimed if adequate field monitoring 
or acoustical studies are provided to and approved by the 
County. 

Consistent. The project would develop all residential units developed in accordance with the County adopted noise 
standards. In addition, as described above, the new residential units would be constructed in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of Chapter 35 of the Uniform Building Code and the California Noise Insulation Standards (Title 25 
California Administrative Code). 

Policy 6.5: All outdoor living areas associated with new 
residential uses shall be attenuated to less than 65 
decibels CNEL. 

Consistent. The project site is surrounded by rural and open space land use. There are no known noise generators that 
would result in outdoor noise levels exceeding 65 CNEL. In addition, the project would construct all residential uses in 
accordance with the County adopted noise standards. 

Policy 6.7: To apply noise standards as defined in the 
Noise Element for noise-sensitive land uses. 

Consistent. The proposed residential uses would be developed and operated consistent with the Noise Element 
standards for noise-sensitive land uses. As described above, Project Design Features and mitigation measures (listed in 
Section, 3.11, Noise) would be implemented, which would apply the noise standards within the Noise Element. 

Housing Element  

Strategy 5a: Encourage the use of energy conservation 
features in residential construction, remodeling and 
existing homes. 

Consistent. Residential development as part of the project would conform to Title 24 energy requirements. Other 
energy conserving features incorporated as part of the project include: 

• Builder-installed indoor appliances, including dishwashers, showers and toilets, would be low-water use. 

• Drought-tolerant, native landscaping would be used. 

• Smart Controller irrigation systems would be installed. 
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3.10.6 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative study area for land use and planning include all areas within the unincorporated 
Orange County, and the adjacent city areas of Lake Elsinore, Rancho Santa Margarita, and 
Mission Viejo. As shown in Table 3-1, several residential and commercial projects are proposed 
within the nearby geographical area including: the Lakeshore Point and Villages at Lakeshore 
projects within the City of Lake Elsinore; the Ranch Plan Planning Area 2 in unincorporated 
Orange County, and Robinson Ridge in the City of Rancho Santa. The projects within the City of 
Lake Elsinore are the closest related projects, approximately 2.4 miles from the proposed project. 
Because of this distance, cumulative land use compatibility impacts, which are a function of the 
relationship between the interactive effects of a specific development site and those of its 
immediate environment, would not occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable impact regarding land use.  

As described previously in this section, land use impacts related to the proposed project would be 
a less than significant with respect to conflict with applicable regulations, policies, and standards 
of the General Plan, zoning ordinance, and SCAG regional policies. The related projects would 
also be subject to applicable regulatory policies and plans, which would reduce potential land use 
conflicts and conflicts with policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. As a result, cumulative impacts related to land use and planning would be 
less than significant. 
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3.11 Noise 

This section evaluates the potential for noise and groundborne vibration impacts to result from 
implementation of the proposed project. This includes the potential for the proposed project to result in 
impacts associated with a substantial temporary and/or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project site; exposure of people in the vicinity of the project site to excessive noise and 
groundborne vibration levels; and whether this exposure is in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance. Finally, mitigation measures to reduce the project’s noise and vibration 
levels are proposed, where appropriate, to avoid or reduce potential significant impacts generated by the 
proposed project. 

Data used to prepare this analysis were obtained from the Orange County General Plan Noise Element, 
the Orange County Codified Ordinances, and by measuring and modeling existing and future noise levels 
in the project site vicinity (see modeling data in Appendix I of this EIR). Information contained in the 
project Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Urban Crossroads was used in the modeling of 
traffic noise exposure (and is included as Appendix J of this EIR). 

3.11.1 Environmental Setting 
Noise Principles and Descriptors 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, 
exerts a sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), which is the 
standard unit of sound amplitude measurement. The dB scale is a logarithmic scale that describes the 
physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound, with 0 dB corresponding roughly to 
the threshold of human hearing and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain. Pressure waves 
traveling through air exert a force registered by the human ear as sound. 

Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the frequency of 
a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but rather a broad band of 
frequencies varying in levels of magnitude. When all the audible frequencies of a sound are measured, a 
sound spectrum is plotted consisting of a range of frequency spanning 20 to 20,000 Hz. The sound 
pressure level, therefore, constitutes the additive force exerted by a sound corresponding to the sound 
frequency/sound power level spectrum. 

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. As a 
consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic filter that 
deemphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the 
human ear’s decreased sensitivity to extremely low and extremely high frequencies. This method of 
frequency weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted decibels 
(dBA). A-weighting follows an international standard methodology of frequency deemphasis and is 
typically applied to community noise measurements. Some representative noise sources and their 
corresponding A-weighted noise levels are shown in Figure 3.11-1.  



110

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Rock Band

Ins ide  Subway Tra in  (New York )

Food B lender  a t  3  F t .

Garbage D isposa l  a t  3  F t .

Shout ing  a t  3  F t .

Vacuum Cleaner  a t  10 F t .

Qu ie t  Rura l  N ight t ime

LOCAL COMMITTEE ACTIV ITY WITH
INFLUENTIAL OR LEGAL ACTION

Concer t  Ha l l  (Background)

Broadcast  and Record ing  Stud io

Thresho ld  o f  Hear ing

Jet  F lyover  a t  1000 F t .

Gas  Lawn Mower  a t  3  F t .

D iese l  Truck a t  50 F t .

No isy  Urban Dayt ime

Gas Lawn Mower  a t  100 F t .

Commerc ia l  Area

Heavy  Tra f f ic  a t  300 F t .

Qu ie t  Urban Dayt ime

Quie t  Suburban N ight t ime
Conference Room (Background)

D ishwasher  Next  Room

Large Bus iness  Of f ice

Smal l  Thea ter, Large

L ibrar y

Qu ie t  Urban N ight t ime

LETTERS OF PROTEST

COMPLAINTS L IKELY

COMPLAINTS POSSIBLE

COMPLAINTS RARE

ACCEPTANCE

4 Times As  Loud

Twice  As  Loud

REFERENCE

1/2 As  Loud

1/4  As  Loud

PUBLIC REACTION
NOISE
LEVEL

(dBA, L     )

COMMON INDOOR
NOISE LEVELS

COMMON OUTDOOR
NOISE LEVELS

eq

The Preserve at San Juan . 120826

Figure 3.11-1
Effects of Noise on People

SOURCE: ESA, 2013
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Noise Exposure and Community Noise 

An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of noise over a period of time. A noise level is a measure of 
noise at a given instant in time. The noise levels presented in Figure 3.11-1 are representative of measured 
noise at a given instant in time; however, they rarely persist consistently over a long period of time. 
Rather, community noise varies continuously over a period of time with respect to the contributing sound 
sources of the community noise environment. Community noise is primarily the product of many distant 
noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable background noise exposure, with the individual 
contributors unidentifiable. The background noise level changes throughout a typical day, but does so 
gradually, corresponding with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources such as traffic. What 
makes community noise variable throughout a day, besides the slowly changing background noise, is the 
addition of short-duration, single-event noise sources (e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), 
which are readily identifiable to the individual. 

These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment change the community noise 
level from instant to instant, requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of time to 
legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise impacts. This 
time-varying characteristic of environmental noise is described using statistical noise descriptors. The 
most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below: 

Leq: The Leq, or equivalent sound level, is used to describe noise over a specified period of time in terms 
of a single numerical value; the Leq of a time-varying signal and that of a steady signal are the 
same if they deliver the same acoustic energy over a given time. The Leq may also be referred to 
as the average sound level. 

Lmax: The maximum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

Lmin: The minimum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

Ldn: Also termed the day-night average noise level (DNL), the Ldn is the average A-weighted noise level 
during a 24-hour day, obtained after an addition of 10 dBA to measured noise levels between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account nighttime noise sensitivity. 

CNEL: CNEL, or Community Noise Equivalent Level, is the average A-weighted noise level during a 
24-hour day that is obtained after an addition of 5 dBA to measured noise levels between the 
hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and after an addition of 10 dBA to noise levels between the hours 
of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and nighttime, 
respectively. 

Effects of Noise on People 

Noise is generally loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired sound that is typically associated with 
human activity that is a nuisance or disruptive. The effects of noise on people can be placed into four 
general categories: 

 Subjective effects (e.g., dissatisfaction, annoyance); 

 Interference effects (e.g., communication, sleep, and learning interference); 

 Physiological effects (e.g., startle response); and 
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 Physical effects (e.g., hearing loss). 

Although exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause physical and physiological 
effects, the principal human responses to typical environmental noise exposure are related to subjective 
effects and interference with activities. Interference effects of environmental noise refer to those effects 
that interrupt daily activities and include interference with human communication activities, such as 
normal conversations, watching television, telephone conversations, and interference with sleep. Sleep 
interference effects can include both awakening and arousal to a lesser state of sleep. With regard to the 
subjective effects, the responses of individuals to similar noise events are diverse and are influenced by 
many factors, including the type of noise, the perceived importance of the noise, the appropriateness of 
the noise to the setting, the duration of the noise, the time of day and the type of activity during which the 
noise occurs, and individual noise sensitivity. 

Overall, there is no completely satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise, or the 
corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction on people. A wide variation in individual 
thresholds of annoyance exists, and different tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individual’s 
past experiences with noise. Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise 
environment is the way it compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted (i.e., 
comparison to the ambient noise environment). In general, the more a new noise level exceeds the 
previously existing ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise level will be judged by those 
hearing it. With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships generally occur: 

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be perceived; 

 Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change in noise levels is considered to be a barely perceivable 
difference; 

 A change in noise levels of 5 dBA is considered to be a readily perceivable difference; and 

 A change in noise levels of 10 dBA is subjectively heard as doubling of the perceived loudness.  

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel system. The 
human ear perceives sound in a non-linear fashion, hence the decibel scale was developed. Because the 
decibel scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in a simple additive fashion, but 
rather logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources produce noise levels of 50 dBA, the 
combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA. 

Noise Attenuation 

Stationary point sources of noise, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles, attenuate 
(lessen) at a rate between 6 dBA for hard sites and 7.5 dBA for soft sites for each doubling of distance 
from the reference measurement. Hard sites are those with a reflective surface between the source and the 
receiver, such as asphalt or concrete surfaces or smooth bodies of water. No excess ground attenuation is 
assumed for hard sites and the changes in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) is simply the 
geometric spreading of the noise from the source. Soft sites have an absorptive ground surface such as 
soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees. In addition to geometric spreading, an excess ground 
attenuation value of 1.5 dBA (per doubling distance) is normally assumed for soft sites. Line sources 
(such as traffic noise from vehicles) attenuate at a rate between 3 dBA for hard sites and 4.5 dBA for soft 
sites for each doubling of distance from the reference measurement (Caltrans, 1998). 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

 

 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.11-5  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

 

Fundamentals of Vibration 

As described in the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment (FTA, 2006), ground-borne vibration can be a serious concern for nearby neighbors of a 
transit system route or maintenance facility, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. 
In contrast to airborne noise, ground-borne vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is 
unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to 
major roads. Some common sources of ground-borne vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and 
construction activities such as blasting, pile-driving, and operation of heavy earth-moving equipment.  

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) 
is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to 
describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used 
to describe the effect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the 
squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (VdB) is commonly used to measure RMS. The 
relationship of PPV to RMS velocity is expressed in terms of the “crest factor,” defined as the ratio of the 
PPV amplitude to the RMS amplitude. Peak particle velocity is typically a factor of 1.7 to 6 times greater 
than RMS vibration velocity (FTA, 2006). The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers 
required to describe vibration. Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by man-made activities 
attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors for vibration include 
structures (especially older masonry structures), people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick), and 
vibration sensitive equipment. 

The effects of ground-borne vibration include movement of the building floors, rattling of windows, 
shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds. In extreme cases, the vibration can 
cause damage to buildings. Building damage is not a factor for most projects, with the occasional 
exception of blasting and pile-driving during construction. Annoyance from vibration often occurs when 
the vibration levels exceed the threshold of perception by only a small margin. A vibration level that 
causes annoyance will be well below the damage threshold for normal buildings. The FTA measure of the 
threshold of architectural damage for conventional sensitive structures is 0.2 inches per second (in/sec) 
PPV (FTA, 2006). 

In residential areas, the background vibration velocity level is usually around 50 VdB (approximately 
0.0013 in/sec PPV). This level is well below the vibration velocity level threshold of perception for 
humans, which is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is considered to be the 
approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for many people 
(FTA, 2006). 

Existing Conditions 

Existing Ambient Daytime Noise Levels 

The proposed project site consists of two non-contiguous sites (i.e., Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 
(north parcel)) that are between 2,300 feet and 2,970 feet west of Ortega Highway, respectively, and 
separated by Long Canyon Road. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR, both Phase 
1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) are surrounded by undeveloped vegetated Cleveland National 
Forest lands to the north, west, and south, and Ortega Highway to the east.  
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The closest sensitive uses to Phase 1 (south parcel) include a residence near Long Canyon Road that is 
1,340 feet from the project site, the U.S. Forest Service El Cariso Hotshot Camp located approximately 
1,400 feet to the north, and the Los Pinos Conservation Camp ), which is also approximately 1,400 feet 
from the site.  The closest sensitive uses to Phase 2 (north parcel) is an existing residence that is 
approximately 160 feet from the southeastern boundary of the site. In addition, there is currently one 
residence located within the southwest corner of Phase 2 (north parcel) that is currently occupied; 
however, this residence would be vacated prior the start of project construction.  

In order to characterize ambient noise conditions in the project area, short-term daytime noise level 
measurements were conducted on August 21, 2013 between 10:57 a.m. and 12:54 p.m. at several 
locations throughout the project area. Measurement sites were chosen to represent the existing condition 
around the project area and the location of the closest existing noise-sensitive uses include the existing 
residence located 160 feet from the southwestern boundary of the Phase 2 (north parcel), 1 and the single-
family residence located approximately 670 feet east of Phase 2 (north parcel) near Monte Vista Street. 
Additionally, because an existing occupied residence is currently located within the southwest corner of 
Phase 2 (north parcel), a noise measurement was also conducted in that vicinity of the residence. Because 
the closest uses to the Phase 1 (south parcel) are substantially farther away (at 1,340 feet) project 
generated noise would attenuate to a much lower level than at the residences that are 160 and 670 feet 
from the project site. Furthermore, this EIR analysis provides an evaluation of the potential maximum 
effects of the project, which would not occur at uses 1,400 feet away from the project site. The noise 
surveys were conducted using a Metrosonics Model db-3080 sound level meter, which was calibrated 
prior to use to ensure the accuracy of the measurements. The results of the noise survey are shown in 
Table 3.11-1. The measurement locations are identified in Figure 3.11-2 

Existing Roadway Noise Levels Off-Site 

Existing roadway noise levels were calculated for eight roadway segments located in proximity to the 
project site, which are listed in Table 3.11-2. The roadway segments selected for analysis are those that 
are expected to be most directly impacted by project-related traffic; which, for the purpose of this 
analysis, includes the roadways that are located nearest to the project site. These roadways, when 
compared to roadways located further away from the project site, would experience the greatest 
percentage increase in traffic generated by the proposed project.  

Calculation of the existing roadway noise levels was accomplished using the Federal Highway 
Administration Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic volumes at the study 
intersections analyzed in the proposed project’s TIA. The model calculates the average noise level at 
specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, and site environmental conditions. The 
average daily noise levels along these roadway segments shown in Figure 3.11-3 are presented in 
Table 3.11-2. 

 

                                                            
1  A noise measurement at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor to Phase 2 (north parcel), which is a single-family residence 

located approximately 160 feet from the site’s southeastern boundary, was not able to be conducted because access to the 
residence would require vehicle travel through a private residential road.   
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TABLE 3.11-1 

EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENTS WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA 

Location 
Date and Time 

Period Leq dBA Lmax dBA Noise Sources 

Short-term Measurements 

1. Residential uses located 
approximately 1,340 feet to the 
north of Phase 1 (south parcel).   

08/21/13 
10:57 a.m. – 11:12 

a.m. 

41.6 55.5 Noise associated with 
birds; light breeze; 
occasional aircrafts 
overhead (e.g., planes 
and helicopters). 

2. Mystic Oaks Private Retreat 
located in southwest portion of 
Phase 2 (north parcel). 

08/21/13 
11:45 a.m. – 12:00 

p.m. 

42.1 52.2 Noise associated with 
wind breeze, birds and 
insects, and occasional 
dog barking and whistle. 

3. Residential uses located 
adjacent to Vista Road, east of 
Phase 2 (north parcel). 

08/21/13 
12:15 p.m. – 12:30 

p.m. 

44.9 58.5 Traffic on Ortega 
Highway; birds; heavy 
breeze on the exposed 
hillside; wind chimes; 
occasional helicopter 
overhead. 

4. Residential uses located east of 
Phase 2 (north parcel), west of 
Monte Vista Street. 

08/21/13 
12:39 p.m. – 12:54 

p.m. 

50.1 65.3 Traffic on Ortega 
Highway; birds; heavy 
breeze on the exposed 
hillside, wind chimes; 
occasional helicopter 
overhead. 

 
Source: ESA, 2014 
 

 

Existing Groundborne Vibration Levels 

Given the remote location of the project site in an undeveloped and densely vegetated part of the Santa 
Ana Mountains, no stationary sources of groundborne vibration are currently present in the project site 
area. The only sources of groundborne vibration in the project site vicinity would be occasional heavy-
duty vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks and delivery trucks) on local roadways. Trucks traveling at a 
distance of 50 feet typically generate groundborne vibration velocity levels of around 63 VdB 
(approximately 0.006 in/sec PPV), and these levels could reach 72 VdB (approximately 0.016 in/sec 
PPV) where trucks pass over bumps in the road (FTA, 2006). In terms of PPV levels, a heavy-duty 
vehicle traveling at a distance of 50 feet can result in a vibration level of approximately 0.001 in/sec. 
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TABLE 3.11-2 

EXISTING (2013) ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Roadway Segment 
Existing Land Uses located 

along Roadway Segment dB CNELa 

Ortega Highway 

East of Antonio Parkway Residential 67.2 

South of Long Canyon Road Transient Lodgingb 70.4 

North of Monte Vista Street Residential 70.5 

South of Grand Avenue Residential 65.4 

Monte Vista Street West of Ortega Highway Residential 49.0 

Antonio Parkway North of Ortega Highway Residential 65.0 

Grand Avenue 
West of Ortega Highway Residential/Commercial 73.3 

East of Ortega Highway Residential/Commercial 70.6 

 
a  Values represent noise levels from the centerline of each roadway to the property line of the nearest receptor. 
b Ortega Oaks RV Park and Campground, which offers lodging. 
 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014; ESA, 2014 
 

 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are more sensitive to noise levels than others due to the types of activities typically 
associated with the uses. Residences, hotels, schools, rest homes, and hospitals are generally more 
sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Currently, existing noise-sensitive uses 
located in the vicinity of the project site include low density rural residential uses. As described above in 
the Existing Setting discussion, the nearest receptor to the project site is a single-family residence located 
approximately 160 feet from the boundary of Phase 2 (north parcel). In addition, one occupied residence 
is located within the southwest corner of Phase 2 (north parcel); however, this residence would be vacated 
prior to the start of project construction.   

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Noise Standards 

There are no federal noise standards that directly regulate environmental noise related to the construction 
or operation of the proposed project. With regard to noise exposure and workers, the Office of Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) regulations safeguard the hearing of workers exposed to occupational 
noise. Federal regulations also establish noise limits for medium and heavy trucks (more than 4.5 tons, 
gross vehicle weight rating) under 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 205, Subpart B. The 
federal truck pass-by noise standard is 80 dBA at 15 meters from the vehicle pathway centerline. These 
controls are implemented through regulatory controls on truck manufacturers. 
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Federal Transit Authority Vibration Standards 

The FTA has adopted vibration standards that are used to evaluate potential building damage impacts 
related to construction activities. The vibration damage criteria adopted by the FTA are shown in Table 
3.11-3. 

TABLE 3.11-3 
CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION DAMAGE CRITERIA 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 

 
Source: FTA, 2006. 
 

 
In addition, the FTA has also adopted standards associated with human annoyance for groundborne 
vibration impacts for the following three land-use categories: Vibration Category 1 – High Sensitivity, 
Vibration Category 2 – Residential, and Vibration Category 3 – Institutional. The FTA defines Category 1 
as buildings where vibration would interfere with operations within the building, including vibration-
sensitive research and manufacturing facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and 
university research operations. Vibration-sensitive equipment includes, but is not limited to, electron 
microscopes, high-resolution lithographic equipment, and normal optical microscopes. Category 2 refers 
to all residential land uses and any buildings where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Category 3 
refers to institutional land uses such as schools, churches, other institutions, and quiet offices that do not 
have vibration-sensitive equipment, but still have the potential for activity interference. 

Under conditions where there are an infrequent number of events per day, the FTA has established 
thresholds of 65 VdB for Category 1 buildings, 80 VdB for Category 2 buildings, and 83 VdB for 
Category 3 buildings.2 Under conditions where there are an occasional number of events per day, the FTA 
has established thresholds of 65 VdB for Category 1 buildings, 75 VdB for Category 2 buildings, and 78 
VdB for Category 3 buildings.3 No thresholds have been adopted or recommended for commercial and 
office uses. 

California Department of Health Services Noise Standards 

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) has established guidelines for evaluating the 
compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure. These guidelines for land 
use and noise exposure compatibility are shown in Table 3.11-4. In addition, Section 65302(f) of the 
California Government Code requires each county and city in the state to prepare and adopt a 
comprehensive long-range general plan for its physical development, with Section 65302(g) requiring a 
noise element to be included in the general plan. The noise element must: (1) identify and appraise noise 

                                                            
2  “Infrequent events” is defined by the Federal Transit Administration as being fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind 

per day.  
3  “Occasional events” is defined by the Federal Transit Administration as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same 

source per day.  
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problems in the community; (2) recognize Office of Noise Control guidelines; and (3) analyze and 
quantify current and projected noise levels. 

TABLE 3.11-4 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE (LDN OR CNEL) 

Land Use 

Normally 

Acceptablea 

Conditionally 

Acceptableb 

Normally 

Unacceptablec 

Clearly 

Unacceptabled 

Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 - 60 55 - 70 70 - 75 above 75 

Multi-Family Homes 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 75 above 75 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

50 - 70 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 80 

Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 75 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

--- 50 - 70 --- above 70 

Sports Arena,  
Outdoor Spectator Sports 

--- 50 - 75 --- above 75 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 - 70 --- 67 - 75 above 75 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

50 - 75 --- 70 - 80 above 80 

Office Buildings, Business and 
Professional Commercial 

50 - 70 67 - 77 above 75 --- 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 --- 

 
a Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional 

construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 
b Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements 

is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply 
systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

c Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

d Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
 
Source: Office of Planning and Research (OPR), 2003.  
 

 
The State of California also establishes noise limits for vehicles licensed to operate on public roads. For 
heavy trucks, the state pass-by standard is consistent with the federal limit of 80 dBA. The state pass-by 
standard for light trucks and passenger cars (less than 4.5 tons, gross vehicle rating) is also 80 dBA at 15 
meters from the centerline. These standards are implemented through controls on vehicle manufacturers 
and by legal sanction of vehicle operators by state and local law enforcement officials. 

The state has also established noise insulation standards that are collectively known as the California 
Noise Insulation Standards (Title 24, California Code of Regulations). The noise insulation standards set 
forth an interior standard of 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room. They require an acoustical analysis 
demonstrating how dwelling units have been designed to meet this interior standard where such units are 
proposed in areas subject to noise levels greater than 60 dBA CNEL. Title 24 standards are enforced by 
the County through the building permit and approval process. 
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State Vibration Standards 

There are no state vibration standards applicable to the proposed project. Moreover, according to the 
Caltrans Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual (2004), there are no 
official Caltrans standards for vibration. However, this manual provides guidelines for assessing vibration 
damage potential to various types of buildings, ranging from 0.08-0.12 in/sec PPV for extremely fragile 
historic buildings, ruins, and ancient monuments to 0.50-2.0 in/sec PPV for modern industrial/commercial 
buildings. 

Orange County General Plan Noise Element 

The Noise Element identifies the following uses as noise sensitive land uses: residents of all types, 
hospitals, rest homes, convalescent hospitals, places of worship, and schools. In addition, the County 
General Plan includes land use/noise compatibility guidelines to provide objectives for the compatibility 
of, and standards for, the integration of land uses, which are shown in Table 3.11-5 (Table VIII-2 in the 
Orange County General Plan Noise Element).  

TABLE 3.11-5 
COMPATIBILITY MATRIX FOR LAND USE AND COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVELS (CNEL) 

Type of Use 65+ decibels CNEL 60 – 65 decibels CNEL 

Residential 3a, b, e 2a, e 

Commercial 2c 2c 

Employment 2c 2c 

Open Space   

Local 2c 2c 

Community 2c 2c 

Regional 2c 2c 

Educational Facilities   

Schools (K through 12) 2c, d, e 2c, d, e 

Preschool, college, 
other 

2c, d, e 2c, d, e 

Places of Worship 2c, d, e 2c, d, e 

Hospitals   

General 2a, c, d, e 2a, c, d, e 

Convalescent 2a, c, d, e 2a, c, d, e 

Group Quarters 1a, b, c, e 2a, c, e 

Hotel/Motels 2a, c 2a, c 

Accessory Uses   

Executive Apartments 1a, b, e 2a, e 

Caretakers 1a, b, c, e 2a, c, e 
 
Notes: 

1 = Allowed if interior and exterior community noise levels can be mitigated. 
2 = Allowed if interior levels can be mitigated. 
3 = New residential uses are prohibited in areas within the 65-decibel CNEL contour from any airport or air station. 

Standards required for compatibility of land use and noise: 
a = Interior Standard: CNEL of less than 45 decibels (habitable rooms only). 
b = Exterior Standard: CNEL of less than 65 decibels in outdoor living areas. 
c = Interior Standard: Leq (h) = 45 to 65 decibels interior noise level, depending on interior use. 
d = Exterior Standard: Leq (h) of less than 65 decibels in outdoor living areas. 
e = Interior Standard: As approved by the County for sound events of short duration such as aircraft flyovers or individual passing railroad trains. 

Definitions: 
Leq (h) – The A-weighted equivalent sound level average over a period of “h” hours. An example would be Leq (12) where the equivalent sound 
level is the average over a specified 12-hour period (such as 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.).  

Source: Orange County Noise Element, Table VIII-2 and VIII-3, 2005. 
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Orange County General Plan Noise Element   

The following General Plan Noise Element goals and policies are relevant to the proposed project: 

Policy 4.1: To enforce the County’s Noise Ordinance to prohibit or mitigate harmful and unnecessary 
noise within the County.  

Policy 4.5: To require that noise from motors, appliances, air conditioners, and other consumer products 
does not disturb occupants of surrounding properties. 

Goal 5: Noise/Land Use Planning – To fully integrate noise considerations in land use planning to 
prevent new noise/land use conflicts 

Policy 5.1: To utilize the criteria of acceptable noise levels for various types of land uses as depicted on 
Tables VIII-2 and VIII-3 (Table 3.11-1 of this EIR) in the review of development proposals. 

Policy 5.4: To stress the importance of building and design techniques in future site planning for noise 
reduction. 

Goal 6: Noise Sensitive Land Uses - To identify and employ mitigation measures in order to reduce the 
impact of noise levels and attain the standards established by the Noise Element, for both interior areas 
and outdoor living areas for noise sensitive land uses. 

Policy 6.2: To continue enforcement of Chapter 35 of the Uniform Building Code, currently adopted 
edition, and the California Noise Insulation Standards (Title 25 California Administrative Code). 

Policy 6.3: To require that all new residential units have an interior noise level in living areas that is not 
greater than 45 decibels CNEL with it being understood that standard construction practices reduce the 
noise level by 12 decibels CNEL with the windows open and 20 decibels CNEL with the windows closed. 
Higher attenuation than listed above may be claimed if adequate field monitoring or acoustical studies are 
provided to and approved by the County. 

Policy 6.5: All outdoor living areas associated with new residential uses shall be attenuated to less than 
65 decibels CNEL. 

Policy 6.7: To apply noise standards as defined in the Noise Element for noise-sensitive land uses. 

Orange County Codified Ordinances   

The following sections of the Orange County Codified Ordinances are relevant to the proposed project: 

Section 4-6-5. Exterior Noise Standards 

a) The following noise standards, unless otherwise specifically indicated shall apply to all 
residential property with a designated noise zone: 

Noise Zone Noise Level Time Period 

1a 55 dB(A) 7:00 A.M. – 10:00 P.M. 

 50 dB(A) 10:00 P.M. – 7:00 A.M. 

a The entire territory of Orange County, including incorporated and unincorporated territory, is designated as 
“Noise Zone 1.” 
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In the event the alleged offensive noise consists entirely of impact noise, simple tone noise, speech, 
music, or any combination thereof, each of the above noise levels shall be reduced by five (5) dB(A). 

b) It shall be unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the County to 
create any noise, or to allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied, or 
otherwise controlled by such person, when the foregoing causes the noise level, when measured 
on any other residential property, either incorporated or unincorporated, to exceed: 

1. The noise standard for a cumulative period of more than thirty (30) minutes in any hour; 
or 

2. The noise standard plus five (5) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than fifteen (15) 
minutes in any hour; or 

3. The noise standard plus ten (10) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than five (5) 
minutes in any hour; or 

4. The noise standard plus fifteen (15) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than one (1) 
minute in any hour; or 

5. The noise standard plus twenty (20) dB(A) for any period of time 

c) In the event the ambient noise level exceeds any of the first four (4) noise limit categories above, 
the cumulative period applicable to said category shall be increased to reflect said ambient noise 
level. In the event the ambient noise level exceeds the fifth noise limit category, the maximum 
allowable noise level under said category shall be increased to reflect the maximum ambient 
noise level. 

Sec. 4-6-6. Interior Noise Standards 

a) The following interior noise standards, unless otherwise specifically indicated, shall apply to all 
residential property within a designated noise zone: 

Noise Zone Noise Level Time Period 

1a 55 dB(A) 7:00 A.M. – 10:00 P.M. 

 45 dB(A) 10:00 P.M. – 7:00 A.M. 

a The entire territory of Orange County, including incorporated and unincorporated territory, is designated as 
“Noise Zone 1.” 

In the event the alleged offensive noise consists entirely of impact noise, simple tone noise, speech, 
music, or any combination thereof, each of the above noise levels shall be reduced by five (5) dB(A). 

b) It shall be unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the County to 
create any noise, or to allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied, or 
otherwise controlled by such person, when the foregoing causes the noise level, when measured 
within any other dwelling unit on any residential property, either incorporated or unincorporated, 
to exceed: 

1. The interior noise standard for a cumulative period of more than five (5) minutes in any 
hour; or 
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2. The interior noise standard plus five (5) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than one 
(1) minute in any hour; or 

3. The interior noise standard plus ten (10) dB(A) for any period of time. 

c) In the event the ambient noise level exceeds either of the first two (2) noise limit categories 
above, the cumulative period applicable to said category shall be increased to reflect said ambient 
noise level. In the event the ambient noise level exceeds the third noise limit category the 
maximum allowable noise level under said category shall be increased in reflect the maximum 
ambient noise level. 

Section 4-6-7. Special Provisions 

The following activities shall be exempted from the provisions of this article: 

a) Activities conducted on the grounds of any public or private nursery, elementary, intermediate or 
secondary school or college. 

b) Outdoor gatherings, public dances and shows, provided shall events are conducted pursuant to a 
license issued by the County of Orange pursuant to Title 5 of the Codified Ordinances of the 
County of Orange.  

c) Activities conducted on any park or playground, provided such park or playground is owned and 
operated by a public entity. 

d) Any mechanical device, apparatus or equipment used, related to or connected with emergency 
machinery, vehicle or work. 

e) Noise sources associated with construction, repair, remodeling, or grading of any real property, 
provided said activities do not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on 
weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. 

f) All mechanical devices, apparatus or equipment which are utilized for the protection or salvage of 
agricultural crops during periods of potential or actual frost damage or other adverse weather 
conditions. 

g) Mobile noise sources associated with agricultural operations, provided such operations do not 
take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, including Saturday, or any 
time on Sunday or a federal holiday.  

h) Mobile noise sources associated with agricultural pest control through pesticide application, 
provided that the application is made in accordance with restricted material permits issued by or 
regulations enforced by the Agricultural commissioner.  

i) Noise sources associated with the maintenance of real property, provided said activities take place 
between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday or a federal holiday, or between the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Sunday or a federal holiday.  

j) Any activity to the extent regulation thereof has been preempted by state or federal law. 
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3.11.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to noise, a project could have a significant effect on the environment if it 
would result in: 

 Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

 Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels; 

 A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; 

 A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

 For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, exposure of people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure of people residing or working the 
project area to excessive noise levels. 

It was determined in the NOP/Initial Study (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR) that the project site is 
not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or private airport. The closest 
airport, Skylark Field Airport, is approximately seven miles east of the project site in the City of Lake 
Elsinore. Phase 2 (north parcel) includes the McConville Airstrip, which is a private airstrip that is no 
longer used,  and would be converted to residential uses with implementation of the proposed project. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in noise impacts related to airports or airstrips, and no 
further analysis is included in this EIR. 

Noise Criteria 

For the purpose of determining whether the project would result in the exposure of persons to or generate 
noise levels that would exceed established noise standards, construction and stationary operational noise 
levels associated with the proposed project would result in a significant impact if the County’s 
construction noise regulations are violated and the County’s operational noise standards are exceeded. 

With respect to whether the project would result in a substantial increase in noise levels, it should be 
noted that the state CEQA Guidelines does not define the levels at which permanent and temporary 
increases in ambient noise are considered “substantial.” Therefore, the significance of the proposed 
project’s ambient noise impacts is determined by comparing estimated project-related noise levels to 
County noise criteria in the General Plan Noise Element and the Noise Ordinance.  

Generally speaking, the average healthy ear can barely perceive a noise level change of 3 dBA. A change 
from 3 to 5 dBA may be noticed by some individuals who are sensitive to changes in noise. A 5 dBA 
increase is readily noticeable, while the human ear perceives a 10 dBA increase as a doubling of sound 
(Caltrans, 2009). As such, for the purpose of the project’s traffic noise analysis, it is assumed that a 
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significant impact on traffic noise levels from project operations would occur if the project would cause 
the ambient noise level measured at the property line of a County-identified noise-sensitive land use (i.e., 
residential uses, hospitals, rest homes, convalescent hospitals, places of worship, and schools) to increase 
by 3 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level at the sensitive use is above 60 dBA 
CNEL, or by 5 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level at the sensitive use is below 
60 dBA CNEL.  

The 60 dBA CNEL noise level is used to determine whether a 3 dBA or 5 dBA threshold is appropriate to 
assess the project’s traffic noise impacts because, the County General Plan Noise Element states that areas 
with an ambient noise environment of 60 dBA CNEL or more is a noise-affected area; thus, the 3 dBA 
CNEL threshold is used in these areas. Conversely, where ambient noise levels are below 60 dBA CNEL, 
a 5 dBA increase is used because it is considered to be readily noticeable (Caltrans, 2009).  

In regards to land uses that are not considered to be noise-sensitive (e.g., commercial, industrial, public 
service facilities, etc.), the County allows for the development in noise environments where the exterior 
noise levels exceed 65 dBA CNEL (as shown in Table 3.11-5); thus, a 5 dBA CNEL increase in ambient 
noise levels at these land uses from the project’s traffic is used to assess whether  a “substantial” increase 
in ambient noise levels would occur.  

Vibration Criteria 

The CEQA Guidelines also do not define the levels at which groundborne vibration or groundborne noises 
are considered “excessive.” Thus, in terms of construction-related vibration impacts on buildings, the 
adopted guidelines/recommendations by the FTA to limit groundborne vibration based on the age and/or 
condition of the structures that are located in proximity to construction activity are used in this analysis to 
evaluate potential groundborne vibration impacts. Based on the FTA criteria, construction impacts 
relative to groundborne vibration would be considered significant if any of the following were to occur: 

 Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.5 
in/sec at a reinforced concrete, steel, or timber building; 

 Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.3 
in/sec at any engineered concrete and masonry building; 

 Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.2 
in/sec at any non-engineered timber and masonry buildings; or 

 Project construction activities would cause a PPV ground-borne vibration level to exceed 0.12 
in/sec at any buildings “extremely susceptible to vibration damage” (i.e., a historical building). 

In terms of groundborne vibration impacts associated with human annoyance, this analysis uses the 
FTA’s vibration impact thresholds for sensitive buildings, residences, and institutional land uses under 
conditions where there are an infrequent number of events per day. The applicable threshold for this 
project is 80 VdB at residences and buildings where people normally sleep (FTA, 2006).  

Any “excessive” groundborne vibration or noises that would occur from the project would be generated 
during project construction. During operation of the residential land uses, the proposed project would not 
involve the use of heavy machinery or generate heavy-duty truck trips that are often associated with large 
commercial or industrial uses. Operation of the vineyards would not require the use of large machinery 
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that could result in vibration. As such, no sources of “excessive” groundborne vibration or noise levels are 
anticipated to occur during project operations. 

3.11.3 Methodology 
The primary sources of noise associated with the proposed project would be construction activities at the 
project site and project-related traffic volumes associated with the operating residential development. 
Secondary sources of noise would include new stationary sources (such as heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning units) associated with the new residential uses. The increase in noise levels generated by 
these activities and other sources associated with the proposed project have been quantitatively estimated 
and compared to the applicable noise standards and thresholds of significance.  

Aside from noise levels, groundborne vibration would also be generated during construction of the 
proposed residential development by various construction-related activities and equipment. Thus, the 
groundborne vibration levels generated by these sources have also been quantitatively estimated and 
compared to the applicable thresholds of significance. 

Construction Noise Levels 

Construction noise levels were estimated by data published by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) for general outdoor construction activities. These noise levels are then 
analyzed against the construction noise standards established in the County’s Noise Ordinance to 
determine whether an exceedance of allowable noise levels would occur.  

Although construction noise is exempt from land use related noise criteria as long as it occurs within 
allowable times pursuant to Section 4-6-7 of the County’s Codified Ordinances, an increase in 
construction noise would be considered “substantial” based upon the allowable noise level changes and 
timelines identified in Section 4-6-5 of the County’s Nose Ordinance, which provides the follow criteria 
for substantial increases in noise: 

1. The noise standard for a cumulative period of more than thirty (30) minutes in any hour; or 

2. The noise standard plus five (5) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than fifteen (15) minutes 
in any hour; or 

3. The noise standard plus ten (10) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than five (5) minutes in 
any hour; or 

4. The noise standard plus fifteen (15) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than one (1) minute in 
any hour; or 

5. The noise standard plus twenty (20) dB(A) for any period of time. 

Thus, a substial increase would occur if noise generated from the project exceeded the criteria listed 
above. 

Roadway Noise Levels 

Roadway noise levels were calculated for selected study roadway segments near the project site based on 
information provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis for the proposed project. The roadway segments 
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selected for analysis are expected to be most directly impacted by project-related traffic, which includes 
the roadways that are nearest to the project site. These roadways, when compared to roadways located 
further away from the project site, would experience the greatest percentage increase in traffic generated 
by the proposed project. The noise levels were calculated using the FHWA’s Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic volumes from the Traffic Impact Analysis. 

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning Systems Noise Levels 

Specific Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems that would be used on the project 
site are unknown at this stage of the project design; however, analysis using a typical large-sized 
residential condenser mounted on ground level pads provides a reasonable basis for analysis. The unit 
used in this analysis is a Carrier 38HDR060 split system condenser. The manufacturer’s noise data is 
provided in Table 3.11-6, Estimated HVAC Noise. Based on this data, the HVAC unit generates a noise 
level of 56 dBA at a distance of 7 feet, and a noise level of 50 dBA at a distance of 14 feet (Carrier 
Enterprise, 2016). 

TABLE 3.11-6 
ESTIMATED HVAC NOISE 

Noise Levels (dB) Measured at Octave Frequencies 

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1 kHz 2 kHz 4 kHz 8 kHz 

63.0 61.5 64.0 66.5 66.0 64.5 55.5 

Hz = Hertz;  kHz = kilohertz 
Source Carrier Enterprise, 2016. 

 

Groundborne Vibration Levels 

Groundborne vibration levels resulting from construction activities at the project site were estimated 
using data published by the FTA in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (2006) document. 
Potential vibration levels resulting from construction of the residential uses under the proposed project are 
identified for off-site residential locations based on their distance from construction activities. As the 
County has not adopted any thresholds for construction or operational groundborne vibration impacts, the 
proposed project is analyzed against the vibration thresholds established by the FTA to determine whether 
an exceedance of allowable vibration levels would occur. 

3.11.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.11-1: Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?  

Construction 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Construction of the proposed project would require the use of 
heavy equipment during the grading and excavation activities, installation of new utilities, paving, and 
construction of the proposed residential buildings. Development activities would also involve the use of 
smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each stage of development, there 
would be a different mix of equipment. As such, construction activity noise levels at and near the project 
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site would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of use of the various pieces of 
construction equipment. The USEPA has compiled data for outdoor noise levels for typical construction 
activities that are listed in Table 3.11-7. These composite noise levels from typical construction activities 
take into account both the number of pieces and spacing of heavy construction equipment that are 
typically used during each phase of construction. These noise levels would diminish rapidly with distance 
from the construction activity at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance. For example, a 
noise level of 84 dBA Leq measured at 50 feet from the noise source to the receptor would reduce to 78 
dBA Leq at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce by another 6 dBA Leq to 72 dBA Leq at 
200 feet from the source to the receptor. Table 3.11-8 shows typical noise levels produced by various 
types of construction equipment. 

TABLE 3.11-7 
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS 

Construction Phase Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 

Ground Clearing 

Excavation 

Foundations 

Erection 

Finishing 

84 

89 

78 

85 

89 

 
a Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment and 200 feet from 

the rest of the equipment associated with that phase. 

Source: USEPA, 1971. 

 

 
TABLE 3.11-8 

TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Construction Equipment Noise Level (dBA, Leq at 50 feet ) 

Air Compressor 81 

Backhoe 80 

Compactor 82 

Concrete Mixer 85 

Concrete Pump 82 

Crane (Mobile) 83 

Dozer 85 

Generator 81 

Grader 85 

Jack Hammer 88 

Loader 85 

Paver 89 

Pile –Driver (Impact) 101 

Pile-Driver (Sonic) 96 

Roller 74 

Saw 76 

Scraper 

Truck 

89 

88 
 

Source: FTA, 2006. 
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Construction of the project would occur in two sequential phases; Phase 1 (south parcel) first and then 
Phase 2 (north parcel). The anticipated construction schedule for Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 
(north parcel) are shown in Table 2-7 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR. Construction of 
Phase 1 (south parcel) would take 18 months and construction of Phase 2 (north parcel) would take 14 
months. Construction of the parcels would not overlap. 

Table 3.11-9 shows the estimated peak construction noise levels that would occur at the off-site sensitive 
uses during construction at Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) compared to the existing 
daytime ambient noise levels.  

TABLE 3.11-9 
EXTERIOR NOISE AT OFF-SITE SENSITIVE USES FROM PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Off-site 
Sensitive 
Land Use Location 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Project Site 
Boundary 

(ft.)a 

Existing 
Monitored 
Daytime 
Ambient 

Noise Levels  
(dBA Leq) 

Estimated 
Peak 

Construction 
Noise Levels 

(dBA Leq) 

Exceedance 
of 55 dBA 

Noise 
Standard  

Increase in 
Ambient 

Noise Level 
(dBA Leq) 

Residences North of Phase 1 (south 
parcel), near Long Canyon 
Road. 

1,340 41.6 60.4 5.4 18.8 

Residence East of Phase 2 (north 
parcel), near southeastern 
portion of site. 

160 42.1b 78.9 23.9 36.8 

Residences East of Phase 2 (north 
parcel), adjacent to Vista 
Road. 

1,171 44.9 61.6 6.6 16.7 

Residences East of Phase 2 (north 
parcel), west of Monte 
Vista Street. 

670 50.1 66.5 11.5 16.4 

 
a  The approximate distances are measured from the project site to the nearest sensitive receptor property line. 
b  As noted previously, a noise measurement at this off-site sensitive receptor was not able to be conducted because access to the residence 

required vehicle travel through a private residential road. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that ambient daytime noise level at this 
receptor would be similar to the daytime ambient noise level that was measured at the Mystic Oaks Private Retreat location at the southwest 
portion of Phase 2 (north parcel), as both of these locations are in remote areas that are located away from the local roadways of the surrounding 
area. 

Source: ESA, 2013. 

 

As shown in Table 3.11-9, the peak construction noise levels at the off-site sensitive receptors would 
range from 60.4 dBA Leq, at the nearest residence located north of Phase 1 (south parcel), to 78.9 dBA 
Leq, at the nearest residence located east of Phase 2 (north parcel). Thus, the construction activities 
associated with the proposed project would generate episodic noise levels well above the ambient noise 
levels currently experienced at the noise-sensitive receptors surrounding the project site. The increase in 
noise levels at the offsite locations during construction of the project site would be temporary in nature, 
and would not generate continuously high noise levels. Additionally, while the estimated construction 
noise levels at each of the offsite locations would be the loudest when construction activities are occurring 
at an area within the project site that is nearest to the offsite location, the majority of the time noise levels 
at these off-site locations would be reduced as construction activities conclude or move to another more 
distant location of the project site. Thus, the highest noise levels that would be experienced by the offsite 
receptors would only occur for a limited duration during construction of the proposed project.   
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According to Section 4-6-7 (Special Provision) of the County’s Codified Ordinances, noise sources 
associated with construction activities are exempt from the County’s noise standards provided that these 
activities do not occur between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, including Saturday, or 
at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. As the construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would comply with these hours of operation (as included by Project Design Feature PDF-21), the 
proposed project would be exempted from the noise standards established in the County Codified 
Ordinances. Thus, impacts related to the generation of construction noise levels in excess of County 
standards would not occur. 

However, the project’s construction noise levels would result in an increase in noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors. As shown in Table 3.11-9, the ambient exterior noise levels at all of the nearest off-
site sensitive receptors would experience an increase in noise levels during construction of the proposed 
project that would result in noise higher than 55 dBA. The construction noise levels at the off-site 
sensitive receptors during construction would range from 60.4 dBA to 78.9 dBA. Although this noise is 
exempt, pursuant to the County’s Noise Ordinance, a substantial increase in noise would occur. As 
described above, increases in ambient noise are considered “substantial” based upon Section 4-6-5 of the 
County’s Nose Ordinance, which identifies the following increases: 

 The noise standard plus five (5) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than fifteen (15) minutes 
in any hour; or 

 The noise standard plus ten (10) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than five (5) minutes in 
any hour; or 

 The noise standard plus fifteen (15) dB(A) for a cumulative period of more than one (1) minute in 
any hour; or 

 The noise standard plus twenty (20) dB(A) for any period of time. 

As shown in Table 3.11-9, construction noise at each of the closest receptors would exceed these noise 
levels, and the duration of the noise would likely be longer than the allowable time spans. The project 
includes Project Design Feature PDF-21, which states that the following measures will be implemented to 
reduce construction-related noise:  

 Construction activities will be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday 
through Saturday, excluding federal holidays, which is consistent with the County’s Noise 
Ordinance.  

 During all excavation and grading on-site, the construction contractors will equip all construction 
equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 
manufacturers’ standards to reduce construction equipment noise to the maximum extent 
practicable. The construction contractor will place all stationary construction equipment so that 
emitted noise is directed away from noise sensitive receptors. 

 The construction contractor will stage equipment and material stockpiles in areas that will create 
the greatest distance between construction-related noise sources and noise sensitive receptors 
during project construction. 
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 The construction contractor will limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified for 
construction equipment. 

 Electrically powered equipment to be used instead of pneumatic or internal combustion powered 
equipment, where feasible. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (e.g., in excess of 5 minutes) will be 
prohibited.  

 The use of noise‐producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, will be for safety 
warning purposes only. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.11-1 would be implemented, which requires installation of 
temporary sound barriers in between the location of construction activities and the closest residences 
during construction activities that could exceed noise limits. Sound barriers can achieve between 5 and 15 
dB of noise reduction (US DOT, 2016). Thus, with the use of sound barriers, temporary and intermittent 
construction noise at the closest residence (160 feet from the project boundary) could be reduced from 
78.9 (shown in Table 3.11-8) to noise levels between 73.9 and 63.9 dBA. However, this noise is still 
between 18.9 and 8.9 dBA higher than the 55 dBA Nosie Ordinance criteria; and it would last longer than 
the time periods listed above. Thus, significant and unavoidable impacts related to short-term temporary 
increases in noise would occur from implementation of project construction. 

Therefore, Mitigation Measure MM 3.11-2 has been included to provide notification about project 
activities to the sensitive uses that would be impacted by the project; and Mitigation Measure MM 3.11-3 
would establish a “noise disturbance coordinator” who would be responsible for responding to noise 
concerns. However, even with implementation of Project Design Feature PDF-21 and Mitigation 
Measures MM3.11-1 through 3.11-3, short-term intermittent noise impacts generated from construction 
of the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.11-1 The project’s construction plans and grading specifications shall state that temporary 
sound barriers shall be installed between the location of construction activities and the 
closest residences during construction activities that could exceed noise limits. The 
temporary sound barriers shall remain in place until the conclusion of demolition, 
grading, and construction activities that could exceed noise limits. The design of the 
sound barrier will be:  

 At least 14-feet in height above grade;  

 located such that it will break the line-of-sight between the sound source and the 
receiver; 

 Consist of an impervious material with a minimum surface density of 4 pounds 
per square foot;  

 Not have any gaps or holes between the panels or at the bottom; and 

 A minimum weight of two pounds per square foot with no gaps or perforations. 
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MM 3.11-2 The project’s construction plans and grading specifications shall state that the project 
construction contractor shall post signs at the construction sites that are legible at a 
distance of 50-feet and two weeks prior to the commencement of construction of the 
project, the project proponent shall send a notice to the off-site residential uses located 
within a 0.5-mile radius from the project boundaries. All notices and signs shall provide 
the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as provide a telephone number 
where residents can inquire about the construction process and register complaints. 

MM 3.11-3 The project’s construction plans and grading specifications shall state that the 
construction contractor shall establish a “noise disturbance coordinator” who shall be 
responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The 
disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting 
too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall be required to implement reasonable measures such 
that the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential units within 0.5-mile 
radius from the project boundaries and all signs posted at the construction site shall list 
the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. Typical stationary noise sources associated with operation of the proposed 
project would be HVAC systems that would be installed on the residential lots. As described above, 
specific HVAC systems that would be used on the project site are unknown at this stage of the project 
design; however, analysis using a typical large-sized residential condenser mounted on ground level pads 
provides a reasonable basis for analysis. The HVAC unit used in this analysis is a Carrier 38HDR060 
split system condenser. This machine generates a noise level of 56 dBA at a distance of 7-feet, and a 
noise level of 50 dBA at a distance of 14-feet (Carrier Enterprise, 2016). Thus, at a distance of 14-feet, 
the noise of the HVAC unit would be within the 50 dBA CNEL nighttime noise criteria for single-family 
residential uses (per Section 4-6-5 of the County’s Codified Ordinances).  

The nearest off-site sensitive receptor is the single-family residence located approximately 160 feet east 
of Phase 2 (north parcel). Given the distance to this residence, the noise levels generated by project-
related HVAC equipment would not be audibly perceptible above the existing ambient noise level at this 
offsite sensitive receptor. As the other offsite sensitive receptors are all located further away, they would 
also not be impacted. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the project’s HVAC systems on offsite 
sensitive receptors would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would develop residences, which are noise-sensitive receptors. Given that the 
average residential lot sizes of Phase 1 (south parcel) and Phase 2 (north parcel) are 23,997 square feet 
and 23,667 square feet, respectively, the distances between each residential dwelling unit would be 
sufficient to reduce noise from HVAC equipment to below the County’s exterior noise standards for 
residential uses. As described previously, the noise of the HVAC unit would be within the 50 dBA CNEL 
nighttime noise criteria for single-family residential uses at a distance of 14-feet from the HVAC unit. 
The proposed lot sizes and landscaping areas would provide sufficient distance, such that HVAC noise 
from one residence would not impact another.  Overall, noise impacts related to operation of the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Noise 

 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.11-26  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

 

Noise/Land Use Compatibility 

Less than Significant Impact. According to the County’s noise/land use compatibility guidelines (refer 
to Table 3.11-5), new residential uses may be developed in areas where the exterior noise level 
environment is lower than 60 dBA CNEL. Where the exterior noise levels are between 60 to 65 dBA 
CNEL, residential uses may be developed provided that the interior noise levels at these residential 
buildings can be mitigated to 45 dBA CNEL at all habitable rooms. As shown on Table 3.11-1, the 
ambient noise levels near the project site range from 41.6 dBA to 50.1 dBA, which is lower than 60 dBA, 
and is compatible for new residential uses.  

The future noise levels at the project site would be dominated by vehicular traffic on Long Canyon Road, 
the proposed driveways serving the proposed project. Table 3.11-10 provides the estimated traffic noise 
levels of Long Canyon Road and the two proposed project driveways under future (2017 and 2035) traffic 
conditions. The future traffic volumes on these roadways were provided by the project’s Traffic Impact 
Analysis. 

TABLE 3.11-10 
FUTURE (2017/2035) ROADWAY NOISE CONTOURS IN PROJECT VICINITY 

Roadway Segment 

CNEL at 100 
feeta 

Future (2017/2035) 
Average Daily Traffic 

Volumesb 

Long Canyon Road, east of South 
Driveway 

48.2 800 

Long Canyon Road, between 
North Driveway and South 
Driveway 

45.2 400 

Long Canyon Road, west of North 
Driveway 

39.1 100 

South Driveway, south of Long 
Canyon Road 

45.2 400 

North Driveway, north of Long 
Canyon Road 

43.9 300 

 
ft. = feet 
“--“ = contour is located within the roadway lanes. 
a  The distance is from the centerline of the roadway. 

b  The traffic volumes on Long Canyon Road and the proposed project driveway are the 
same for both the project’s near-term (2017) and long-range (2035) conditions as analyzed 
in the project’s TIA.  

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
 

 
As shown in Table 3.11-10, traffic noise levels at 100 feet from the centerline of Long Canyon Road and 
the two proposed driveways would range from 39.1 dBA CNEL to 48.2 dBA CNEL. In addition, the 60 
CNEL noise contour generated by traffic would be located within the roadway lanes of Long Canyon 
Road and the two driveways. Thus, the 60 CNEL noise contour would not reach the proposed single-
family residences on either Phase 1 (south parcel) or Phase 2 (north parcel); or other existing residences 
in the area. Thus, noise resulting from traffic on Long Canyon Road and the project driveways would be 
below 60 dBA CNEL, and would be consistent with the County’s noise/land use compatibility guidelines. 
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Thus, impacts associated with noise/land use compatibility related to traffic noise would be less than 
significant. 

Additionally, as described above, HVAC units would generate other operational noise; however, this 
noise would not generate a noise/land use compatibility impact. As described above, at a distance of 14-
feet, the noise of the HVAC unit would be within the 50 dBA CNEL nighttime noise criteria for single-
family residential uses (per Section 4-6-5 of the County’s Codified Ordinances) and the size of the 
residential parcels, landscaping, and fuel modification zones would provide the distance to attenuate 
HVAC noise to a less than significant level.    

__________________________ 

Impact 3.11-2: Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  

Construction 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities that would occur within Phase 1 (south parcel) and 
Phase 2 (north parcel) would include grading and excavation, which would have the potential to generate 
low levels of groundborne vibration. As such, the existing residential uses located in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site could be exposed to the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels related to construction activities. The results from vibration can range from no 
perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at 
moderate levels, to structural damage at the highest levels. Site ground vibrations from construction 
activities very rarely reach the levels that can damage structures, but they may be perceived in buildings 
very close to a construction site. As part of the project, no pile driving activities would be required. The 
various PPV and RMS velocity (in VdB) levels for the types of construction equipment that would 
generally operate during the construction of the proposed project are identified in Table 3.11-11.  

 
TABLE 3.11-11 

VIBRATION SOURCE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 

Approximate PPV (in/sec) Approximate RMS (VdB) 

25 
Feet 

50 
Feet 

60 
Feet 

75 
Feet 

100 
Feet 

25 
Feet 

50 
Feet 

60 
Feet 

75 
Feet 

100 
Feet 

Hoe Ram 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.020 0.015 0.010 86 77 75 72 68 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.009 0.007 0.004 79 70 68 65 61 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.0008 0.0006 0.0004 58 49 47 44 40 

 
Source: FTA, 2006. 
 

Based on the information presented in Table 3.11-11, vibration velocities could reach as high as 
approximately 0.089 inch-per-second PPV at 25 feet from the source activity, depending on the type of 
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construction equipment in use. This corresponds to a RMS velocity level (in VdB) of 87 VdB at 25 feet 
from the source activity. 

As was described under Impact 3.11-1 above, construction activities would have the potential to impact the 
nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the project site, which include the single-family residences located 
north of Phase 1 (south parcel) and the single-family residences located east of the southeastern portion of 
Phase 2 (north parcel). Table 3.11-12 shows the construction-related groundborne vibration levels that 
would occur at the identified off-site sensitive uses during construction of the proposed project. 

TABLE 3.11-12 
GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION LEVELS AT OFF-SITE SENSITIVE USES FROM PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Offsite Sensitive Land Use 

Approximate Distance 
to project site  

(feet)a 
Estimated PPV  

(in/sec) 

Estimated/Calculated  
Construction-Related 

Groundborne 
Vibration Levels  

(VdB) 

Residences located north of Phase 1 
(south parcel), near Long Canyon 
Road. 

1,340 0.0002 35 

Residence located east of Phase 2 
(north parcel), near southeastern 
portion of site. 

160 0.005 63 

Residences located east of Phase 2 
(north parcel), adjacent to Vista 
Road. 

1,171 0.0003 37 

Residences located east of Phase 2 
(north parcel), west of Monte Vista 
Street. 

670 0.0006 44 

 
ft. = feet 
in/sec = inches per second. 
a  The approximate distances are measured from the project site to the nearest sensitive receptor property line.  
Source: ESA, 2014. 

 

As shown in Table 3.11-12, the vibration velocities to occur at the off-site sensitive receptors would 
range from 0.0002 in/sec PPV at the residences located north of Phase 1 (south parcel) to 0.005 in/sec 
PPV at the nearest residence located east of Phase 2 (north parcel). None of the buildings at the identified 
off-site sensitive use locations are considered to be fragile structures that are extremely susceptible to 
vibration damage. For the purpose of this analysis, the identified off-site residential structures 
surrounding the project site are considered to be “non-engineered timber and masonry buildings.” Based 
on the information shown in Table 3.11-12, none of the nearby residential structures surrounding the 
project site would be exposed to a PPV groundborne vibration level that exceeds 0.2 inches per second 
during construction of the proposed project. Thus, in terms of building damage, the vibration impacts at 
the off-site sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

In terms of human annoyance, the vibration levels forecasted to occur at the off-site sensitive receptors 
would range from 35 VdB at the residences located north of Phase 1 (south parcel) to 63 VdB at the 
nearest residence located east of Phase 2 (north parcel). As none of the nearby residential structures 
surrounding the project site would be exposed to vibration levels that would exceed the FTA’s 80 VdB 
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threshold for residences or places where people may sleep during construction of the proposed project, 
this impact would be less than significant.  

Overall, vibration impacts associated with building damage and human annoyance during project 
construction would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve development of a residential project 
consisting of 72 single-family residences at the project site. Overall, the proposed residential uses would 
not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, which are more typical for 
large industrial projects. While groundborne vibration within and surrounding the project site may result 
from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks and delivery trucks) on the nearby local roadways, 
this would not result in significant vibration impacts to the proposed project. As such, vibration impacts 
associated with operation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.11-3: Would the project cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Traffic Noise 

Less than Significant Impact. The increase in traffic resulting from implementation of the proposed 
project would increase the ambient noise levels at sensitive uses located in proximity to the proposed 
project area. These concerns were addressed using the FHWA Model, which calculates the CNEL noise 
level for a particular set of input conditions, based on site-specific traffic volumes, distances, speeds, 
and/or noise barriers. The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project (included as 
Appendix J of this EIR) and an analysis of the surrounding land uses were used to forecast roadway noise 
levels to determine if the proposed project’s vehicular traffic would result in a significant impact at noise-
sensitive receptor locations in proximity to the proposed project area. The increases in noise levels at 
roadway segments located in proximity to the project site are identified in Table 3.11-13. 

TABLE 3.11-13 
ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS WITH PROJECT 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Land Uses 
Located Along 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Levels in dB CNEL
a 

Existing 
Traffic 

Volumes 

Existing 
Plus 

Project 
Traffic 

Volumes Increase 
Significance 
Thresholdb Significant? 

Ortega Highway, east of 
Antonio Parkway 

Residential 67.2 67.4 0.2 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, south of 
Long Canyon Road 

Transient Lodging 70.4 70.7 0.3 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, north of 
Monte Vista Street 

Residential 70.5 70.6 0.1 3.0 No 
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Roadway Segment 

Existing Land Uses 
Located Along 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Levels in dB CNEL
a 

Existing 
Traffic 

Volumes 

Existing 
Plus 

Project 
Traffic 

Volumes Increase 
Significance 
Thresholdb Significant? 

Ortega Highway, south of 
Grand Avenue 

Residential 65.4 65.5 0.1 3.0 No 

Monte Vista Street, west of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 49.0 49.0 0.0 5.0 No 

Antonio Parkway, north of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 65.0 65.1 0.1 3.0 No 

Grand Avenue, west of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 73.3 73.3 0.0 3.0 No 

Grand Avenue, east of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 70.6 70.6 0.0 3.0 No 

 
a  Values represent noise levels from the centerline of each roadway to the approximate receptor property line. 
b  For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that a significant impact on traffic noise levels from project operations would occur if the project would cause the 

ambient noise level measured at the property line of a County-identified noise-sensitive land use (i.e., residential uses, hospitals, rest homes, convalescent 
hospitals, places of worship, and schools) to increase by 3 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level at the sensitive use is above 60 dBA 
CNEL, or by 5 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level at the sensitive use is below 60 dBA CNEL. 

 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017; ESA, 2014. 
 

 

As shown in Table 3.11-13, the proposed project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.3 
dBA CNEL at the roadway segment of Ortega Highway, south of Long Canyon Road. As this noise 
increase would not exceed the identified threshold of significance, this impact would be less than 
significant. In addition, as the other roadway segments that are located even further away from the project 
site would experience less traffic increases due to the proposed project, the increase in local noise levels 
at these roadway segments would also not exceed the thresholds of significance, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

HVAC Equipment Noise 

Less than Significant Impact. As described under Impact 3.11-1, HVAC units would generate other 
operational noise; however, this noise would not generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels. As described above, at a distance of 14-feet, the noise of the HVAC unit would be within the 
50 dBA CNEL nighttime noise criteria for single-family residential uses (per Section 4-6-5 of the 
County’s Codified Ordinances) and the size of the residential parcels, landscaping, and fuel modification 
zones would provide the distance to lower HVAC noise to a less than significant level. Thus, permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels related to HVAC equipment noise would be less than significant. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.11-4: Would the project cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. As described under Impact 3.11-1, the construction-related noise 
levels associated with the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient 
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noise levels at the nearest offsite sensitive receptors. Table 3.11-9 shows that construction noise levels at 
off-site sensitive receptors during construction would range from 60.4 dBA to 78.9 dBA. Thus, the 
project includes Project Design Feature PDF-21, implements measures to reduce construction-related 
noise that include: limiting construction and haul hours, location of equipment and staging areas, proper 
equipment use, and overall noise reduction methods. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.11-1 requires 
installation of temporary sound barriers to reduce construction noise. However, as detailed previously, 
construction noise would continue to exceed Nosie Ordinance criteria; thus, significant impacts related to 
short-term temporary increases in noise would occur from implementation of project construction. 
Mitigation Measure MM 3.11-2 has been included to provide notification about project activities to the 
sensitive uses that would be impacted by the project; and Mitigation Measure MM 3.11-3 would establish 
a “noise disturbance coordinator” who would be responsible for responding to noise concerns. However, 
substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels would occur from construction of the 
proposed project, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

__________________________ 

3.11.5 Cumulative Impacts  
Cumulative noise assessment considers development of the proposed project in combination with ambient 
growth and other development projects within the vicinity of the proposed project. As noise is a localized 
phenomenon, and drastically reduces in magnitude as distance from the source increases, only projects 
and ambient growth in the nearby area could combine with the proposed project to result in cumulative 
noise impacts. Similarly, the geographic area associated with cumulative construction noise impacts 
would be limited to areas directly affected by construction noise associated with the proposed project and 
the locations of the identified cumulative projects. The projects listed in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, are not in 
the immediate vicinity of the project area. As shown in Figure 2-15, the closest cumulative project sites 
are located approximately 2.4 miles from the project site in the City of Lake Elsinore. The distance 
between the project site and the nearest related project, and the attenuation characteristics of noise and 
vibration, no receptors would be exposed to audible noise or perceptible levels of vibration from both of 
these sites simultaneously. Therefore, noise from construction and construction related vibration from the 
proposed project would not combine with any of the other foreseeable projects to result in a cumulative 
impact. 

Cumulative mobile source noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on local 
roadways due to the proposed project and related projects within the study area. Therefore, cumulative 
traffic-generated noise impacts have been assessed for both the future year 2017 (near-term) and future 
year 2035 (long-range) cumulative base traffic volumes with the proposed project on the roadway 
segments in the project vicinity. The noise levels associated with existing traffic volumes and cumulative 
base traffic volumes with the proposed project (i.e., future cumulative traffic volumes) in 2017 and 2035 
are identified in Tables 3.11-14 and 3.11-15, respectively. The comparison of the future year traffic noise 
levels in 2017 and 2035 against existing (baseline) traffic noise levels allows for identification of the 
incremental increase in noise levels that would be generated by cumulative development.  

As shown in Table 3.11-14, cumulative development along with the proposed project in 2017 would 
increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.6 dBA CNEL at the roadway segments of Ortega 
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Highway, south of Long Canyon Road and north of Long Canyon Road, and at the roadway segment of 
Antonio Parkway, north of Ortega Highway. As the increase in roadway noise at these roadway segments 
would not exceed 3.0 dBA CNEL, the noise increases at these segments would not be substantial. As all 
of the remaining roadways would be exposed to even lower noise level increases, the noise increases at 
these roadway segments would also not be substantial. Therefore, the cumulative impact associated with 
mobile source noise in 2017 would be less than significant. 

TABLE 3.11-14 
CUMULATIVE (2017) ROADWAY NOISE IMPACTS 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Land 
Uses Located 

Along Roadway 
Segment 

Noise Levels in dBA CNELa 

Existing 
(2013) 
Traffic 

Volumes 

Future 
(2017) 
With 

Project 
Traffic 

Volumes Increase 
Significance 
Thresholdb Significant? 

Ortega Highway, east of 
Antonio Parkway 

Residential 67.2 67.8 0.6 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, south of Long 
Canyon Road 

Transient Lodging 70.4 71.0 0.6 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, north of 
Monte Vista Street 

Residential 70.5 70.9 0.4 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, south of 
Grand Avenue 

Residential 65.4 65.8 0.4 3.0 No 

Monte Vista Street, west of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 49.0 49.0 0.0 5.0 No 

Antonio Parkway, north of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 65.0 65.6 0.6 3.0 No 

Grand Avenue, west of Ortega 
Highway 

Residential 73.3 73.8 0.5 3.0 No 

Grand Avenue, east of Ortega 
Highway 

Residential 70.6 71.1 0.5 3.0 No 

 
a  Values represent noise levels from the centerline of each roadway to the approximate receptor property line. 
b  For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that a significant impact on traffic noise levels from project operations would occur if the project 

would cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of a County-identified noise-sensitive land use (i.e., residential uses, hospitals, 
rest homes, convalescent hospitals, places of worship, and schools) to increase by 3 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level 
at the sensitive use is above 60 dBA CNEL, or by 5 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level at the sensitive use is below 60 
dBA CNEL. 
 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017; ESA, 2014. 
 

 

As shown in Table 3.11-15, cumulative development along with the proposed project in 2035 would 
increase local noise levels by a maximum of 2.8 dBA CNEL at the roadway segments of Antonio 
Parkway, north of Ortega Highway, and Grand Avenue, east of Ortega Highway. As the increase in 
roadway noise at these roadway segments would not exceed 3.0 dBA CNEL, the noise increases at these 
segments would not be substantial. As all of the remaining roadways would be exposed to even lower 
noise level increases than 2.8 dBA CNEL, the noise increases at these roadway segments would also not 
be substantial. Therefore, the cumulative impact associated with mobile source noise in 2035 would be 
less than significant. 
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TABLE 3.11-15 
CUMULATIVE (2035) ROADWAY NOISE IMPACTS 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Land 
Uses Located 

Along Roadway 
Segment 

Noise Levels in dBA CNELa 

Existing 
(2013) 
Traffic 

Volumes 

Future 
(2035) 
With 

Project 
Traffic 

Volumes Increase 
Significance 
Thresholdb Significant? 

Ortega Highway, east of 
Antonio Parkway 

Residential 67.2 69.6 2.4 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, south of Long 
Canyon Road 

Transient Lodging 70.4 72.5 2.1 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, north of 
Monte Vista Street 

Residential 70.5 72.4 1.9 3.0 No 

Ortega Highway, south of 
Grand Avenue 

Residential 65.4 67.0 1.6 3.0 No 

Monte Vista Street, west of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 49.0 49.0 0.0 5.0 No 

Antonio Parkway, north of 
Ortega Highway 

Residential 65.0 67.8 2.8 3.0 No 

Grand Avenue, west of Ortega 
Highway 

Residential 73.3 76.0 2.7 3.0 No 

Grand Avenue, east of Ortega 
Highway 

Residential 70.6 73.4 2.8 3.0 No 

 
a  Values represent noise levels from the centerline of each roadway to the approximate receptor property line. 
b  For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that a significant impact on traffic noise levels from project operations would occur if the project 

would cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of a County-identified noise-sensitive land use (i.e., residential uses, 
hospitals, rest homes, convalescent hospitals, places of worship, and schools) to increase by 3 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient 
noise level at the sensitive use is above 60 dBA CNEL, or by 5 dBA (CNEL) or more where the existing ambient noise level at the sensitive use 
is below 60 dBA CNEL. 
 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017; ESA, 2013.  
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3.12 Population and Housing 

This section describes the existing and projected population and housing characteristics of the 
project region and analyzes the proposed project’s potential impact on population and housing. 
New housing can result in substantial population growth and the need for additional employment 
opportunities in the region. Demographic data presented in this section is based on the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Growth Forecasts (SCAG, 2016), the 
County of Orange 2013 Housing Element (County, 2013), and 2015 California Department of 
Finance data (DOF, 2015) that is based on 2010 Census data.  

3.12.1 Environmental Setting 
Population 

The County of Orange comprises 34 cities as well as unincorporated communities. In 2016 had a 
total population of 3,183,011 people, with approximately 125,420 of those people living in 
unincorporated areas (DOF, 2016). The population in Orange County increased by 5.8 percent, 
from 2,846,289 in 2000 to 3,010,232 in 2010; and then increased another 5.7 percent between 
2010 and 2016. Table 3.12-1 shows population trends in unincorporated Orange County and 
Orange County as a whole.  

TABLE 3.12-1 
RECENT POPULATION TRENDS: UNINCORPORATED ORANGE COUNTY AND ORANGE COUNTY 

 2000 2010 2016 2035 2000-2010 

% Change 

2010-2014 

% Change 

2014-2035 

% Change 

Unincorporated 
Orange County 

168,165 121,160 125,420 177,900 -28.0 3.5 41.8 

Total  
Orange County 

2,846,289 3,010,232 3,183,011 3,431,200 5.8 5.7 7.8 

SOURCE: State of California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates, 2016 and SCAG 2016 Growth Forecast.  

 
SCAG’s population, housing, jobs and income projections for the six-county southern California 
region estimate that the County will experience growth over the next 19 years (SCAG, 2016). 
SCAG estimates Orange County’s population will increase by 7.8 percent between 2016 and 
2035. Unincorporated Orange County projected growth rate is expected to be well above the 
entire County’s rate, with an overall 42 percent growth between 2014 and 2035. 

Housing 

Orange County contained approximately 1,075,705 housing units in 2016. Of these, 40,583 were 
in unincorporated portions of the County (DOF, 2016). Housing types in Orange County in 2016 
are listed in Table 3.12-2. As shown, compared to incorporated areas, unincorporated Orange 
County has a higher percentage of single-family houses and a similar percentage of multi-family 
housing. Single-family (detached) homes comprise approximately 76 percent of the units in 
unincorporated areas; whereas, in city areas, approximately 51 percent of housing units are 
single-family (detached) homes. Similarly, there is a greater percentage of larger multi-family 
residential developments in incorporated areas (approximately 26 percent) than in unincorporated 
areas of the County (approximately 10 percent). 
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TABLE 3.12-2 
HOUSING BY TYPE (2016) 

 Unincorporated Orange County  
Total Units 

County of Orange  
Total Units 

Unit Type Number Percent Number Percent 

Single-family detached 30,895 76 544,263 51 

Single-family attached 4,215 10 129,191 12 

Multi-family (2-4 units) 854 2 92,887 9 

Multi-family (5+ units) 3,988 10 275,866 26 

Mobile homes 631 2 33,492 3 

Total 40,583  1,075,705  

 
SOURCE: California Department of Finance, 2016 Table 2: E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates. 
 

 

Housing Projections 

Future population and housing growth projects, as determined by the SCAG RTP Growth 
Forecast in 2016, for the unincorporated areas of Orange County are shown in Table 3.12-3.  

TABLE 3.12-3 
SCAG POPULATION AND HOUSING PROJECTIONS FOR UNINCORPORATED ORANGE COUNTY 

 2016 2020 2035 

Population 125,420 137,700 177,900 

Households 40,583 43,100 56,100 

 
SOURCE: California Department of Finance, 2016; SCAG, 2016. 
 

Future population and housing growth projects, as determined by SCAG in 2016, for Orange 
County as a whole are shown in Table 3.12-4. 

TABLE 3.12-4 
SCAG POPULATION AND HOUSING PROJECTIONS FOR ORANGE COUNTY 

 2016 2020 2035 

Population 3,183,011 3,271,100 3,431,200 

Households 1,075,705 1,074,700 1,135,300 

 
SOURCE: California Department of Finance, 2016; SCAG, 2016. 
 

 

Regulatory Setting 

SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan 

SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) serves as a comprehensive planning guide, 
focusing on growth through the year 2035. The primary goals of the RCP are to improve the 
standard of living, enhance the quality of life, and promote social and economic equity. Within 
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the RCP, issues related to housing availability and growth are addressed primarily in the Land 
Use and Housing chapter. This chapter identifies land use and housing challenges of the region. 

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan  

SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) provides forecasts of population, households, and 
employment levels for counties, subregions, cities, and census tract within SCAG’s jurisdiction. 
The primary goal of the 2012–2035 RTP is to increase mobility for the region’s residents and 
includes a “strong commitment to reduce emissions from transportation sources to comply with 
[Senate Bill (SB)] 375, improve public health, and meet the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act.” SCAG’s population and 
household projections for Orange County as a whole and unincorporated, are presented in Tables 
3.12-1, 3.12-3, and 3.12-4, previously. 

SCAG Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

State law requires that jurisdictions provide their fair share of regional housing needs. The 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) is mandated to 
determine the state-wide housing need. In cooperation with HCD, local governments and councils 
of government are charged with determining the city’s or regions existing and projected housing 
need as a share of the state-wide housing need. The current Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) (adopted November 2012) identifies housing needs in each SCAG jurisdiction and 
allocates a fair share of that need to every community. The RHNA indicates that unincorporated 
Orange County needs to supply a total of 5,272 housing units for the planning period between 
2014 and 2021 (SCAG, 2012a). This total is distributed by income category as shown in Table 
3.12-5.  

TABLE 3.12-5 
REGIONAL HOUSING GROWTH NEEDS UNINCORPORATED ORANGE COUNTY 

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total 

2,119* 879 979 2,174 5,272 

22.3% 18.1% 20% 39.6% 100% 

 
NOTE: Half (1,060) of these Very Low units are assumed to be in the extremely-low category. 
SOURCE: SCAG, 2012. 
 

 

County of Orange General Plan—Housing Element 

The County of Orange’s Housing Element, adopted in 2013, provides guidelines for the 
maintenance and expansion of the housing supply to meet the present and future needs of the 
County’s population. The element addresses the need for housing for all economic segments in 
unincorporated Orange County and provides goals, strategies and actions to meet this need. 
Furthermore, the County’s Housing Element identifies programs and resources required for the 
preservation, improvement and development of housing to meet the existing and projected needs 
of its population.  
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3.12.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to population and housing, a project could have a significant 
effect on the environment if it would: 

 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); 

 Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere; or 

 Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

It was determined in the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this 
EIR) that the project would develop residential housing in a largely undeveloped area, where only 
one housing unit currently exists, which would be vacated prior to implementation of the 
proposed project. As a result, no housing or people would be displaced due to implementation of 
the project, and the construction of replacement housing elsewhere would not be necessary. Thus, 
impacts related to displacement of either homes or people that would require construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere would not occur. Therefore, no analysis of that significance 
criterion is included in this EIR. 

3.12.3 Methodology 
The methodology used to determine impacts on population began with data collection regarding 
existing population and housing trends, which was obtained from the State of California 
Department of Finance, SCAG, and the County of Orange.  

3.12.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.12-1: 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)? 

Less than Significant Impact. Based on the 2010 U.S. Census data, the average household size 
for the unincorporated areas of Orange County is 3.2 persons per household. The proposed 
project includes the development of 72 single-family residences. Assuming an average household 
size of 3.2 and the addition of 72 single-family residential units, the proposed project would 
accommodate a net population increase of approximately 230 new residents. As shown in Table 
3.12-3, by the year 2035, SCAG estimates the population of unincorporated Orange County to be 
177,900, an increase of 52,480 residents from the 2016 population of 125,420 residents. Based on 
this number, the development of the proposed residential uses would constitute approximately 
0.14 percent of the anticipated growth in unincorporated area Orange County. As shown in 
Table 3.12-4, SCAG estimates the population for Orange County in 2035 to be 3,431,200 
persons, an increase of 248,189 persons, based on the 2016 population of 3,183,011. The project 
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would constitute approximately 0.09 percent of the anticipated growth in Orange County. The 
population increase that would be induced by the project does not exceed SCAG’s growth 
projections for the County.  

In addition, the proposed project would develop 27 single-family residences on the 584.1-acre 
project site that has an existing zoning designation of General Agricultural (A1), which allows 
residential development at a maximum density of 0.25 dwelling unit per acre (or four acres per 
dwelling unit). Thus, the current zoning would allow build out of 146 dwelling units on the 
project site.  

Although the proposed project proposes to change the General Plan Land Use of designation to 
Rural Residential (1A), which allows a minimum density of 0.25 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre, 
(or two to four units per acre), the proposed project would only develop 72 residential units, and 
the remainder of the project site would consist of preserved open space, landscaping, and fuel 
modification areas that would not be developed. Therefore, the proposed project would result in 
fewer residential units than the allowable by the existing zoning criteria, and would be consistent 
with the growth projections in the County’s General Plan, which is based on land use and zoning 
designations. Therefore, the project would not directly induce substantial population or housing 
growth in the area, and impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would provide single-family housing in Orange County and would be 
meeting an existing housing demand that is already accounted for in the County’s 2013 Housing 
Element, which shows that 2,174 above moderate income level housing units are needed. In 
addition, the proposed project includes development of 24.5 acres of vineyards throughout both 
phases of the project. Production and/or wine making facilities are not included in the proposed 
project. However, it is anticipated that the grapes grown on the site would be harvested and sold. 
It is estimated that five employees would be needed on a year-round basis (daily) to oversee the 
vineyard production, with peaks of up to 25 employees needed during harvest season (described 
in Section 2.0, Project Description).  

Therefore, the proposed project would result in a limited demand for long-term landscape 
maintenance, open space maintenance, vineyard production management, and other service 
employment opportunities associated with residential and vineyard uses. Although the proposed 
project in itself would be providing housing, it is unlikely that service workers would be residing 
on-site. Service workers would likely be coming from nearby Lake Elsinore and the surrounding 
communities. Because the need for employment would be limited to the 72 single-family 
residences and 24.5 acres of vineyards, the increased need for employment would be minimal. 
Needs related to the HOA would be managed by a community management firm that would not 
be located on or near the project site. As a result, impacts related to growth from employment 
generated by the project would be less than significant. 

Infrastructure improvements would be necessary to accommodate the development of the new 
residential uses, including improvements to Ortega Highway, extension of water infrastructure, 
and development of wastewater facilities. Improvements would be sized to specifically serve the 
on-site development or would provide safety improvements, such as the improvements to Ortega 
Highway at the Long Canyon Road intersection. These improvements consist of installing a 
northbound 12-foot wide acceleration on Ortega Highway at Long Canyon Road, installing a 
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northbound 12-foot wide left turn lane on Ortega Highway at Long Canyon Road, and installation 
of a minimum 22-foot wide southbound deceleration lane on Ortega Highway from Long Canyon 
Road to 160 feet to the north. These improvements would all occur within the existing paved 
Ortega Highway right-of-way and would provide existing pavement area, turn lanes, and 
acceleration lanes that would enhance safety of the existing roadway. The addition of acceleration 
and turn lanes to Ortega Highway at the Long Canyon Road intersection would not induce 
population growth, and does not provide additional capacity along the overall highway. 

Water service would be provided by an extension from an existing six-inch water main that is 
currently providing potable water to up gradient communities along Ortega Highway. Water 
infrastructure would be extended only into the project area to serve the proposed residences and 
associated landscaping. The extension would not be designed to provide service to areas beyond 
those proposed in this project, or provide capacity to serve additional areas. Additionally, because 
this line is currently installed and available for connections, connection to this line would not 
induce population growth in areas outside of the project area.  

Wastewater would be disposed of through the use of individual septic tanks located on each 
residential lot. This wastewater infrastructure would be sized specifically to serve each lot, and 
the proposed project would not develop or provide excess wastewater treatment design capacity 
to serve areas beyond the project site. As a result, installation and operation of the wastewater 
infrastructures would not induce substantial growth. 

__________________________ 

3.12.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic area in which cumulative impacts to population and housing could occur is 
southern Orange County, and adjacent areas within Riverside County that could be influenced by 
development within the project area. Implementation of the proposed project would result in a net 
increase in the County’s residential population by an estimated total of 230 persons. As shown in 
Table 3.12-6, cumulative population increases from the projects listed above would be 
approximately 13,606 additional residents. Based on SCAG’s 2016 Integrated Growth Forecast, 
this would represent an approximate 5.5 percent of the anticipated growth in Orange County 
between 2016 and 2035. 

Project development, in combination with other development projects within the project vicinity 
and County, would result in a cumulative increase in population. However, this growth in the 
County’s residential population falls below the anticipated development of the existing zoning of 
the project site, within the SCAG growth estimates, and would contribute to meeting the County’s 
RHNA requirements. Because build out of the project would result in growth that is far less than 
identified by the County’s existing zoning code, implementation of the project would not result in 
cumulatively considerable direct population and growth impacts. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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TABLE 3.12-6 
CUMULATIVE POPULATION INCREASE 

Name/Address Description Increased Population a 

Rancho Plan Planned Community  The recently approved Master Plan allows for the 
development of a maximum of 3,291 dwelling 
units, parkland, an urban activity center and a 
neighborhood center on 895 of the 1,680 total 
acres of Planning Area 2. 

10,531 

Lakeshore Point / Corner of 
LeHarve Avenue and Riverside 
Drive 

The project includes 150 apartment units and 47 
detached single-family units. 

 

480 

The Villages at Lakeshore / Corner 
of Riverside Drive and Grand 
Avenue 

This project would require a Specific Plan, 
Amendment (No. 1) and would develop 163 
condominium detached dwelling units on 19.7 
acres. 

522 

Robinson Ridge / East of the 
intersection of Trabuco Canyon 
Road and Trabuco Creek Road, 
south of Trabuco Creek Road, and 
west of the Cleveland National 
Forest boundary. 

The 92-acre project site has the potential to 
develop up to 612 units, consistent with the 
Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan. 

1,958 

21522 Plano Trabuco Road The project would develop 36 townhomes on a 
vacant site along Plano Trabuco Road. 

115 

 Total 13,606 

 
a Population is based on 3.2 persons per household; the same as was used to calculate the project’s population. 
SOURCE: County of Orange, County of Riverside, City of Lake Elsinore, City of Mission Viejo, City of Rancho Santa Margarita; 2017. 

 

 

The project would extend some needed infrastructure (i.e. water pipelines and electrical lines) 
into the project area to serve the project. This extension of infrastructure would not be designed 
or have the capacity to serve areas or residences other than those proposed as part of the project. 
In addition, the project would preserve 71 percent of the project area for open space; and 
Cleveland National Forest areas adjacent to the project would not be developed (Project Design 
Feature PDF-1). As a result, other portions of the County would not be influenced by 
development within the project area, and the proposed project would not induce growth.  

Furthermore, the cumulative projects listed above are not in the vicinity of the project site, and 
infrastructure upgrades and extensions that may be included in cumulative projects would not 
affect or be related to those required by the proposed project. Therefore, the project and other 
projects in the area, when considered cumulatively, would not directly or indirectly induce 
substantial growth. Impacts are less than significant.   
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3.13 Public Services 

This section analyzes the potential impacts to public services from the proposed project, including 
fire protection, law enforcement services, schools, hospitals, and libraries that serve the project 
area, and proposes mitigation measures as necessary.   

3.13.1 Environmental Setting 
Existing Conditions 

Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

Orange County Fire Authority. The Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) provides structural 
and emergency medical services, and all fire prevention services (Planning and Development 
Department, Safety and Environmental Services and Pre-Fire Management) to all developments 
within unincorporated Orange County; as well areas of the Cleveland National Forest that are 
within Orange County.  
 
The OCFA is divided into seven geographical divisions that are divided into battalions. The 
project site is located in Division III, Battalion seven (OCFA, 2016a). OCFA currently has 72 fire 
stations that provide regional emergency response to all fires, medical aids, hazardous materials 
incidents fires, aircraft fire and services for the region (OCFA, 2016). The closest OCFA fire 
stations to the project site are Fire Station No. 56, located at 56 Sendero Way in San Juan 
Capistrano, which is approximately 15 miles (a minimum of 25 minutes) from the project site; 
and Fire Station No. 7, located on 31865 Del Obispo Street in San Juan Capistrano, which is 
approximately 18 miles (a minimum of 28 minutes) southwest from the project site (OCFA, 
2016).  
 
For a fire response call, OCFA requires a minimum of three engines, one truck, one battalion 
chief, and one medic unit to provide an Effective Response Force (ERF) for a single-family 
residence. Due to the travel limits to the project site, OCFA classifies the project area as 
“Undeveloped Rural Areas” for response time standards, which is “as soon as possible” (OCFA, 
2016).  
 
Riverside County Fire Department. The Riverside County Fire Department also provides 
services in the project vicinity through the El Cariso Fire Station is located at 32353 Ortega 
Highway, approximately 1.5 miles from the project site. In addition, the following other 
Riverside County Fire Stations are located within 10 miles of the project site: 

 Riverside County Fire Station 74 is located at 35420 Calle Grande in Lake Elsinore, 6.7 
miles (a minimum of 13 minutes) from the project site. 

 Riverside County Fire Station 85 is located at 29405 Grand Avenue in Lake Elsinore, 9.2 
miles (a minimum of 16 minutes) from the project site. 

 Riverside County Fire Station 11 is located at 33020 Maiden Lane in Lake Elsinore, 8.4 
miles (a minimum of 14 minutes) from the project site (Google Maps, 2016).  
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The OCFA is the first responder to all calls within its service area. However, the OCFA has an 
Automatic Aid Agreement with the Riverside County Fire Department for a geographical area 
that includes the project site. The agreement states that should an emergency occur, both agencies 
would respond promptly to the emergency. Because the El Cariso Fire Station is the closest 
facility to the project site (approximately 1.5 miles away) it would generally be the first 
responding station to emergency calls for service from the project site. The OCFA would respond 
to non-emergency service calls. 

 
Police Protection 

Orange County Sheriff Department. Police protection services are provided by the Orange County 
Sheriff Department (OCSD). The Departments headquarters is located at 550 North Flower Street in 
Santa Ana, California. In April 2015, the South Operations Division split into the Southwest 
Operations Division and the Southeast Operations Division. The project site is located within the 
jurisdiction of the Southeast Operations Division, which includes the Cities of Lake Forest, Mission 
Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita; and the South unincorporated communities of Coto de Caza, Ladera 
Ranch, Las Flores, Rancho Mission Viejo, Wagon Wheel, Trabuco Canyon, and parts of the 
Cleveland National Forest. The Southeast Operations Division substation is located at 20202 
Windrow Drive, Lake Forest, 92630 (OCSD, 2017).  
 
The Southeast Operations Division deploys approximately 70 patrol cars during each 24-hour period 
to provide law enforcement services, and has 208 staff members and 167 deputy sheriffs. However, 
there is a long-term need for 10 additional Deputy Sheriffs to serve the unincorporated south Orange 
County area (OCSD, 2017). Deputy Sheriffs are assigned to a variety of tasks, including patrol, 
traffic enforcement, juvenile services, and supervision (OCSD, 2017). 
 
Between January 1, 2016 and December 30, 2016, the average OCSD response time for 
emergency calls for service in the unincorporated south Orange County area was 8:39 minutes, 
and the average response time to a second level emergency was 16:03 minutes (OCSD, 2017a). 
Thus, response times to the project site are anticipated to range between 8 and 16 minutes, 
depending on the type of service call.  
 
Riverside County Sheriff Department. In addition, the Riverside County Sheriff’s Station located 
at 333 W Limited Avenue in Lake Elsinore is 11 miles from the project site. This station serves El 
Cariso Village, which is approximately 1,500 feet east of the project area. In addition, the Lake 
Elsinore Station also serves the communities of: Alberhill, Glen Eden, Glen Ivy Hot Springs, Good 
Hope, La Cresta, Lake Elsinore, Lakeland Village, Meadowbrook, Ortega Hills, Temescal Valley, 
Wildomar, and Warm Springs. 
 
The Lake Elsinore Sheriff’s Station currently has 107 sworn officers and 23 non-sworn 
employees. The current staffing throughout unincorporated Riverside County is 1.04 deputies per 
1,000 residents, which is lower than the County’s goal of 1.2 deputies per 1,000 residents 
(Riverside County Sheriff, 2016). 
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Average response times from the Lake Elsinore Sheriff’s Station vary due to the differing 
priorities of each service call. Law enforcement calls for services are prioritized per the 
following: 

 Priority One: Requires immediate response and May be assigned for Code 3 response 
(upon the Watch Commander’s approval) using lights and sirens. Includes any situation 
where a person may be in immediate danger such as injury traffic accidents in a contract 
city, crimes against persons where the suspect is still present, or back up of another 
deputy/officer in an urgent situation. 

 Priority Two: Requires immediate response and may not be assigned Code 3 (lights and 
siren) response. Includes crimes which have just occurred and the suspect has left the 
area and the victim is not in any further danger; any incident with potential of quickly 
escalating to a crime against person, i.e., family disturbance, custody disputes where all 
parties are present; bomb threats; any incident where a delay in response could impede 
further investigation, i.e., deceased person or situation involving delicate evidence; alarm 
calls; or similar circumstances. 

 Priority Three: Includes calls where the informant is to be contacted for a report only; 
most routine situations where there is an informant; suspicious person, loud parties or 
similar disturbances. 

 Priority Four: Includes calls of a non-emergency nature involving no contact with an 
informant; situation with no potential for escalation abandoned vehicles; parking 
problems; routine patrol checks. 

 
Table 3.13-1 shows the number of service calls and average response times from the Lake 
Elsinore Sheriff’s Station to the communities west of Lakeland Village, which includes El Cariso 
Village. In 2015 and 11 months of 2016, the average response time for priority one calls was 11.2 
minutes and 12.2 minutes (Riverside County Sheriff, 2016). As shown in Table 3.13-1, there have 
been a relatively low number of priority one calls. 
 

TABLE 3.13-1 
LAKE ELSINORE SHERIFF STATION SERVICE CALLS / RESPONSE TIMES TO AREAS WEST OF 

LAKELAND VILLAGE, INCLUDING EL CARISO VILLAGE 

2015 
Call Priority Total Calls Average Response Time 
Priority 1* 20 11.2 minutes 
Priority 2 304 31.4 minutes 
Priority 3 359 61.4 minutes 
Priority 4 175 87.6 minutes 

January – November 2016 
Priority 1* 12 12.2 minutes 
Priority 2 350 27.9 minutes 
Priority 3 382 52.1 minutes 
Priority 4 183 74.6 minutes 

* Source: Riverside County Sheriff, 2016. 

 
Of the service calls listed in Table 3.13-1, an average of approximately 12-15 calls per year are 
from the El Cariso area; and the only constraints in serving the area is the weekend traffic on the 
single-lane portions of Ortega Highway and weather factors, such as heavy rains, snow, and fire 
(Riverside County Sheriff, 2016).  
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The Lake Elsinore Sheriff Station follows the California Disaster and Civil Defense Master 
Mutual Aid Agreement, as on file with the State Disaster Council. Riverside County and Orange 
County are both participants in the Mutual Aid Agreement; and in situations where boundary 
lines are in question both Sheriff Department’s respond until a determination is made of who is 
best to provide services. 

California Highway Patrol. The California Highway Patrol provides traffic enforcement 
services throughout the unincorporated Orange County area, including along Ortega Highway, 
Long Canyon Road, and other roadways in the project vicinity (OCSD, 2017). The California 
Highway Patrol does not have any formal mutual aid agreements; however, provides patrols on 
the roadways in the project vicinity. Hence, there are three law enforcement agencies that provide 
service to the project region. 

Schools 

The project site is within the boundaries of the Capistrano Unified School District (Capo USD). 
The District currently has 34 elementary schools, 10 middle schools, six high schools, five charter 
schools, and seven alternative schools/programs. The District enrolls a total of approximately 
54,000 students from its attendance area that encompasses over 195 square miles (Capo USD, 
2015). The Capo USD closest schools that would serve the project site include: Ambuehl 
Elementary School, which is 12.7 miles from the project site; the Marco Forster Middle School, 
which is 14.9 miles from the project site; and the San Juan Hills high School is 11.9 miles from 
the project site. As shown, in Table 3.13-2, the enrollment has increased slightly in the last five 
years. 

TABLE 3.13-2 
SCHOOL ENROLLMENT BETWEEN 2003-2004 AND 2012-2013  

School Year 

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 Design 
Capacity 

Remaining 
Capacity in 
2015-2016 

Ambuehl Elementary 444 434 415 403 416 650 234 
Marco Foster Middle 1,380 1,363 1,352 1,360 1,378 1,875 497 
San Juan Hills HS 1,929 2,021 2,236 2,391 2,392 2,500 108 
Capo USD 53,170 53,785 53,833 54,036 53,878 n/a n/a 
SOURCE: Education Data Partnership, California Department of Education, 2016.  

 

Hospital Service 

The closest hospital facility in Riverside County is the Inland Valley Medical Center, which is 
located approximately 18 miles away in Wildomar. The Inland Valley Medical Center is a 
progressive acute care facility and medical center that is Southwest Riverside County's only 
trauma center. The facility has 122 beds, is a Riverside County-designated Paramedic Base 
Station, and averages 2,500 emergency department visits per month 
(https://www.inlandvalleymedcenter.com/about). 

The Mission Hospital Regional Medical Center in Mission Viejo is the closest Orange County 
Hospital to the project site; located approximately 25 miles west of the project site. The facility is 
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a 523-bed full-service acute care full-service hospital that includes an emergency room trauma 
center (http://www.mission4health.com/About-Us.aspx).  

Libraries 

The Orange County Public Library provides library Services to unincorporated areas of Orange 
County plus the Cities of Aliso Viejo, Brea, Costa Mesa, Cypress, Dana Point, Fountain Valley, 
Garden Grove, Irvine, Laguna Beach, Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel, Laguna Woods, Lake Forest, 
La Habra, La Palma, Los Alamitos, Rancho Santa Margarita, San Clemente, San Juan Capistrano, 
Seal Beach, Stanton, Tustin, Villa Park, and Westminster.  

As described in the Public Services and Facilities Element of the Orange County General Plan, 
the County requires 0.2 square feet of library space per capita and 1.5 volumes of library 
materials per capita (Orange County, 2005). However, library service needs are changing with the 
advent of increasing resources being available online and the availability of high speed internet 
services. 

The nearest library to the project site is the Rancho Santa Margarita Branch Library, located at 
30902 La Promesa in Rancho Santa Margarita approximately 9 miles west of the project site. 
Currently, this library includes 85,000 books, 2,000 audiobooks, 1,200 DVDs, receives 135 
periodicals, and is operated by 9 full-time employees and 11 part-time employees (Gasset, 2013). 

The Mission Viejo Library, located at 100 Civic Center in Mission Viejo approximately 14 miles 
southwest of the project site. Currently, this branch includes 189,667 books, approximately 50 
periodicals, and operates with 20 full-time employees, and 26 part-time employees (Tanton, 
2013). 

In addition, the Riverside County Library provides library services in the project vicinity. There 
are currently two Riverside County Libraries in the City of Lake Elsinore. The Vick Knight 
Community Library is located at 32593 Riverside Drive, which is approximately 7.6 miles from 
the project site. The ten thousand square foot facility has one conference room and fourteen 
public computers with internet access. The Altha Merrifield Memorial Library is located at 600 
West Graham Avenue, which is approximately 11 miles from the project site. 

Regulatory Setting 

California Fire Code 

State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000 et seq. of the California Health and Safety 
Code, which include regulations concerning building standards (as also set forth in Title 24 of the 
California Code of Regulations, the California Building Code), fire protection and notification 
systems, fire protection devices (such as extinguishers and smoke alarms), high-rise building and 
childcare facility standards, and fire suppression training. 

The California Fire Code Chapter 33 related to fire safety during construction prescribes 
safeguards to provide reasonable safety to life and property from fire during such construction 
activities. Specific safeguards related to oil-fired heaters, gas heaters, refueling, smoking, waste 
disposal, welding, electrical, flammable and combustible odors, water supply for fire protection, 
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fire extinguishers, etc. Implementation of these safeguards is designed to reduce the potential of 
fire related hazards during construction and demolition activities. 
 

School Facility Development Fees - Assembly Bill 2926 

In September 1986, the State Legislature passed AB 2926 (Chapter 887, Statues of 1986). This 
bill granted school districts in California the power to levy fees on residential, commercial, and 
industrial development for the purpose of financing construction of school facilities. State law 
prohibits a city or county from issuing a building permit unless the local school district has 
certified that the application is in compliance with its fee program. School districts are also 
allowed to increase the level of fees every two years, based on the change in the Class B 
construction cost index, as determined by the State Allocation Board.  

Orange County General Plan  

The Orange County General Plan is a blueprint for growth and development. The General Plan 
contains elements that describe objectives, policies, and goals for all of Orange County. The 
following elements listed below contain goals and policies that are most applicable to public 
services. 

Land Use Element 

Policy 2: To phase development consistent with the adequacy of public services and facilities 
within the capacity defined by the General Plan. 

Public Services and Facilities Element  

Orange County Fire Authority 

Goal 1: Provide a safe living environment ensuring adequate fire protection facilities and 
resources to prevent and minimize the loss of life and property from structural and wildland 
fire damages. 

Goal 2: To provide an adequate level of paramedic service for emergency medical aid in 
order to minimize trauma of injury or illness to patients. 

Orange County Sheriff  

Goal 1: Assure that adequate Sheriff patrol service is provided to ensure a safe living and 
working environment.  

Objective 1.1: To maintain adequate levels of Sheriff patrol services through coordinated 
land use and facility planning efforts.  

Schools 

Goal 1: Encourage the funding and development of adequate school facilities to meet Orange 
County’s existing and future demand. 

Policy 1: To coordinate land use proposal reviews with appropriate school districts to assure 
that facility needs shall be adequately addressed, including the notification and participation 
of school district planners in initial County studies of all major developments. 

Policy 3: To continue to require compliance with AB 2926. 
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Orange County Public Library  

Goal 1: Assure that an adequate level of library service is provided within the service area of 
the Orange County Public Library. 

3.13.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to public services, a project could have a significant effect on the 
environment if it would: 

 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: 

– Fire protection; 

– Police protection; 

– Schools; 

– Parks; or 

– Other public facilities. 

As described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, Notice of Preparations and Initial Studies were 
prepared and circulated for public review in both 2013 and 2014; the following comments related 
to public services were received: 

 Requests from Orange County Fire Authority for information, consultation and 
involvement. 

 Identification of the role of Riverside County Fire Department. 

 Identification of fire hazards and response times to the project site. 

3.13.3 Methodology 
The significant determination for public services is based on public services most likely to be 
affected by construction and implementation of the proposed project. This analysis included 
corresponding with the various public services agencies with jurisdiction over the project area to 
request current information about service ratios, response times, performance objectives, numbers 
of apparatus devoted to the project’s vicinity, and reviewing web-based information about these 
agencies. In addition, the methodology analyzed applicable General Plan Guidelines, which 
looked at the requirements for the service providers’ and then reviewing the applicable policies in 
relation to the project.   

Impacts on public services are considered significant if an increase in population or development 
levels would result in inadequate staffing levels, response times, and/or increased demand for 
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services that would require the construction of new or expansion of existing facilities that might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

Orange County Standard Conditions of Approval 

The following are conditions that must be met to attain project approval from Orange County. 
The purpose of the Standard Conditions of Approval (SCA) is to ensure the health, safety, and 
well-being of the citizens of Orange County. 

OC SCA FF01a: Prior to the recordation of any subdivision map, the applicant shall enter 
into an agreement with the County of Orange to pay development fees accompanied by 
Security for equipment necessary to the functioning of such Library facility as provided in 
Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713 of the Codified Ordinances of the County of Orange and 
Board Resolution 87-1684. Said agreement shall be accompanied by financial security. This 
condition may be satisfied by entering into an implementation agreement with the County 
pursuant to an applicable development agreement, in a manner meeting the approval of the 
Manager of Environmental & Project Planning. 

OC SCA FF02a: Prior to the recordation of any subdivision map, the applicant shall enter 
into an agreement with the County of Orange to pay development fees for Fire Station 
Standard Conditions of Approval Manual - April 2001 Edition, Page 18 of 63, as provided in 
Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713 of the Codified Ordinances of the County of Orange and 
Board Resolution 87-1684. Said agreement shall be accompanied by financial security. This 
condition may be satisfied by entering into an implementation agreement with the County 
pursuant to an applicable development agreement, in a manner meeting the approval of the 
Manager of Environmental & Project Planning. 

OC SCA FF03a: Prior to the recordation of any subdivision map, the applicant shall enter 
into a secured agreement with the County of Orange to pay development fees for sheriff 
substation facilities when an applicable fee program is adopted by the Board of Supervisors, 
as provided in Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713 of the Codified Ordinances of the County of 
Orange. This condition may be satisfied by entering into an implementation agreement with 
the County pursuant to an applicable development agreement, in a manner meeting the 
approval of the Manager of Environmental & Project Planning. 

3.13.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.13-1: Would implementation of the proposed project result in adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered fire, police, school, or 
other public service facilities? 

Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

Less than Significant Impact. As described above, the OCFA provides structural and emergency 
medical services, and all fire prevention services to all developments within unincorporated 
Orange County, including the project site. The closest existing OCFA fire station to the project 
site is Fire Station 56, which is approximately 15 miles (a minimum of 25 minutes) from the 
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project site and Fire Station No. 7 approximately 18 miles (a minimum of 25 minutes) from the 
project site (OCFA, 2016. 

However, the El Cariso Fire Station, which is operated by the Riverside County Fire Department 
is approximately 1.5 miles from the project site, and three other Riverside County Fire Stations 
are within 10 miles of the project site; including: Fire Station 74 that is 7 miles (a minimum of 13 
minutes) from the project site, Fire Station 85 that is 9.2 miles (a minimum of 14 minutes) from 
the project site; and Fire Station 11 that is 9.3 miles (a minimum of 14 minutes) from the project 
site.  

To best provide services to the geographical area in which the project lies, the OCFA and the 
Riverside County Fire Department have an Automatic Aid Agreement that includes the project 
area, in which the two fire agencies agree to respond to emergency alarms, including medical aid, 
structural fire, and other services. The Automatic Aid Agreement states that emergency response 
is based on the “nearest unit auto-aid” concept, in which the closest unit to an emergency call for 
services would respond. Thus, fire protection and emergency services in the project area would be 
provided by the both the Riverside County Fire Department and OCFA.  

Implementation of the proposed project would result in development of 72 new residences and a 
population of approximately 2301 new residents within the project area, which would require fire 
and/or emergency services. The increase in structures and population from the project is not 
substantial in comparison to the area that OCFA serves; however, due to the distance from the 
project site to the existing OCFA fire stations, the provision of services to the project site could 
pose a demand for fire services that could affect other OCFA services in the region (Hernandez, 
2014).  

However, per the Automatic Aid Agreement described above, both the OCFA and Riverside 
County Fire Department would respond to calls for service in the project area, and the closest 
Riverside County Fire Station is approximately 1.5 miles from the project site, which would 
generally be the first responder to calls for service from the project site. Although the needs for 
fire services would incrementally increase with development of the project, implementation of the 
proposed project would not require new or physically altered fire department facilities, 
construction of which could result in adverse physical impacts on the environment; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

As described in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this EIR, the site’s proximity 
to extensive open space, varying topography, vegetation, and climatic conditions make it subject 
to wildland fires. In response to this condition, the project includes specific fire safety project 
design features including a Fuel Modification Plan in accordance with OFCA’s Guideline C-05, 
Vegetation Management Technical Design for New Construction Fuel Modification Plans and 
Maintenance Program (Project Design Feature PDF-10), a conceptual landscape plan that meets 
OCFA guidelines (PDF-4), and a Fire Master Plan (Project Design Feature PDF-11). In addition, 
the project is designed to be consistent with OCFA and California Fire Code access and 
circulation requirements, which would be ensured and implemented through a Secure Fire 

                                                      
1 Based on 72 (proposed residential units) * 3.2 (U.S. Census average number of persons per household for 

unincorporated Orange County). 
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Protection Agreement with OCFA that requires the specifications to roadways, access, and fire 
hydrant spacing to be implemented, which is included as Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-1. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-1would reduce potential impact related to fire 
hazards and fire and emergency service provision to the project area. 

In addition, the proposed onsite fire suppression infrastructure includes two water storage tanks 
(one 615,000-gallon tank on the Phase 1 (south parcel) and one 525,000-gallon tank on the Phase 
2 (north parcel)) (PDF-19), which have been sized pursuant to OCFA specification to ensure 
adequate fire protection. In addition, the water storage tanks would be directly connected to onsite 
fire hydrants that would accommodate fire department apparatus to provide fire protections needs 
within each phase. The proposed project would also install automatic fire sprinklers in every 
residence (Project Design Feature PDF-11). 

Due to the rural location of the project area and the natural environmental conditions related to 
the potential for wildland fire hazards, Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-2 has been included to 
require disclosure of the location of fire and emergency services to residents of the proposed 
project. Furthermore, in accordance with Orange County Standard Conditions of Approval, prior 
to the recordation of any subdivision map, the project applicant is required to pay development 
fees to the Orange County Fire Authority (OC SCA FF02a), which would assist in provision of 
services to the project area.  

Overall, implementation of the proposed project would not require new or physically altered fire 
department facilities. With implementation of the project design features, compliance with 
California Fire Code, OCFA, and EVMWD regulations, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measures MM 3.13-1 and 3.13-2, would reduce potential impacts related to fire protection service 
to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.13-1 Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the applicant shall obtain the Orange 
County Fire Authority design approval of all fire protection access roads, fire 
hydrants, and fire prevention design measures that shall include the following:  

 Turning radius and access in and around the project site and structures shall 
be designed to accommodate large fire vehicles and their weight. 

 All roadways that have medians that do not exceed 1000-feet in width shall 
have a turnaround. Roadways with medians greater than 1000-feet in width 
shall provide emergency turnaround access for heavy fire equipment.  

 If a dead-end street exceeds 150 feet or when otherwise required, a clearly 
marked fire apparatus access turnaround shall be provided and approved by 
the Orange County Fire Authority. 

 All traffic signals on public access ways shall include the installation of 
optical preemption devices. 

 Project plans shall include plan and section views and indicate the grade and 
width of the access road flow-line to flow-line.  
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 Applicable CC&Rs shall contain provisions prohibiting obstructions such as 
speed bumps/humps, control gates or other modifications unless approval 
from the Orange County Fire Authority is granted.   

 A note shall be placed on the fire protection access easement plan indicating 
that all street/road signs shall be designed and maintained to be illuminated 
in a manner meeting the Orange County Fire Authority requirements.  

 Fire hydrant spacing shall be 600 feet between fire hydrants, or as approved 
by the Orange County Fire Authority. 

 All electrically operated gates shall install emergency opening devices as 
approved by the Orange County Fire Authority. 

MM 3.13-2 The HOA managing the proposed project shall ensure disclosure of potential 
wildfire hazards and the location of fire and emergency services to all residents. 
This information shall be provided in information provided to new homeowners 
and within regular communications to residents from the HOA. 

_________________________ 

Police Protection 

Less than Significant Impact. Because of the rural location of the project, the Orange County 
Sheriff Department’s response to any emergency at the location could be extended due the 
distance from regular patrol areas (OCSD, 2017). The project area is approximately 20 miles east 
from the closest regular OCSD patrol area (Rancho Mission Viejo) with an estimated drive time 
of 27 minutes (OCSD, 2017). Additionally, Ortega Highway is a narrow, winding two-lane 
arterial roadway leading to the project area, and a primary route for persons working in south 
Orange County and Riverside County, and is heavily used. At times, this roadway is closed due to 
fire, traffic collisions, roadway conditions, and foul weather, which would affect the OCSD’s 
ability to respond to the project area.  

However, the Riverside County Sheriff’s Station located at 333 W Limited Avenue in Lake 
Elsinore that is 11 miles from the project site currently serves El Cariso Village, which is 
approximately 1,500 feet east of the project area. As described above, Riverside County and 
Orange County Sheriff Departments are both participants in a mutual aid agreement; and in 
situations where the location of the closest responder to the location of an emergency is in 
question, both Sheriff Department’s respond. In addition, the California Highway Patrol provides 
traffic enforcement services throughout the unincorporated Orange County area, including the 
project site (OCSD, 2017). Thus, although the project site is in a rural location that is accessed by 
a narrow, winding two-lane arterial roadway, three different law enforcement agencies provide 
services to the project region and would provide various resources. 

As described above, OCSD has a long-term need for 10 additional Deputy Sheriffs to serve the 
unincorporated south Orange County area (OCSD, 2017), in which the project is located. In 
addition, as shown in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, in Table 3.12-3, by the year 2035, 
SCAG estimates the population of unincorporated Orange County to be 177,900, an increase of 
52,480 residents from the 2016 population estimate of 125,420 residents. Based on this number, 
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the development of the proposed residential uses would constitute approximately 0.44 percent of 
the anticipated growth in unincorporated area Orange County. 

Given the overall anticipated growth in the region that is served by OCSD and the current 
response times within the south unincorporated Orange County areas, OCSD anticipates the need 
to augment law enforcement staffing in the unincorporated south Orange County patrol area. 
However, new or physically altered police facilities would not be required as a result of the 
proposed project. The project applicant is required to pay mitigation fees as required by Code 
Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713 (OC SCA FF03a) to extend services to developing areas and 
reduce impacts related to police services. The services needed by the project would not require 
development or expansion of law enforcement facilities. Thus, adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered police facilities would not occur, and 
impacts related to police services would be less than significant.   

Schools 

Less than Significant Impact. As described previously, the project area is within the boundaries 
of Capo USD, and student enrollment has increased slightly in the last five years (shown in Table 
3.13-2). Because the project would develop 72 single-family residences, it is anticipated that 
school services would be needed. Table 3.13-3 shows the anticipated number of students based 
on the most recent Capo USD student generation rates.  

TABLE 3.13-3 
ANTICIPATED STUDENTS BASED ON CAPO USD GENERATION RATES  

Grade Generation Rate*  Students 

K-5 0.37   27 

6-8 0.1074 8 

9-12 0.1039 7 

Total 0.5895 42 

 
SOURCE: Capo USD Facility Needs Analysis, May 2010. 
 

 
As shown in Table 3.13-3, it is estimated that the project would generate approximately 42 
students. As shown in Table 3.13-2, the schools that would serve the project site have capacity to 
serve the students that would be generated from the project. Ambuehl Elementary School has an 
existing remaining capacity of 234 students; hence, the school has capacity for the 27 elementary 
school students that would reside at the project site. Marco Foster Middle School has an existing 
remaining capacity of 497 students; and therefore, would be able to serve the eight middle school 
students that would be generated from the project. In addition, the San Juan Hills High School has 
a remaining capacity of 108 students; and therefore, would be able to accommodate the seven 
high school students that would be generated by the project. Therefore, the proposed project is 
not anticipated to result in the need for new or expanded school facilities.  

In addition, the project applicant is required to pay fees for the provision of school services 
pursuant to state law AB 2926. Currently, the fee for new residential development for Capo USD 
is $3.36 per square foot of new residential development. This fee would contribute to a fund that 
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would pay for new or expanded buildings, faculty, or equipment. Under state law, payment of 
school impact fees constitutes mitigation for school facility impacts of projects and such 
payments are deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation. As a result, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on school facilities. 

Hospital Service 

Due to the increase in population that would result implementation of the project, an incremental 
increase demand for hospital services could occur. However, due to the limited (230 residents) 
population increase that would result from the project, this impact would not affect the ability of 
the regional hospitals to meet medical service needs generated by the proposed project. The 
Inland Valley Medical Center and the Mission Hospital would continue to be able to meet the 
needs of the region, and new or physically altered hospital facilities would not be required as a 
result of the proposed project. Thus, impacts would be less than significant. 

Libraries 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would incrementally increase the demand for library 
services. However, due to the small population increase of the proposed project (230 people), the 
impact on library services is anticipated to be minimal and would not affect the County's ability 
to provide library services, as shown in Table 3.13-4, below.  

TABLE 3.13-4 
PROJECT DEMAND FOR LIBRARY FACILITIES AND BOOK SUPPLIES 

Facilities/Books 
Standard of 
Service (per 

resident) 
Project Demand (230 residents) 

Total for Unincorporated 
Orange County Residents 

(121,160 residents)  

Library Area 
(Square Feet) 

0.2 square feet 46 square feet 24,232 square feet 

Book Volumes 1.5 book volumes 345 book volumes 181,740 book volumes 

 
SOURCE: Public Services and Facilities Element of the Orange County General Plan, 2005. 
 

 
As described above, library service needs are changing with increasing resources being available 
online and the availability of high speed internet services. Therefore, new residential uses on the 
project site does not immediately equate to an increased need for library resources/services or 
square footage of library space. A majority of the residential units would be equipped with 
internet access, which provides access to many of the same resources provided by the library and 
would limit the increased need for library services and resources.  

The Rancho Santa Margarita Library, Mission Viejo Library, and Lake Elsinore Libraries have 
adequate facilities and book supplies to serve the existing service population, and can 
accommodate the additional needs from the proposed project. Furthermore, Orange County Code 
Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713, requires the applicant to pay development fees toward the 
provision of library services and facilities (OC SCA FF01a). Overall, implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered library facilities, the 
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construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts; and impacts would be less 
than significant.  

__________________________ 

3.13.5 Cumulative Impacts  
Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

The geographic context for cumulative fire protection and emergency services is the County of 
Orange and nearby areas within Riverside County that would be served by the facilities serving 
the project area. As described above, the project would include numerous project design features 
and a mitigation measure to reduce impacts related to fire service facilities to a less than 
significant level. Other residential development projects (see Table 3-1 in Chapter 3.0) in the 
project vicinity include: the Lakeshore Point and Villages at Lakeshore projects within the City of 
Lake Elsinore; the Ranch Plan Planning Area 2 in unincorporated Orange County, and Robinson 
Ridge in the City of Rancho Santa Margarita. The projects within the City of Lake Elsinore are 
the closest related projects, approximately 2.4 miles from the proposed project. Like the proposed 
project, the development projects that are located in high fire hazard areas and would be required 
to implement similar fire master plans and fuel modification plans per OCFA that would reduce 
fire hazards.  

As described in the General Plan, future residential, commercial, and industrial growth projected 
to occur in south and southeast Orange County and would require expansion of OCFA's system of 
fire stations (County of Orange, 2005). Project and cumulative project demands for services are 
offset by impact fees and by project specific fire protection improvements that are required on a 
project-specific basis (Mitigation Measure MM 3.13-1). As the project includes Project Design 
Features PDF-4, PDF-10, PDF-11, and PDF-19 (described above) that involve fire safe planning, 
which would reduce impacts to a less than significant level, and related projects would also be 
subject to impact fees and fire hazard design planning, cumulative impacts associated with fire 
service facilities would be less than significant. 

Police Protection 

The geographic context for cumulative fire protection and emergency services is the County of 
Orange and nearby areas within Riverside County that would be served by the facilities serving 
the project area. As described above, the project applicant is required to pay mitigation fees as 
required by Code Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713 (OC SCA FF03a) to extend services to 
developing areas and reduce impacts related to police services, and project impacts related to law 
enforcement services would be less than significant. Several residential and commercial projects 
are proposed within the nearby geographical area including: the Lakeshore Point and Villages at 
Lakeshore projects within the City of Lake Elsinore; the Ranch Plan Planning Area 2 in 
unincorporated Orange County, and Robinson Ridge in the City of Rancho Santa Margarita. The 
projects within the City of Lake Elsinore are the closest related projects, approximately 2.4 miles 
from the proposed project, which would have a cumulative impact on sheriff services. However, 
the increased need for police protection services would be offset by development fees in 
compliance with Orange County Code Sections 7-9-700 through 7-9-713. Because the project 
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would reduce impacts to a less than significant level, and because related projects would be 
subject to impact fees to offset services, cumulative impacts associated with police facilities 
would be less than significant. 

Schools 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts to schools is the Capo USD service boundaries. 
As described above the schools that would serve the proposed project have excess capacity. As 
described above the project is anticipated to generate a small number of students that would be 
accommodated within existing school facilities. Like the proposed project, each cumulative 
project would be required to pay school facility fees pursuant to state law AB 2926 that would 
mitigate impacts to schools. Because the project would result in less than significant impacts 
related to schools and because school fees are required pursuant to AB 2926, the proposed 
project’s contribution to a cumulative impact to school facilities is less than significant. 

Hospitals 

The geographic scope for cumulative library services is the County of Orange and nearby areas 
within Riverside County that would be served by the facilities serving the project area. The 
proposed project, in combination with other identified development in the service area including: 
the Lakeshore Point and Villages at Lakeshore projects within the City of Lake Elsinore; the 
Ranch Plan Planning Area 2 in unincorporated Orange County, and Robinson Ridge in the City of 
Rancho Santa Margarita, could increase the need for hospital services. However, the majority of 
these related projects are located closer to Mission Hospital, and the proposed project is located 
closer to the Inland Valley Medical Center; thus, most of the emergency medical needs from 
these related projects would be served by Mission Hospital. The hospital closest to the project 
area is currently operating with adequate capacity to serve the proposed project in combination 
with related development projects in the vicinity. Due to the low number of residences provided 
by the project and the level of existing hospital and medical services within the region, the 
proposed project would result in a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts related 
to hospital facilities.  

Libraries 

The geographic scope for cumulative library services is the County of Orange and nearby areas 
within Riverside County that would be served by the facilities serving the project area. The 
proposed project, in combination with other identified development in the service area including: 
the Lakeshore Point and Villages at Lakeshore projects within the City of Lake Elsinore; the 
Ranch Plan Planning Area 2 in unincorporated Orange County, and Robinson Ridge in the City of 
Rancho Santa Margarita, could increase the need for library services. However, project impacts 
would be less than significant due to the limited number of residents generated by the project and 
the resources available through the internet, which most of the new residences would have. In 
addition, impacts related to cumulative projects would be offset by required development fees. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant cumulative impact related 
to library facilities.  
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3.14 Recreation 

This section provides the environmental setting and impact analysis for parks, open space, and 
recreational resources related to the proposed project. The purpose of this section is to assess 
impacts of the proposed project on recreational services.  

3.14.1 Environmental Setting  
Existing Conditions 

Cleveland National Forest 
The project area is adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest, which includes approximately 
460,000 acres and provides numerous recreation facilities including: 15 family campgrounds, 
seven group campgrounds, over 650 campsites, 356 miles of trails, 10 trailheads, seven picnic 
areas, 23 miles of motorcycle trails, and seven miles of four-wheel drive off-road routes (USDA, 
2013). The forest area near the site is designated as “Elsinore Place”, which includes 46,729 acres 
that contains: campgrounds, picnic areas, horseback riding, hiking, mountain biking, and hang-
gliding. The following facilities are in the vicinity of the project site: 

 Blue Jay Campground, which is approximately 2,000 feet northwest of Phase 1 (south 
parcel) on Long Canyon Road and includes 51 campsites;  

 Falcon Group Campsite, which is approximately 0.5-mile northwest the project site on 
Long Canyon Road, past the Blue Jay Campground and includes 3 large campsites for 
groups of 40 persons;  

 Upper San Juan Campground that is approximately 2 miles west of the project site 
adjacent to Ortega Highway, and has 18 camp sites;  

 El Cariso Campground that is approximately 2 miles east of the site adjacent to Ortega 
Highway, and has 24 camp sites; and 

 The following hiking trails: San Juan Trail (2.4 miles northwest of the project site on 
Long Canyon Road), Main Divide Trail (2.9 miles northwest of the project site on Long 
Canyon Road), Los Pinos Trail (4.6 miles northwest of the project site on Long Canyon 
Road), and Chiquito Trail (2.9 miles south of the site on Ortega Highway). 

County of Orange  
The project area is within the County of Orange, which includes nearly 60,000 acres of regional 
parks, wilderness parks, nature preserves, historical sites, and beaches. This includes 63 
developed parks within the unincorporated County. These facilities are identified in the County’s 
General Plan in the Master Plan of Regional Recreation Facilities, which describes the 
countywide regional network of facilities (Orange County, 2005).  

The closest County of Orange park facility to the project site is Caspers Wilderness Park, which 
is an 8,000-acre protected wilderness preserve located approximately 14.2 miles west of the 
project site. Caspers Wilderness Park amenities include: an amphitheater, barbeques, fire rings, 
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bike trails, equestrian trails, hiking trails, camp sites, picnic areas, playground, tot lot, restrooms, 
and showers. 

The County’s General Plan also includes a Master Plan of Regional Riding and Hiking Trails that 
identifies 348 miles of existing and proposed trails. Many trails within the Cleveland National 
Forest connect to the regional trail system within both Orange and Riverside Counties. Regional 
trails support equestrian, pedestrian (walking, hiking, running), and mountain biking use. As 
listed above, the project site is in the vicinity of the San Juan Trail, Los Pinos Trail, Main Divide 
Trail, and Chiquito Trail, some of which continue into Cleveland National Forest (Orange 
County, 2005). 

County of Riverside/City of Lake Elsinore 
There are no County of Riverside parks in the vicinity of the project site. The nearest active parks 
to the proposed project in the County of Riverside are within the City of Lake Elsinore, and 
include: 

 Machado Park is located at 15150 Joy Street, 9 miles east of the project site. Machado 
Park is 5 acres and includes: tennis courts, play equipment, open turf area, shaded 
shelters, barbecues, restrooms, picnic facilities and parking.  

 Lincoln Street Park is located at 14986 Lincoln Avenue, 9 miles east of the project site. 
Lincoln Street Park is 2.2 acres and includes: tot lot, shade structure, benches, and picnic 
tables. 

 McVicker Canyon Park is located at 29355 Grand Avenue, approximately 9.6 miles east 
of the project site. McVicker Canyon Park is 26 acres and includes: a skate park, two 
large softball/baseball fields, concession area, open play areas, a tot lot, dog play area, 
restrooms and shade structures.  

 Summerlake Park is located at 900 W. Broadway, 9.7 miles east of the project site. 
Summerlake Park is 11.5 acres and includes: 5 soccer fields, 2 basketball courts, tot lot, 
restrooms, picnic areas, barbeques and parking. 

Project Site 
There are no structured recreational facilities located on the project site. The project site is private 
land that consists of open space, which is likely used for recreation purposes. The nearest 
designated trail is the San Juan Trail, that is within the Cleveland National Forest, located 
approximately 2.4 miles east of the project site. 

Regulatory Setting 

Quimby Act 

The California Planning, Zoning, and Development Laws, Section 66477 (Quimby Act) allow the 
legislative body of a City or County, by ordinance, to require the dedication of land, the payment 
of in-lieu fees, or a combination of both, for park and recreational purposes as a condition to 
approval for a final tract map or parcel map. The Quimby Act requires that developers set aside 
land, donate conservation easements, or pay fees for park improvements. The goal of the Quimby 
Act is to require developers to help mitigate the impacts of property improvements. The County 
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of Orange adopted the Interim Plan of Local Parks and the Local Park Code in response to the 
Quimby Act. This code allows for the payment of in-lieu fees or a combined provision of 
parkland and development fees. In addition, the regulations related to dedication of parkland and 
payment of in-lieu fees is provided in the County’s Codified Ordinances, as described below. 

County of Orange Codified Ordinances 

Section 7-9-522 details the amount of parkland required per residential unit. The section states 
that developments that provide up to 6.5 dwelling units per acre, which includes the proposed 
project, are required to dedicate 0.008 parkland acres per dwelling unit. Based on the 
development of 72 single-family residential units, the project would be required to provide 0.58-
acre of parkland. 

The County’s Ordinances also provide for the payment of fees, in lieu of the provision of 
parkland. Section 7-9-523 details the requirements for payment of parkland fees, which is based 
on the acreage requirements of Section 7-9-522 (above) and the land value of the area to be 
developed.  

County of Orange General Plan  

Recreation Element  

The following goals and policies from the General Plan Recreation Element are relevant to the 
proposed project; 

Goal 1: Provide adequate local park sites to meet the recreation needs of existing and future 
residents and preserve natural resources within unincorporated Orange County. 

Policy 2.32: To acquire park lands by requiring residential developers to provide a minimum 
of 2.5 net acres of usable local parkland (i.e., parkland that is relatively level, served by 
utilities, for multipurpose playfields, court sports, etc.) for each prospective 1,000 residents. 
In no case shall the credit for parkland and improvements exceed the total requirement under 
the Local Park Code. No credit banking shall be permitted when a developer provides the full 
requirement in acres and also provides improvements. 

Policy 2.4: To acquire local park lands in unincorporated areas to provide active recreation 
facilities to meet the needs of present and future. 

3.14.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to recreation, the project could have a significant effect on 
recreation if it would: 

 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; or  

 Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
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3.14.3 Methodology 
This analysis is based on a review of public information about Cleveland National Forest, Orange 
County, Riverside County, and City of Lake Elsinore parks and recreational facilities. The 
analysis considers the increase in use of parks and recreation facilities that would result from the 
increased development intensity from the proposed project, along with the ability of existing park 
and recreation facilities to accommodate the increased use. The analysis considers whether an 
increase in use would result in the substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational 
facilities, such as accelerated wear on sports facilities and fields, or in the need for new or 
expanded facilities.  

3.14.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.14-1: 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. As described above, the project site is located adjacent to parcels 
that are within the Elsinore Place portion of the Cleveland National forest, which contains 46,729 
acres of land that provides recreational facilities, such as: campgrounds, picnic areas, horseback 
riding, hiking, mountain biking, and hang-gliding. Also as listed above, there are various existing 
recreational facilities in the vicinity of the project site that include campgrounds and trails. In 
addition, the open space areas on the project site contain many trails.  

The proposed project would develop 72 new single-family residential units in a rural part of 
Orange County, which would increase the population of Orange County by an estimated 230 
residents1. Although, the project would also provide 414.6 acres of open space land that would be 
offered for dedication to the U.S. Forest Service (Project Design Feature PDF-1), the intent of the 
area would be for preserved open space and additional recreation amenities or facilities would not 
be provided within the open space area.  

However, the California Planning, Zoning, and Development Laws (Section 66477, Quimby Act) 
allows jurisdictions to establish requirements for the dedication of local park acreage, in lieu fees, 
or a combination of both for residential developments; and the County’s Codified Ordinances 
implement parkland requirements for development projects. Based on Section 7-9-522 of the 
County’s Codified Ordinances the proposed project would be required to dedicate 0.008 acres of 
parkland per dwelling unit. As the project would develop 72 single-family residential units, 0.58-
acre of parkland would be required. This is also consistent with the General Plan Recreation 
Policy 2.32, which states that a developer is required to dedicate 2.5 acres of parkland, or the 
proportional share thereof, per 1,000 residents (Orange County, 2005). Because the proposed 
project would add 230 new residents to the project site 0.58-acre of parkland would be required.  

Also, as described above, the County’s Ordinance provides for the payment of fees, in lieu of the 
provision of parkland. Codified Ordinance Section 7-9-523 details that the requirements for 

                                                      
1  Based on an average household size of 3.2 persons/household for unincorporated areas of Orange County. It should 

be noted that the average household size for all of Orange County is 3.0 persons/household (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2010). 
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payment of parkland fees is based on the acreage requirements of Section 7-9-522 and the land 
value of the area to be developed. Although the project includes the provision of 414.6 acres of 
open space that would be offered for dedication to the U.S. Forest Service (Project Design 
Feature PDF-1), the intent of the area would be for preserved open space and additional 
recreation amenities or facilities would not be provided within the open space area. Thus, the 
project would pay the parkland in lieu fees required by Section 7-9-253.  

Overall, due to the extensive acreage of existing recreational resources in the project vicinity that 
far exceed the County’s requirement of 2.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, the addition of 
230 residents to the area would not result in increased use of recreation facilities, such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. In addition, the 
payment of parkland fees per County Ordinance would be required to receive permits for project 
implementation, which would provide funding for recreation facilities. Therefore, impacts related 
to recreation would be less than significant. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.14-2: Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include the construction of recreational facilities. 
Construction of the project is limited to residential structures and associated facilities, such as 
roadways and landscaping. 

Additionally, as described above in Impact 3.14-1, the project site is located in the vicinity of a 
network of existing trails and other recreation facilities that would support the recreational needs 
of the additional 230 residents that would be generated from the project. The proposed project 
would retain 414.6 acres of the project site as open space (Project Design Feature PDF-1) which 
currently includes trail facilities that would be used by onsite residents in addition to the local 
offsite recreational facilities.   

Although the existing recreational resources in the project vicinity would support the recreational 
needs of the project residents, the payment of in-lieu fees pursuant to the Quimby Act and County 
Codified Ordinance Sections 7-9-523 and 7-9-523 would be required for the project to be 
implemented. Overall, the proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of 
other recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. As a 
result, impacts related to an adverse physical effect on the environment from construction of 
recreational facilities would not occur.   

__________________________ 

3.14.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic area in which cumulative impacts to recreation could occur is the nearby 
locations that the residents from the project would recreate a majority of the time, which are the 
portions of Orange County, Riverside County and Lake Elsinore that are detailed in the 
Environmental Setting, Section 3.14-1. As described previously, the proposed project would 
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preserve 414.6 acres of open space that includes existing trails and is nearby recreation facilities 
within the vast Cleveland National Forest. Because the project would provide the large preserved 
open space areas, (which would far exceed the acreage of project development) that is adjacent to 
recreational forest land and would pay parkland in-lieu fees, the proposed project would not 
contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact related to recreation. Cumulative impacts related 
to recreation would be less than significant. 
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3.15 Transportation and Traffic 

The purpose of this section is to address potential traffic and circulation impacts associated with 
implementation of the proposed project. The traffic and circulation analysis includes a description 
of existing traffic conditions (e.g., level of congestion at intersections in the project site vicinity), 
an evaluation of potential impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project and 
cumulative impacts. A discussion of applicable state, local and regional plans and/or programs 
also is included. Information in this section is based on the Preserve at San Juan Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads (Urban Crossroads, 2017), included as Appendix J. 

3.15.1 Environmental Setting 
Existing Conditions 

Study Area 

The project site consists of two parcels located west of Ortega Highway on the north and south 
sides of Long Canyon Road. Ortega Highway is a two-lane highway, except between Antonio 
Parkway – La Pata Avenue and I-5 (in the City of San Juan Capistrano) where it is a four-lane 
divided highway. The current average daily traffic volume ranges from about 10,500 vehicles 
near the project to about 45,000 vehicles near I-5 (Caltrans, 2013). Long Canyon Road is a 
two-lane public road that provides access to Ortega Highway Area of the Cleveland National 
Forest (including Blue Jay and Falcon Group campgrounds). 

Based on discussions with County staff, the study area includes seven existing and future 
intersections, which are shown on Figure 3.15-1 and listed below the noted jurisdictions): 

1. Ortega Highway (SR 74) at Antonio Parkway – La Pata Avenue (Orange County) 

2. Ortega Highway (SR 74) at Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) 

3. Ortega Highway (SR 74) at Monte Vista Street (Riverside County) 

4. Ortega Highway (SR 74) at Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) 

5. Long Canyon Road at South Project Driveway (Future Intersection) (Orange County) 

6. Long Canyon Road at North Project Driveway (Future Intersection) (Orange County) 

7. Ortega Highway (SR 74) at Cow Camp Road (Future Intersection) (Orange County) 

None of the study area intersections are part of the Orange County or Riverside County 
Congestion Management Programs (CMP), referenced below under Regulatory Setting.  
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Public Transit 

Public transit service in the Orange County is provided by Orange County Transportation 
Authority (OCTA), and Riverside County Transit Authority (RFTA) provides transit services for 
Riverside County. However, there is no public transit service in the project area. 

Existing Level of Service 

The operation of a roadway network is commonly described using a grading system called Level 
of Service (LOS). The LOS grading system characterizes traffic conditions associated with 
varying levels of vehicle traffic, ranging from LOS A (indicating free-flow traffic conditions with 
little or no delay experienced by motorists) to LOS F (indicating congested conditions where 
traffic flows exceed design capacity and result in long queues and delays). This LOS grading 
system applies to both signalized and unsignalized intersections. LOS A, B, and C are considered 
acceptable service levels, while the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable (though still 
considered acceptable) at LOS D. LOS E and F are considered to be unacceptable. LOS and 
associated vehicle delays (and v/c ratios for signalized intersections) are shown in Table 3.15-1. 

Study Intersections 

Existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic turning movement volumes were collected in February 
2017. As shown in Table 3.15-2, all study intersections are currently operating at acceptable 
levels of service during peak hours. The traffic count data and HCM and ICU calculation 
worksheets for existing conditions are provided in Appendix J of this EIR. 
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TABLE 3.15-1 
DEFINITIONS FOR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Unsignalized Intersections 
 

Signalized Intersections 

Description 

Average Delay  
per Vehicle 
(Seconds) 

Level  
of 

Service 
Grade 

Critical  
Average Delay 

per Vehicle 
(Seconds) or  

V/C Ratio
a
 Description 

No delay for stop-
controlled 

approaches. 

10.0 A 10.0 
 

0.60 

Free Flow or Insignificant Delays: 
Operations with very low delay, when signal 
progression is extremely favorable and most 
vehicles arrive during the green light phase. 
Most vehicles do not stop at all. 

Operations with 
minor delay. 

>10.0 and 15.0 B >10.0 and 20.0 
 

>0.61 and 0.70 

Stable Operation or Minimal Delays: 
Generally occurs with good signal 
progression and/or short cycle lengths. 
More vehicles stop than with LOS A, 
causing higher levels of average delay. An 
occasional approach phase is fully utilized. 

Operations with 
moderate delays. 

>15.0 and 25.0 C >20.0 and 35.0 
 

>0.71 and 0.80 

Stable Operation or Acceptable Delays: 
Higher delays resulting from fair signal 
progression and/or longer cycle lengths. 
Drivers begin having to wait through more 
than one red light. Most drivers feel 
somewhat restricted. 

Operations with 
increasingly 

unacceptable delays. 

>25.0 and 35.0 D >35.0 and 55.0 
 

>0.81 and 0.90 

Approaching Unstable with Tolerable 
Delays: Influence of congestion becomes 
more noticeable. Longer delays result from 
unfavorable signal progression, long cycle 
lengths, or high volume to capacity ratios. 
Many vehicles stop. Drivers may have to 
wait through more than one red light. 
Queues may develop, but dissipate rapidly, 
without excessive delays. 

Operations with 
high delays, and 

long queues. 

>35.0 and 50.0 E >55.0 and 80.0 
 

>0.91 and 1.00 

Unstable Operation or Significant Delays: 
Considered to be the limit of acceptable 
delay. High delays indicate poor signal 
progression, long cycle lengths and high 
volume to capacity ratios. Individual cycle 
failures are frequent occurrences. Vehicles 
may wait through several signal cycles. 
Long queues form upstream from 
intersection. 

Operations with 
extreme congestion, 

and with very high 
delays and long 

queues unacceptable 
to most drivers. 

>50.0 F >80.0 
 

>1.00 

Forced Flow or Excessive Delays: Occurs 
with oversaturation when flows exceed the 
intersection capacity. Represents jammed 
conditions. Many cycle failures. Queues 
may block upstream intersections. 

 
a  Per the HCM methodology, average delay (in seconds per vehicle) defines LOS. Per the ICU methodology, overall volume-to-capacity 

(V/C) ratio is used to define LOS. 
 
SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2010. 
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TABLE 3.15-2 
INTERSECTION EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Intersection 

Level of Service 
(V/C Ratio) b 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Ortega Highway (SR 74) at    

 Antonio Parkway (Orange County)  D 
(0.656) 

C 
(0.606) 

 Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) C D 
 Monte Vista Street (Riverside County) C C 
 Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) B C 

  SOURCE: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
 b The volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the ICU methodology) is provided in 

parentheses for signalized intersections in Orange County. 

 

Regulatory Setting 

Congestion Management Program Compliance 

Based on the approval of Proposition 111 in 1990, regulations require the preparation, 
implementation, and annual updating of a Congestion Management Program (CMP) in each of 
California’s urbanized counties. One required element of the CMP is a process to evaluate the 
transportation and traffic impacts of large projects on the regional transportation system. That 
process is undertaken by local agencies, project applicants, and traffic consultants through a 
transportation impact report usually conducted as part of the CEQA project review process. 
Authority for local land use decisions including project approvals and any required mitigation 
remains the responsibility of local jurisdictions. 

The purpose of the state-mandated CMP is to monitor roadway congestion and assess the overall 
performance of the region’s transportation system. Based upon this assessment, the CMP contains 
specific strategies and identifies proposed improvements to reduce traffic congestion and improve 
the performance of a multi-modal transportation system. Examples of strategies include increased 
emphasis on public transportation and rideshare programs, mitigating the impacts of new 
development and better coordinating land use and transportation planning decisions. 

Ortega Highway is part of the Orange County and Riverside County CMP highway systems, but 
none of the intersections directly serving the project site are within the CMP system (OCTA, 
2015). The criteria for which a project is subject to the regulations as set forth in the CMP are 
determined by the trip generation potential for the project. The Orange County CMP Highway 
System includes specific roadways and intersections and requires that a traffic impact analysis be 
conducted for any project generating 2,400 or more daily trips or 1,600 or more daily trips for 
projects that directly access the CMP Highway System.  

The project site is adjacent to roadways that do not have direct access to the CMP Highway 
System; therefore, the threshold is 2,400 or more daily trips. As shown below in Table 3.15-3, 
the proposed project is forecast to generate 690 daily trips; and thus, does not require a CMP 
traffic evaluation per the Orange County CMP. The Riverside County CMP only requires analysis 
if the proposed development causes the LOS on a non-exempt CMP facility to fall to below the 
LOS E standard, which would not occur, as detailed below. 
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Senate Bill 743  

Senate Bill (SB) 743 was adopted in 2013 (Steinberg, 2013) to change the mechanics of 
transportation impact assessments. SB 743 removed the CEQA requirement to evaluate 
automobile delay (LOS) and provided vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) as new traffic assessment 
criteria to better address the state's goals on climate change and multimodal transportation. Per 
SB 743, vehicle miles travelled is the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s 
transportation impacts. 

On January 26, 2016, a revised draft SB 743 Guidelines document was released to implement SB 
743, by establishing VMT criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts. 
Once the Natural Resources Agency adopts changes to the proposed CEQA Guidelines to 
implement VMT criteria, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” will no longer 
constitute a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Because the revised CEQA Guidelines 
being considered by the Natural Resources Agency were not adopted at the time of the Notice of 
Preparations (NOPs) for this EIR, and are not likely to be adopted prior to certification of the 
Final EIR, and the County of Orange does not have adopted thresholds for VMT, the analysis 
contained in this EIR follows the CEQA Guidelines as they exist at the time of the NOPs for the 
proposed project. 

2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted (April 2012) the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS, which focuses on improving the balance between land use and current, as well as 
future, transportation systems. SCAG develops, maintains, and updates the RTP on a four-year 
cycle.  The 2012 RTP/SCS contains three projects involving Ortega Highway in Orange County, 
i.e., reconstruct the I-5/Ortega Highway interchange, widen Ortega Highway from Rancho Viejo 
Road to just east of I-5, and widen Ortega Highway from the Orange County/City (San Juan 
Capistrano) line to east of La Pata Avenue / Antonio Parkway. 

Because the proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment, SCAG considers the 
project to be regionally important and, therefore, requires that the EIR consider the consistency of 
the proposed project with SCAG’s regional plans (see Impacts 3.15-1 and 3.15-2, below).  

County of Orange General Plan 

Transportation Element  

The Orange County General Plan Transportation Element deems LOS C an acceptable LOS, but 
accepts LOS D at County intersections during peak hours. The goals, objectives and policies that 
are applicable to the proposed project are listed below. 

Policy 1.2: Apply conditions to land use development projects to ensure that the direct and 
cumulative impacts of these projects are mitigated consistent with established level of service 
policies.  

Objective 2.1: Plan, develop and implement a circulation system in the unincorporated areas, 
which is consistent with the Master Plan of Arterial Highways and circulation plans of 
adjacent jurisdictions. 
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Policy 2.4: Apply conditions to development projects to ensure compliance with OCTA’s 
transit goals and policies. 

Policy 2.5: Apply conditions to development projects to ensure implementation of the 
Circulation Plan as applicable. 

Objective 3.2: Provide for safe and efficient movement of traffic on smartstreets, 8-lane, 6-
lane, 4-lane and 2-lane arterials so as to provide access to the regional circulation network. 

Policy 3.1: Maintain acceptable levels of service on arterial highways pursuant to the Growth 
Management Element of the General Plan. 

Policy 3.2: Ensure that all intersections within the unincorporated portion of Orange County 
maintain a peak hour LOS D according to the County Growth Management Plan 
Transportation Implementation Manual. 

Policy 3.3: Evaluate all proposed land use phasing plans for major development projects to 
ensure maintenance of acceptable LOS on arterial highway links and intersections. 

Goal 5: Manage peak hour traffic congestion to achieve an acceptable LOS on existing and 
future circulation plan facilities in the unincorporated areas of the County. 

Policy 5.1: Establish “traffic impact fees” for application to County development projects 
with measureable traffic impacts, as defined in the Growth Management Element of the 
General Plan. These fees may serve as local matching funds for Orange County Measure “M” 
state and federal highway funding programs. 

Policy 5.2: Use uniform analytical methods, in conformance with the Growth Management 
Plan, Measure M, and the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) to aid in transportation 
planning and impact evaluation and support the development and utilization of sub-area 
models to address detailed transportation issues. 

Policy 5.5: Require as conditions of approval that the necessary improvements to arterial 
highway facilities, of which the project contributes measurable traffic, be constructed and 
completed within a specified time period or ADT/peak hour milestone to attain a LOS D at 
intersections under the sole control of the County.  

Policy 5.7: Require, as a condition of approval, that a development mitigation program, 
development agreement or developer fee program be adopted to ensure that development is 
paying its fair share of the costs associated with that development pursuant to Policy 5.1. 

 

Growth Management Element 

The purpose of the Growth Management Element of the Orange County General Plan is “to 
mandate that growth and development be based upon the County’s ability to provide an adequate 
circulation system” as well as other support services and facilities. The goals, objectives and 
policies that are applicable to the proposed project are listed below. 

Goal 2: Ensure that adequate transportation facilities, public facilities, equipment, and 
services are provided for existing and future residents. 
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Objective 2: The circulation system shall be implemented in a manner which achieves the 
established Traffic Level of Service Policy.  

Policy 3: It is the policy of the County that within three years of issuance of the first use and 
occupancy permit for a development project or five years of the issuance of a finished 
grading permit or building permit for said development project, whichever occurs first, that 
the necessary improvements to arterial highway facilities, to which the project contributes 
measurable traffic, are constructed and completed to attain LOS D at intersections under the 
sole control of the County.  

County of Riverside General Plan Circulation Element 

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element provides the following policies that are 
related to the proposed project: 

Policy 2.1: Maintain the following countywide target Levels of Service: 

 LOS "C" along all County maintained roads and conventional state highways. As an 
exception, LOS "D" may be allowed in community development areas, only at 
intersections of any combination of Secondary highways, major highways, urban 
expressways, conventional state highways or freeway ramp intersections. 

 LOS "E" may be allowed in designated community centers to the extent that it would 
support transit-oriented development and walkable communities.  

Policy 2.2: Apply level of service standards to new development via a program establishing 
traffic study guidelines to evaluate traffic impacts and identify appropriate mitigation 
measures for new development.  

Policy 2.3: Traffic studies prepared for development entitlements (tracts, plot plans, public 
use permits, conditional use permits, etc.) shall identify project related traffic impacts and 
determine the "significance" of such impacts in compliance with CEQA.  

Policy 2.4: The direct project related traffic impacts of new development proposals shall be 
mitigated via conditions of approval requiring the construction of any improvements 
identified as necessary to meet level of service standards. 

Policy 2.5: The cumulative and indirect traffic impacts of development may be mitigated 
through the payment of various impact mitigation fees such as County Development Impact 
Fees, Road and Bridge Benefit District Fees, and Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees to 
the extent that these programs provide funding for the improvement of facilities impacted by 
development. 

Policy 3.6: Require private developers to be primarily responsible for the improvement of 
streets and highways service access to developing commercial, industrial, and residential 
areas. These may include road construction or widening, installation of turning lanes and 
traffic signals, and the improvement of any drainage facility or other auxiliary facility 
necessary for the safe and efficient movement of traffic or the protection of road facilities. 
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City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Circulation Element 

The following discussion of City of Lake Elsinore General Plan is pertinent to the proposed 
project because portions of the road network serving the study area are in the city. The City of 
Lake Elsinore, in general, requires that peak-hour intersection operations be at LOS D or better to 
be considered acceptable.  

Regional Improvement Funding Mechanisms 

There are several funded roadway improvement programs that are in place to improve the 
roadway infrastructure in the study area. For Orange County, the following two roadway 
improvement programs are currently in place: the Avenida La Pata Supplemental Roadway Fee 
Program and the South County Roadway Improvement Program. For Riverside County, there is 
the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) program.  

Avenida La Pata Supplemental Roadway Fee Program 

The Avenida La Pata Supplemental Roadway Fee Program was adopted by the County of Orange 
Board of Supervisors, and it is administered by the County of Orange Resources and Development 
Management Department. The purpose of this fee program is to construct Avenida La Pata from 
Ortega Highway to the City of San Clemente City limits. 

South County Roadway Improvement Program 

The South County Roadway Improvement Program (SCRIP) was adopted by the County of 
Orange in 2004 with the approval of the General Plan Amendment for the project proposed by 
Rancho Mission Viejo and commonly referred to as the “Ranch Plan.” The SCRIP establishes a 
comprehensive framework for implementing transportation improvements throughout an “area of 
benefit” in south Orange County. The following study area roadway facilities are programmed for 
improvement under SCRIP: 

 Ortega Highway from I-5 to Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue 

 Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue from Ortega Highway to Ladera Ranch 

 Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue from Ortega Highway to Avenida Hermosa 

 Intersection of Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue and Ortega Highway 

Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees 

The Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) program is adopted by the Riverside 
County Board of Supervisors, and it is administered by the Western Riverside County Council of 
Governments. TUMF, which includes a network of regional facilities, endeavors to spread the 
cost of improvements on a regional basis through participation of the Riverside County and 
individual cities. The fees are collected as part of a funding mechanism aimed at ensuring that 
regional highways and arterial expansions keep pace with the projected population increases. The 
following study area roadway segments are programmed for improvement under TUMF: 

 Ortega Highway south of Grand Avenue 

 Grand Avenue 
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3.15.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to transportation and traffic, a project could have a significant 
effect on the environment if it would: 

 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; 

 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 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; 

 Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

 Result in inadequate emergency access; or 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

As discussed in the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this 
EIR), the project does not propose any uses (i.e., blinking strobes, lights) that would affect air 
traffic patterns or air traffic levels. The closest operating airport, Skylark Airport, is 
approximately seven miles east of the project site. Phase 2 (north parcel) contains a private 
unused airstrip that would be converted to residential with implementation of the proposed 
project. No impacts related to air traffic patterns would occur. In addition, the proposed project 
would neither directly or indirectly eliminate existing or planned alternative transportation corridors 
or facilities (e.g., bike paths, lanes, bus turnouts, etc.), and would not conflict with adopted 
policies, plans or programs supporting public transit, bicycle, pedestrian or other alternative 
transportation systems. Therefore, no further analysis of the above-described criteria is provided 
in this EIR. 

However, the following comments related to transportation and traffic were received in response 
to the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies: 

 Describe Ortega Highway accessibility; provide appropriate traffic analyses and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. 

 Analyze potential traffic impacts at Long Canyon Road. 

 A Traffic Impact Study is necessary to determine the near and long term impacts to State 
facilities. Coordinate with Caltrans District 8 for work performed within Caltrans Right-
of-Way. 



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 

Transportation and Traffic 

The Preserve at San Juan 3.15-11  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

 Recommendation of appropriate traffic analyses and mitigation for traffic impacts. 

 Describe public access to the project site. 

 The project could result in increased traffic impacts. 

 Describe deceleration lanes. 
 
The following thresholds of significance are applicable to the above-described criteria:  

 The County of Orange Growth Management Program (GMP) guidelines state that project 
traffic volumes resulting in a one-percent increase in the volume/capacity ratio of a deficient 
intersection (i.e., operating at LOS E or F) as compared to the No Project condition is 
considered a significant impact, and mitigation measures are required to reduce the project’s 
impact to a level of insignificance. 

 Based on the County of Riverside traffic study guidelines, a significant direct traffic impact 
would occur when the addition of project-generated traffic (50 or more peak-hour trips) 
would cause an intersection that operates at an acceptable level of service under Existing 
traffic conditions (i.e., LOS D or better) to degrade to an unacceptable level of service (i.e., 
LOS E or F). If an intersection is projected to operate at an unacceptable level of service 
without the project, and the project would contribute 50 or more peak-hour trips, the impact 
is considered a significant direct impact. A significant cumulative impact is identified when 
an intersection is projected to operate worse than an acceptable level of service standard due 
to cumulative future traffic and a project-related traffic increase of 50 or more peak-hour 
trips. Cumulative traffic impacts are created as a result of a combination of the proposed 
project together with other future developments contributing to the overall traffic impacts 
requiring additional improvements to maintain acceptable level of service operations with or 
without the project. 

3.15.3 Methodology 
The evaluation of traffic levels of service for all study area intersections is based on the 
methodologies set forth in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) and the thresholds 
described previously. The HCM has long been a tool critical for the planning, programming, and 
preliminary engineering of roadways. It provides performance measures for the evaluation of 
roadway systems and methodology for signalized intersections uses various intersection 
characteristics (such as traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate 
the average delay experienced by motorists traveling through an intersection. In addition, for 
signalized intersections in Orange County, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the 
Intersection Capacity Utilization [ICU] methodology) is utilized.   

For intersections that are stop sign controlled with stop control on the minor street only, the 
calculation of LOS is dependent on the occurrence of gaps occurring in the traffic flow of the 
main street. Using data collected describing the intersection configuration and traffic volumes at 
these locations, the LOS is determined based on the worst individual movement or movements 
(usually left turns from the minor street). 
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The trip generation rates used in the traffic impact analysis are based upon published data in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition). To assess 
future traffic conditions, project generated traffic is combined with existing traffic, ambient 
growth, and traffic from other surrounding developments. For Existing plus Project conditions, 
projected future traffic is represented by the sum of existing (2017) traffic and project traffic. For 
long-range 2035 Conditions, the future traffic forecast is based on the Orange County Traffic 
Analysis Model (OCTAM). Additional technical methodologies are provided in the traffic impact 
analysis for the project, which is included as Appendix J of this EIR. 

 

3.15.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.15-1: 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? 

Trip Generation 

As shown in Table 3.15-3, the proposed project would generate about 690 daily trips, with about 
55 vehicle trips (15 inbound and 40 outbound) during the a.m. peak hour and about 73 vehicle 
trips (45 inbound and 28 outbound) during the p.m. peak hour. Trip generation rates for the 
proposed project were derived from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual (9th Edition). 

All trips generated by the proposed project would enter/exit the project site via Ortega Highway 
to Long Canyon Road. The entrance to the Phase 1 (south parcel) would be on the south side of 
Long Canyon Road and the entrance to Phase 2 (north parcel) would be on the north side of Long 
Canyon Road. 

TABLE 3.15-3 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Land Use  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 
Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Single-Family Residential (72 houses) Rates 0.19 0.56 0.75 0.63 0.37 1.00 9.52 

 Trips 14 40 54 45 27 72 685 

Vineyard (5 employees) Rates 0.23 0.03 0.26 0.04 0.22 0.26 1.00 a 

 Trips 1 0 1 0 1 1 5 

Total Project Trips  15 40 55 45 28 73 690 

 
a  The 2012 Silver Rose Winery and Resort project traffic impact study used a daily trip rate of three trips per employee for a full-production 

winery. For purposes of this analysis, a weekday average of one trip per employee is assumed because the project’ vineyard would not 
include a production / wine tasting component, and employment activity for vineyard maintenance would occur at irregular intervals.  

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017, using trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 
9th Edition, 2012 (for residential trips), and deriving trip generation rates for the proposed vineyard from the traffic impact study 
for the Silver Rose Winery and Resort Project (2012).  
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Trip Distribution and Assignment 

Trip distribution represents the directional orientation of traffic to and from the project site. Trip 
distribution is heavily influenced by the geographical location of the site, the location of retail, 
business, and recreational opportunities, and the proximity to the regional freeway system. The 
assignment of traffic between the project site and the adjoining roadway system is based upon the 
project’s trip generation and trip distribution, and the proposed arterial highway and local street 
systems that would be in place by the time of the development’s opening. See Appendix J of this 
EIR for a graphical depiction of a.m. and p.m. peak-hour intersection turning movement volumes 
at the study intersections. 

Existing Plus Project  

Less than Significant Impact. As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed 
project includes off-site roadway improvements that include installation of a northbound 12-foot 
wide acceleration lane and a northbound 12-foot wide left turn lane on Ortega Highway; and 
installing a minimum 22-foot wide southbound deceleration lane on Ortega Highway from Long 
Canyon Road to 160 feet to the north. 

Intersection levels of service for the existing network with the proposed project traffic volumes 
and the project roadway improvements are shown in Table 3.15-4 (LOS calculation sheets are in 
Appendix J of this EIR). As in Table 3.15-4, the proposed project would not result in an 
unacceptable LOS (LOS E or below). Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact in the existing plus project condition.  

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control a,b 

Critical Delay Sec. 
(V/C Ratio) b Level of Service 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Ortega Highway (SR 74) at       
 Antonio Parkway (Orange County) b Signal 43.8 

(0.661) 
32.0 

(0.618) 
D C 

 Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) SSSC 17.4 19.2 C C 
 Monte Vista Street (Riverside County) SSSC 18.2 24.5 C C 
 Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) Signal 14.4 27.8 B C 

Long Canyon Road at      
 South Project Access Road SSSC 8.5 8.6 A A 
 North Project Access Road SSSC 8.7 8.8 A A 

 
a SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Control; Level of service (LOS) is shown for the worst side-street movement(s). 
b  The volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the ICU methodology) is presented in parentheses for signalized intersections in Orange 

County. 

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
 

 

2020 Plus Project  

Less than Significant Impact. The year 2020 traffic volumes were developed using the Orange 
County Traffic Analysis Model (OCTAM) that accounts for future planned land uses and 
roadway improvements in the study area. In addition, the vehicular trips that would be generated 
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from the proposed project were added to the above-described baseline (“without project”) 2020 
volumes. The a.m. and p.m. peak-hour intersection turning movement volumes in 2020 without 
the proposed project are provided in Table 3.15-5. As shown, the intersections are anticipated to 
operate at an acceptable level in 2020 without the proposed project. 

TABLE 3.15-5 
2020 WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control a,b 

Critical Delay Sec. 
(V/C Ratio) b Level of Service 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Ortega Highway (SR 74) at       

 Antonio Parkway (Orange County) b Signal 47.9 
(0.687) 

30.5 
(0.632) 

D C 

 Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) SSSC 18.5 29.7 C D 

 Monte Vista Street (Riverside County) SSSC 18.4 25.6 C D 

 Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) Signal 15.5 29.7 B C 

 
a SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Control; LOS is shown for the worst side-street movement(s). 
b  For intersections controlled by traffic signals, LOS is determined using the HCM methodology, based on critical delay (in seconds per 

vehicle). For information purposes, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the ICU methodology) is presented in parentheses for 
signalized intersections in Orange County. 

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
 

 

Table 3.15-6 shows that traffic in 2020 with the proposed project and the project roadway 
improvements would continue to operate at acceptable LOS during peak hours. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact in the 2020 with project condition. 

TABLE 3.15-6 
2020 WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control a,b 

Critical Delay Sec. 
(V/C Ratio) b Level of Service 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Ortega Highway (SR 74) at       

 Antonio Parkway (Orange County) b Signal 49.0 
(0.692) 

31.5 
0.644) 

D C 

 Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) SSSC 17.5 20.3 C C 

 Monte Vista Street (Riverside County) SSSC 18.8 26.4 C D 

 Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) Signal 15.6 29.6 B C 

Long Canyon Road at      

 South Project Access Road SSSC 8.5 8.6 A A 

 North Project Access Road SSSC 8.7 8.8 A A 

 
a SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Control; Level of service (LOS) is shown for the worst side-street movement(s). 
b  For intersections controlled by traffic signals, LOS is determined using the HCM methodology, based on critical delay (in seconds per 

vehicle).  For information purposes, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the ICU methodology) is presented in parentheses for 
signalized intersections in Orange County. 

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
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2035 Plus Project  

Less than Significant Impact. The year 2035 traffic volumes were developed using the OCTAM 
that accounts for future planned land uses and roadway improvements in the study area, which 
include those that have been planned for Rancho Mission Viejo (Ranch Plan) and the City of 
Lake Elsinore General Plan that include the widening of Grand Avenue through its intersection 
with Ortega Highway by the City of Lake Elsinore. This project would widen Ortega Highway 
from two to six lanes (three lanes in each direction), west of the I-15 to the Ortega mountains. 
This improvement includes turn pockets and a traffic signal installation at the intersection of 
Ortega Highway and Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore Capital Improvement Plan Budget 
2016-17). The vehicular trips that would be generated by the proposed project were added to the 
baseline (“without project”) 2035 volumes to identify traffic volumes that would be generated 
with implementation of the proposed project.   

 
TABLE 3.15-7 

YEAR 2035 WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control a,b 

Critical Delay Sec. 
(V/C Ratio) b Level of Service 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Antonio Parkway at Ortega Highway (SR 74) 
(Orange County) a 

Signal 110.1 
(0.914) 

53.4 
(0.865) 

F D 

Ortega Highway (SR 74) at       

 Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) SSSC 21.3 57.3 C F 

 Monte Vista Street (Riverside County)  SSSC 25.2 59.7 D F 

 Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) 
  - with improvement c 

Signal  
12.8 

 
24.6 

 

B 

 
C 

 Cow Camp Road (Orange County) b Signal 13.6 

(0.607) 

13.8 
(0.627) 

B B 

 
a SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Control; Level of service (LOS) is shown for the worst side-street movement(s). 
b  For intersections controlled by traffic signals, LOS is determined using the HCM methodology, based on critical delay (in seconds per 

vehicle).  For information purposes, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the ICU methodology) is presented in parentheses for 
signalized intersections in Orange County. 

c Widening of Grand Avenue, to add a second lane in each direction, is in the City of Lake Elsinore General Plan, and anticipated for the 
Rancho Mission Viejo (Ranch Plan).  

 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
 

 

As shown in Table 3.15-7, the following study intersections are projected to operate at 
unacceptable LOS during one of the peak hours without project traffic:  

 Ortega Highway at Antonio Parkway (LOS F during the a.m. peak hour) 

 Ortega Highway at Long Canyon (LOS F during the p.m. peak hour) 

 Ortega Highway at Monte Vista Street (LOS F during the p.m. peak hour) 
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Table 3.15-8 shows the project condition with the project traffic in 2035. As shown, the intersection 
of Antonio Parkway at Ortega Highway would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS of F in 
the a.m. peak hour. A comparison of Table 3.15-7 and Table 3.15-8 shows that the v/c ratio would 
increase from 0.914 in the a.m. peak hour without the project to 0.918 with the proposed project, 
which is less than a 1 percent increase in the v/c ratio of the deficient intersection (the Orange 
County threshold). Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an impact at the intersection 
of Antonio Parkway at Ortega Highway in the 2035 with project condition.  

As shown on Table 3.15-8, operation of Ortega Highway at Long Canyon Road would be improved 
(from LOS F in the p.m. peak hour to LOS D in the p.m. peak hour) with the project implemented 
left turn lane. In addition, the anticipated LOS deficiency at the intersection of Ortega Highway and 
Monte Vista Street is based on the nominal approach volumes on Monte Vista Street, which is not 
anticipated to disrupt the flow of traffic along Ortega Highway. Also, the east leg of this intersection 
currently exists as a gated (private) driveway and the project would add less than 50 trips at this 
intersection (Urban Crossroads 2017). As a result, project impacts at the intersection of Ortega 
Highway and Monte Vista Street would be less than significant. 

 
TABLE 3.15-8 

YEAR 2035 WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control a,b 

Critical Delay Sec. 
(V/C Ratio) b Level of Service 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Antonio Parkway at Ortega Highway (SR 74) 
(Orange County) b 

Signal 110.6 
(0.918) 

51.8 
(0.865) 

F D 

Ortega Highway (SR 74) at      

 Long Canyon Road (Riverside County) SSSC 18.1 28.2 C D 

 Monte Vista Street (Riverside County) SSSC 25.7 62.3 D F 

 Grand Avenue (City of Lake Elsinore) 
  - with improvement c 

Signal  
14.5 

 
24.9 

 
B 

 
C 

 Cow Camp Road (Orange County) Signal 13.7 
(0.613) 

14.0 
(0.634) 

B B 

Long Canyon Road at      

 South Project Access Road SSSC 8.5 8.6 A A 

 North Project Access Road SSSC 8.7 8.8 A A 

 
a SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Control; Level of service (LOS) is shown for the worst side-street movement(s). 
b  For intersections controlled by traffic signals, LOS is determined using the HCM methodology, based on critical delay (in seconds per 

vehicle).  For information purposes, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (calculated using the ICU methodology) is presented in parentheses for 
signalized intersections in Orange County. 

c Widening of Grand Avenue, to add a second lane in each direction, is in the City of Lake Elsinore General Plan, and anticipated for the 
Rancho Mission Viejo (Ranch Plan).  

Soure: Urban Crossroads, 2017. 
 

 

Construction Impacts 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the project would occur in two sequential phases, 
on Phase 1 (south parcel) first and then on Phase 2 (north parcel). However, construction of Phase 
2 (north parcel) is dependent on economic factors including housing market conditions at the time 
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of construction. Construction related traffic would vary depending on the activity, and 
construction would occur in the following phases: (1) site preparation; (2) grading and 
excavation; (3) construction of drainage, utilities, and subgrade infrastructure; (4) building 
construction; and (5) paving and application of architectural coatings. Grading for the project 
would be balanced on-site, and there would be no import or export of soils. 

Construction activities would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Saturday, excluding federal holidays, as included by Project Design Feature PDF-21 and 
would be consistent with the County’s Noise Ordinance.  

Construction activities that would generate offsite traffic would include the delivery of 
construction supplies, materials, and equipment to the project site; the daily arrival and departure 
of construction workers; and the removal of construction debris. Large construction delivery and 
haul trucks have slower movements and larger turning radii compared to passenger vehicles, 
which may slow traffic along Ortega Highway; however, the existing capacity of the roadway, 
would be able to accommodate these temporary and intermittent truck trips. As described in the 
Project Description, the maximum number of workers on the project site would be 50 during the 
building construction phase. The anticipated number of employee plus equipment/materials haul 
trips would be less than the 690 daily trips that would be generated from operation of the 
proposed project (as shown in Table 3.15-3), and as described above, impacts related to 690 daily 
trips would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts related to the temporary construction 
related traffic that would generate less than 690 daily trips would also be less than significant. 
Overall, traffic impacts related to construction would be less than significant.  

__________________________ 

Impact 3.15-2: Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. As described above, Ortega Highway is part of the Orange 
County and Riverside County CMP highway systems, but none of the intersections directly 
serving the project site are within the CMP system (OCTA, 2015). In addition, the CMP criteria 
require CMP related traffic analysis for project that generate 2,400 daily trips or 200 peak-hour 
trips. As provided in Table 3.15-3, the proposed project would result in 690 daily trips, that 
includes a total of 55 a.m. peak hour trips and 73 p.m. peak hour trips. Thus, the project does not 
meet the criteria requiring a CMP analysis on the Orange County CMP system, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  

For Riverside County, the CMP only requires analysis and a deficiency plan if the proposed 
development causes the LOS on a non-exempt CMP facility to fall to below the LOS E standard. 
As described above, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts at any CMP 
facility in Riverside County. Thus, impacts related to conflict with an applicable congestion 
management plan would be less than significant. 
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Impact 3.15-3: Would implementation of the proposed project substantially increase 
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is generally vacant and is surrounded by sparse 
rural development. The project would develop residential uses on the project site. No 
incompatible uses would exist within or adjacent to the project area. As provided in the Project 
Description, the project includes 34.5 acres of vineyards throughout both phases of the project. 
The vineyards are included in the fuel modification and landscaping zones that surround and 
buffer the residential development areas. The grapes would be harvested and sold by the HOA 
that would be developed for the project. Thus, the project may involve some farm equipment that 
may be needed for harvesting grapes. However, the location of the harvesting equipment would 
be in the landscaped portions of the project, at limited times of the year. Due to the limited and 
intermittent grape harvesting activities in the rural and low density area of the proposed project, 
the harvesting of grapes would not substantially increase hazards related to incompatible uses, 
and impacts would be less than significant. 

Access for the project site would be provided from Long Canyon Road, which intersects with 
Ortega Highway. Stop signs, stop bars, and stop legends would be provided for vehicles exiting 
the project at the intersection of Long Canyon Road. The gated entries to the development areas 
would be constructed and setback from Long Canyon Road at a distance that complies with the 
Orange County Standard Plan No. 1107, which is a minimum of 100 feet from the curb line of 
Long Canyon Road, to provide adequate vehicle stacking space, included as Project Design 
Feature PDF-8. In addition, the project includes provision of an eastbound left-turn lane (300-foot 
storage length), a westbound right-turn lane (320-foot storage length), and a westbound 
acceleration lane at the project access point on Ortega Highway (Project Design Feature PDF-7). 

Evaluation of the project access intersection with Ortega Highway indicates that available sight 
distances would be inadequate without trimming of existing trees and other vegetation that 
encroaches into the line of sight on the south side of Long Canyon Road. In addition, the 
following standard County condition must be met to receive permitting approval from Orange 
County, which would ensure that adequate sight distance would be provided:  

T07:  Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the applicant shall provide adequate 
sight distance at all street intersections and all driveways per Standard Plan 1117, in a 
manner meeting the approval of the Manager, Traffic Engineering. This includes any 
necessary revisions to the plan such as removing slopes or other encroachments from 
the limited use area. 

In addition, all onsite roadways would be developed consistent with the County’s design 
components (Project Design Feature PDF-9). With implementation of these Project Design 
Features and the County standard roadway requirements that are necessary to receive project 
permits from the County’s Building and Safety Department, impacts related to hazards due to a 
design feature would be less than significant.  
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Impact 3.15-4: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the construction of new 
housing, onsite roadways, and off-site turning lanes to access the project site. As stated above, the 
turning lanes and onsite roadways have been designed to Caltrans (off-site) and County (on-site) 
standards that would provide adequate access to the project site from a traffic operations and 
emergency access standpoint. In addition, prior to construction permit approval the roadway plans 
require review and approval by Caltrans (off-site only), County Public Works Department, and 
the Orange County Fire Authority to ensure adequate design for emergency access pursuant to 
County requirements. The Standard County plan check and permitting procedures and Caltrans 
coordination for the improvements to Ortega Highway are required to ensure that planned 
emergency access is provided pursuant to the requirements of the emergency access codes. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 

3.15.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic scope of for traffic impacts include the study intersections analyzed in year 2035, 
which include projects that could result in cumulative traffic projects. The traffic analysis of 
future (Year 2035) traffic conditions took into account cumulative projects and regional growth; 
thus, provides a cumulative analysis of potential impacts. As described above and shown in Table 
3.15-8, with anticipated road improvements, the study intersections would operate at acceptable 
LOS, except for the intersections of Ortega Highway at Antonio Parkway, and Ortega Highway at 
Monte Vista Street, where the project would result in a limited number of a.m. and p.m. peak 
hour trips.  

A significant cumulative impact is identified when a facility is projected to operate below the 
level of service standards due to cumulative future traffic AND a project-related traffic increase 
as measured by 50 or more peak hour trips. Cumulative traffic impacts are created as a result of a 
combination of the proposed project together with other future developments contributing to the 
overall traffic impacts requiring additional improvements to maintain acceptable level of service 
operations with or without the project. Based on this criteria, the project is not anticipated to 
contribute a significant impact to Antonio Parkway/Ortega Highway or Ortega Highway / Monte 
Vista Street because the project would add less than 50 trips to these locations during peak hours. 
Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than cumulatively 
considerable, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.16 Utilities and Service Systems 

The purpose of this section is to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project on utilities 
and service systems. The analysis focuses on whether the project’s estimated water demand, 
wastewater generation, and solid waste generation would be accommodated by existing and 
future planned infrastructure (including stormwater drainage facilities), and proposes mitigation 
measures as needed. Portions of the following analysis are based on various resources including 
the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District’s Urban Water Management Plan (EVMWD) 
(UWMP) (EVMWD, 2016); the Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Technical Memorandum 
(PACE, 2014), and a Response to County Comments on Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 
Memorandum (Terrestrial, 2014a), located in Appendices D2 and D3 of this EIR; a Biological 
Resource Analysis (PCR, 2014), located in Appendix C1 of this EIR; and the WQMPs for both 
project site parcels (Hunsaker, 2014a; Hunsaker, 2014b) located in Appendices H1 and H2 of this 
EIR. 

3.16.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Conditions 

Water Supply 

The proposed project includes the annexation of 133.4 acres of the project site (the area needing 
domestic water service) into the service area of EVMWD. Areas of the project site that would 
remain in natural open space or do not require irrigation would not be annexed into the water 
service area. EVMWD is located in western Riverside County, encompasses 96 square miles, and 
is a sub-agency of Western Municipal Water District (Western) who is a member agency of 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern California (EVMWD, 2016a). EVMWD 
receives imported water from MWD through its member agency, Western. EVMWD is wholly 
within the boundaries of Western, which is wholly within the boundaries of MWD. Because of 
this arrangement, no territory can be annexed into EVMWD without also annexing into the 
boundaries of Western and MWD (EVMWD, 20016a). The proposed service area boundary 
change requires approval by Riverside County Local Agency Formation Commission (Riverside 
LAFCO). See Figure 3.16-1 for the proximity of the project site to the existing Western and 
EVMWD service area boundary.   

EVMWD provides over 42,692 potable service connections to a service area populated with 
approximately 140,000 people. Average potable water supplies total 61,600 acre-feet per year 
(AFY). EVMWD obtains its potable water supplies from imported water from Metropolitan (68 
percent), local surface water from Canyon Lake (9 percent), and local groundwater (22 percent) 
(EVMWD, 20016a). As a member agency of Western, EVMWD purchases treated imported 
MWD water from Western through the Auld Valley Pipeline (AVP) and the Temescal Valley 
Pipeline (TVP). The AVP and the TVP are located on the southeastern and northwestern end of 
EVMWD’s distribution system, respectively.  

 



UV74

UV74

The Preserve at San Juan . 120826
Figure 3.16-1

Project Site Proximity to Existing Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD)
and Western Municipal Water District (Western) Service Area Boundary

SOURCE: ESRI.
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EVMWD owns Canyon Lake, otherwise known as Railroad Canyon Reservoir. The reservoir 
impounds local runoff from the San Jacinto River watershed and stores water behind Railroad 
Canyon Dam, which is treated by the Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant (WTP). Due to 
siltation, the original storage capacity of 12,000 acre-feet (AF) has been reduced to 4,600 AF of 
water (EVMWD, 2016). EVMWD has access to groundwater from Elsinore Basin, Coldwater 
Basin, San Bernardino Bunker Hill Basin, Rialto-Colton and Riverside-North Basin. Almost all 
of the groundwater production that is used for potable use occurs in the Elsinore Basin 
(EVMWD, 2016). 

EVMWD has a six-inch water main that extends from the Tomlin No. 1 Booster Station (located 
on the northwestern boundary of Lake Elsinore) and travels southwest, providing potable water to 
upgradient communities along Ortega Highway. This transmission main runs adjacent to the 
north portion of the project site along Ortega Highway, and then intersects the project site as it 
travels west along Long Canyon Road to its terminus at the Los Pinos No. 2 Reservoir, located 
west of the project site at an elevation of approximately 3,500 feet (see Figure 2-12 of this EIR 
for a layout of the existing and proposed water distribution system). The existing transmission 
main would supply water to the proposed project.  

Water Demand 

EVMWD prepared an UWMP in 2016 in compliance with the California Urban Water 
Management Plan Act (UWMP Act). The purpose of the plan is to document EVMWD’s 
projected water demands and its plans for delivering water supplies to EVMWD’s water service 
area through 2040 (EVWMD, 2016). In 2015, EVMWD potable water deliveries totaled 21,333 
AF. Table 3.16-1 shows the EVMWD water deliveries by water use sector in 2015 and those 
projected through 2040.  

TABLE 3.16-1 
ACTUAL AND PROJECTED POTABLE WATER DELIVERIES FOR 2015 THROUGH 2040 

Water Use Sectors 2015 (AF) 2020 (AF) 2030 (AF) 2040 (AF) 

Single family 13,691 22,848 29,006 35,041 

Multi-Family 789 1,316 1,671 2,019 

Commercial 3,021 5,042 6,403 7,733 

Institutional/governmental 1,095 1,827 2,320 2,802 

Landscape 1 2 3 4 

Wholesale 539 900 1,142 1,380 

Other 2,197 2,464 2,646 2,822 

Total 21,333 34,400 43,200 51,800 

 
SOURCE: EVMWD, 2016. 
 

 

Water demand in all development areas is expected to increase. EVMWD’s UWMP includes a 
discussion of project future water demands and potential water projects that can be implemented 
to meet this demand (EVMWD, 2016). As described in the EVMWD Water Master Plan, the 
water demand in 2040 (shown in Table 3.16-1) would result in an average annual demand of 75.0 
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million gallons daily (mgd), and a maximum day demand of 80.9 mgd. The Water Master Plan 
and UWMP describe that EVMWD will be able to meet the maximum day demand with future 
supplies of 88.89 mgd (EVMWD, 2016). Thus, EVMWD has developed water supply demand 
and projections through development of its 2016 Water Master Plan and 2016 UWMP, which 
details that water supplies will be able to meet the anticipated demand in 2040 (EVMWD, 2016). 

Stormwater Facilities  

Currently, no stormwater drainage infrastructure exists on the project site. Long Canyon Creek 
flows through the southwest corner of Phase 2 (north parcel) and through the northeast corner of 
Phase 1 (south parcel), eventually joining with the southwest-flowing San Juan Creek a mile 
downstream of Phase 1 (south parcel) southern boundary (PCR, 2014). Runoff from the western 
portion of the Phase 1 (south parcel) currently drains southerly via un-named tributary to San 
Juan Creek. Runoff from both phases drains southeasterly to Long Canyon Creek. Refer to Figure 
3.9-2 for water bodies in the project vicinity. 

Wastewater 

EVMWD is the nearest service provider for wastewater collection and treatment to the project 
site; however, the project site is not located within the vicinity of existing wastewater 
infrastructure. As described below, the proposed project would install septic systems for each 
residential parcel, and would not obtain service for wastewater treatment and disposal from 
EVMWD. Within its service area, EVMWD collects and conveys wastewater generated by 
residences and businesses to one of three tertiary level treatment facilities.   

Solid Waste  

The project would be served by a commercial residential waste hauler that serves the project 
vicinity and would include curbside waste, recycling, yard waste pickup, bulk waste and 
hazardous material pickup, which are typical residential solid waste services.  

The closest Riverside County landfill is the El Sobrante Landfill, located 10 miles north of the 
project site in the City of Corona. The landfill is permitted to accept up to 16,054 tons of waste 
per day through 2044 (Calrecycle, 2016). In August 2016, the average daily amount of solid 
waste disposed at the landfill was 8,534 tons (Calrecycle September Inspection Report); thus, 
having an average daily additional capacity of 7,520 tons per day (CalRecycle, 2016). 

The closest Orange County landfill is the Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill, located 11 miles 
southwest of the project site, in the City of San Juan Capistrano. The landfill is permitted to 
accept 4,000 tons per day and is permitted to operate through 2067 (Calrecycle 2016). In 
September 2016, the maximum daily amount of solid waste disposed at the landfill was 2,075 
tons (Calrecycle September Inspection Report); thus, having an average daily additional capacity 
of 1,925 tons per day (CalRecycle, 2016). 

In addition, the Bowerman Sanitary landfill located 11002 Bee Canyon Access Road in Trabuco 
Canyon, which is approximately 40 miles from the project site, is permitted to accept 11,500 tons 
per day of solid waste through 2053. In September 2016, the maximum daily amount of solid 
waste disposed at the landfill was 7,680 tons (Calrecycle September Inspection Report); thus, the 
landfill has an average daily additional capacity of 3,820 tons per day. 
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Regulatory Setting 

Clean Water Act 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act or Clean Water Act (CWA) serves to restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters. The CWA was 
created in 1972, and then amended in 1977, and again in 1987 when the NPDES program was 
created. NPDES requires a permit for discharge of pollutants from industrial sources and publicly 
owned treatment works into navigable waters. The discharge must meet applicable requirements, 
which are outlined in the CWA and which reflect the need to meet federal effluent limitations and 
state water quality standards. 

Section 303 (d) of the CWA states that each state shall identify those waters within its boundaries 
for which the effluent limitations required by section 301(b)(1)(A) and section 301 (b)(1)(B) are 
not stringent enough to implement any water quality standard applicable to such waters. The state 
shall establish a priority ranking for such waters, taking into account the severity of the pollution 
and the uses to be made of such water (see Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this 
EIR). 

California Administrative Code 

The California Administrative Code (CAC) establishes efficiency standards for reducing water 
usage in new water fixtures. Title 24 CAC, Section 25352, addresses pipe insulation 
requirements, which reduce the amount of hot water used before reaching equipment and fixtures. 
Title 20 CAC (Public Utilities and Energy), Section 1604, provides efficiency standards for water 
fixtures including lavatory faucets, showerheads, and sink faucets.  

California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) redefined solid waste 
management in terms of both objectives and planning responsibilities for local jurisdictions and 
the state. AB 939 was adopted to reduce the volume and toxicity of solid waste that is landfilled 
and incinerated by requiring local governments to prepare and implement plans to improve the 
management of waste resources. AB 939 required each of the cities and unincorporated portions 
of the counties to divert a minimum of 25 percent of the solid waste sent to landfills by 1995 and 
50 percent by the year 2000. To attain goals for reductions in disposal, AB 939 established a 
planning hierarchy utilizing new integrated solid waste management practices. These practices 
include source reduction, recycling and composting, and environmentally safe landfill disposal 
and transformation. Other state statutes pertaining to solid waste include compliance with the 
California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (AB 1327), which requires adequate 
areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials within a project site. As a new waste 
generator, the proposed project would be subject to the requirements of these solid waste 
provisions, as enforced by the County of Orange.  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act requires that any person discharging waste or 
proposing to discharge waste within any region, other than to a community sewer system, which 
could affect the quality of the “waters of the state,” file a report of waste discharge that includes a 
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characterization of the discharge including design and actual flows, a list of constituents and the 
discharge concentration of each constituent, a list of other appropriate waste discharge 
characteristics, a description and schematic drawing of all treatment processes, a description of 
any Best Management Practices used, and a description of disposal methods, and a site map. 

State Water Resources Control Board – Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, 
Design, Operation and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems  

Onsite wastewater treatment systems are useful and necessary structures that allow habitation at 
locations that are removed from centralized wastewater treatment systems. On June 19, 2012, the 
State Water Resources Control Board adopted Resolution No. 2012-0032—the Water Quality 
Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of On-site Wastewater Treatment 
Systems which establishes a statewide, risk-based, tiered approach for the regulation and 
management of onsite wastewater treatment system installations and replacements and sets the 
level of performance and protection expected from onsite wastewater treatment systems in order 
to avoid water quality degradation and protect public health. The policy lists standards for 
existing and replacement onsite wastewater treatment systems, as well as corrective action 
requirements for failing or potentially failing systems. The policy also includes minimum 
monitoring and reporting requirements; exemption criteria; criteria for determining when an 
existing onsite wastewater treatment system is subject to major repair, and a conditional waiver of 
waste discharge requirements (SWRCB, 2012a). The policy also conditionally waives the 
requirement for owners of wastewater treatment systems to apply for and receive Waste 
Discharge Requirements in order to operate their systems when they meet the conditions set forth 
in the Policy. The San Diego RWQCB was required to incorporate these standards into its Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) by May 13, 2014 (SWRCB, 2012b). 

California Plumbing Code 

“Nonpotable Reuse Systems” of the 2010 California Plumbing Code (Title 24, Part 5, Chapter 
16A, Part 1) details definitions and specific design requirements for graywater systems (tanks, 
irrigation fields and disposal fields). Table 16A-1 describes the required distances of graywater 
systems from various land features, such as building structures, water supply wells, and streams 
and lakes. Specifically, a horizontal distance of 100 feet must be maintained between streams and 
graywater irrigation fields (IAPMO, 2014). 

Regional Water Quality Control Board – Guidelines for New Community and 
Individual Sewerage Facilities 

The RWQCB adopted Guidelines for New Community and Individual Sewerage Facilities 
(Resolution No. 79-44) on June 25, 1979. An updated set of guidelines is included in the 2011 
Basin Plan, which supersedes Resolution No. 79-44 and has the goal of improving the efficiency 
of the review process, eliminating unnecessary Regional Board regulation, and improving 
protection of ground water quality.  

Authority deferral to a County health officer in regard to onsite wastewater treatment systems 
would occur if the project operator satisfies the following conditions: (1) the use of new 
individual subsurface disposal systems for any subdivision of land will be in the best public 
interest; (2) individual disposal systems will comply with all existing county design criteria; (3) 
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the cumulative impact from proposed individual disposal system(s) or from new commercial 
and/or industrial development(s) will not cause adverse impacts to the beneficial uses of ground 
water; (4) individual disposal systems will meet the minimum unsaturated soil thickness between 
the bottom of leach lines or the bottom of seepage pits and the historic high ground water level. 
The minimum unsaturated soil thickness is nine feet for soils with good percolation rates, 12 feet 
for soils with moderate percolation rates, and 14 feet for soils with poor percolation rates. 
Exceptions to the unsaturated soil thickness criteria may be allowed by the appropriate County 
health officer, based upon knowledge of local site conditions. 

Upon receipt of the report of waste discharge for the proposed onsite wastewater treatment 
systems, the San Diego RWQCB would determine whether the proposed project would meet the 
above listed criteria and authority would defer to the County Department of Health for regulation 
and protection of groundwater quality.  

Orange County On-Site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines 

Required as part the Orange County Building Plan Check, the Orange County On-site Sewage 
Absorption System Guidelines are intended to provide a uniform approach to percolation testing 
requirements and design criteria of an onsite sewage absorption system. The Orange County 
Public Works Department’s approval of proposed onsite sewage systems may be either a 
requirement for recordation of a parcel/tract map or a requirement before building/structural 
permits are issued. There are two main conditions for approval of an onsite sewage system: (1) 
percolation tests must be performed in accordance with County procedures for leach fields and/or 
seepage pits; and (2) the system must be designed in accordance with County standards. 

Four copies of the engineer’s soil percolation reports must be submitted to the Plumbing Plan 
Check Section at the Orange County Public Works Department. All reports must include a log of 
all soil borings and percolation tests as well as plans showing a designated system. Reports and 
plans submitted to obtain Building Permits must include (Orange County, 2014): 

 Depth to groundwater; 

 Depth to any impervious layers; 

 Acceptable result of six percolation tests distributed throughout an area set aside for 
trench leach fields and/or at least one passing percolation for seepage pits for the 
proposed dwelling; 

 Distance between trenches or seepage pits; 

 Location of property lines; 

 Drainage courses; 

 Soils characteristics; 

 Trench width or pit diameter; 

 Pit depth or depth of gravel below pipe; 

 Topographic lines, if steep slopes exist; 

 Footprint of house; 

 Outline of septic tank and distribution box; and 
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 The plan must reflect all conditions after precise grading. 

Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan   

The Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP), updated in 2007, documents 
specific water pollutant control elements and is the primary policy, planning and implementation 
document for municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit compliance within the County. The main 
objectives of the DAMP are to present a plan that satisfies NPDES permit requirements and to 
evaluate the impacts of urban stormwater discharges on receiving waters. Instead of being viewed 
as single document, the DAMP serves as the foundation for a series of model programs, LIPs and 
watershed implementation plans. LIPs serve as a baseline program with detailed DAMP 
implementation information and are watershed-specific. The DAMP requires the effectiveness of 
each LIP element to be assessed, and through water quality testing and public input, for BMPs to 
be enhanced.  

Orange County Local Implementation Plan 

While the 2007 DAMP provides a foundation for the Orange County Stormwater Permittees to 
implement model programs designed to prevent pollutants from entering receiving waters to the 
maximum extent practicable, the description and detail of how this is being accomplished on a 
local level is contained in a Local Implementation Plan (LIP). The LIP is designed to work in 
conjunction with the DAMP and each city and the County have developed a comprehensive LIP 
that is specific to their jurisdiction (Orange County, 2016). As the proposed project is located in 
unincorporated Orange County, it would be subject to the Orange County 2010-2011 LIP. 

The 2010-2011 Orange County LIP was prepared as a compliance program for the San Diego 
RWQCB Fourth Term Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit. The main objectives of 
this LIP are to fulfill the County’s commitment to present a plan that satisfies the requirements of 
its Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit and to evaluate and reduce the impacts of 
urban stormwater runoff on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.	This LIP, in conjunction with 
the Countywide programmatic DAMP, is the principal policy and guidance document for the 
County’s NPDES stormwater program (Orange County, 2016). 

The LIP characterizes priority projects based on various characteristics as specified by the San 
Diego Regional Board and requires the preparation of a project-specific WQMP. The WQMP is 
based on a site assessment which identifies site-specific and targeted watershed pollutants. The 
assessment results then identify which BMPs are incorporated into the project site. Required 
BMPs include site design BMPs (e.g., permeability maximization), source control BMPs (e.g., 
street sweeping), and treatment control BMPs (e.g., vegetated swales). Hydromodification 
controls as specified in the South Orange County Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) 
must also be incorporated. The LIP also requires post-construction BMP inspection and 
maintenance in compliance with Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit requirements.  

Hydromodification Management Plan for South Orange County 

This HMP was prepared to comply with the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System Permit (Order R9-2015-0100, which requires that an HMP be developed and 
implemented to manage increases in runoff discharge rates and durations from all PDPs. 
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Hydromodification refers to changes in the magnitude and frequency of stream flows and its 
associated sediment load due to urbanization or other changes in the watershed land use and 
hydrology. It also encompasses the resulting impacts on receiving channels, such as erosion, 
sedimentation, and potentially degradation of in-stream habitat. The HMP seeks ways to mitigate 
erosion impacts by establishing requirements for controlling runoff from new development.  

County of Orange General Plan Public Services & Facilities Element 

Waste Management 

Goal: Maintain a competitive rate for disposal in Orange County. 

Policy 3: To promote the utilization of waste recycling and reuse measures which extend the 
operating life of existing solid waste facilities. 

Water System 

Goal 1: Encourage the planning and development of a water conveyance and distribution system 
to meet the County's future demand. 

Policy 1: To ensure the adequacy of water system capacity and phasing, in consultation with the 
service providing agency(ies), in order to serve existing and future development as defined in the 
General Plan.  

Wastewater System 

Goal 1: Support the planning and development of a wastewater system to meet both the County's 
demand and attain water quality goals. 

Policy 1: To protect quality in both delivery systems and groundwater basins through effective 
wastewater system management. 

Policy 3: To ensure the adequacy of wastewater system capacity and phasing in consultation with 
the service providing agency(ies) in order to serve existing and future development as defined by 
the General Plan.  

3.16.2 Thresholds of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts. Relative to utilities and service systems, a project could have a significant 
effect on the environment if it would: 

 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; 

 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; 

 Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental 
effects; 
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 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed; 

 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments; 

 Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs; and 

 Comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

It was determined in the NOPs/Initial Studies (see Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR) that 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts related to wastewater 
treatment capacity. The proposed project would install onsite wastewater treatment systems on 
each residential lot, which would treat wastewater, and the resulting effluent would be used for 
irrigation. Thus, the proposed project would not result in any impacts related to wastewater 
capacity of service provider, and no impacts would occur. Therefore, no further analysis of this 
significance criterion is included in the EIR. 

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, Notice of Preparations and Initial Studies were 
prepared and circulated for public review in both 2013 and 2014; the following comments related 
to utility and service system topics were received: 

 Evaluate the efficiency and reliability of public services 

 Provide statement to clarify the proposed annexation to Metropolitan Water District, 
Western Municipal Water District, and the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District.   

 Describe if the water pipelines supplying the project be new or would the existing 
pipelines be used. 

 Potential impacts related to utility infrastructure installation. 

3.16.3 Methodology 
The significance determination for the utilities and service systems impact analysis is based on a 
review of existing literature as well as the WQMPs prepared for both project site parcels 
(Hunsaker, 2014a; Hunsaker, 2014b) located in Appendices H1 and H2 of this EIR, respectively. 
These assessments presented findings, conclusions, and recommendations concerning 
development of the project sites based on the engineering analysis of geotechnical properties of 
the subsurface conditions, evaluation of geotechnical properties of soils, and a summary of 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The sections that follow discuss the identified 
impacts and the measures that would be incorporated to mitigate significant impacts. 

3.16.4 Project Impacts 
Impact 3.16-1: Would the project exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
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Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the average generation 
unit of 320 gallons of wastewater per day (gpd) per household (PACE, 2014), the proposed 
residents of the 72 total households from both phases would generate a total of approximately 
23,040 gpd of wastewater, which would be treated and disposed of through the use of onsite 
wastewater treatment systems located on each lot. The onsite wastewater treatment systems 
installed on each lot would consist of three components: (1) a 1,500-gallon septic tank; (2) three 
modular peat fiber biofilters; and (3) a 300-gallon water reuse pump station. Approximately 320 
gallons per day would be emitted for irrigation of approximately 13,100 square feet; treated 
effluent would be supplemented with potable water to meet this irrigation demand when 
necessary.  

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the San Diego RWQCB, who was required to 
incorporate the SWRCB Policy into its specific Basin Plan by May of 2014. The project operator 
would not be required to file a report of waste discharge for the proposed onsite wastewater 
treatment systems, so long as the systems are designed in compliance with the SWRCB Policy. The 
project would comply with the Orange County Guidelines and SWRCB Policy through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2, in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, which 
requires the project operator to design and operate the septic system in compliance with the Orange 
County On-site Sewage Absorption System Guidelines and SWRCB On-Site Wastewater 
Treatment System Policy. The siting and design of onsite wastewater treatment systems would be 
designed according to Tier 2 standards, which means Orange County Public Works would 
supervise the design and approval of the systems.  

In addition, components of the onsite wastewater treatment system would be setback from 
structures, property lines, and the top of descending slopes to ensure appropriate function, as 
required by the existing State Plumbing Code and County and RWQCB onsite wastewater system 
requirements, which would be verified by the County’s Building and Safety Department prior to 
approval of permits to operate. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-3 requires the HOA to 
educate residents about the proper use and maintenance of septic systems to prevent damage and 
failure. The septic tanks would also be emptied of sludge regularly and transported to disposal by 
a County-registered waste hauler. 

In the case of a septic malfunction, prior to an overflow event, the system includes high water level 
alarms that would notify the homeowner and the HOA of a potential overflow condition, which 
would allow time for corrective action. If an overflow still occurs and the soil becomes saturated, 
the subsurface irrigation system would shut down and the 1500-gallon emergency storage tank 
would be used for up to five days of storage.   

Overall, the onsite wastewater system would be installed and operated in compliance with 
County, SWRCB, and RWQCB requirements, which would be verified by the County prior to 
permit approval; therefore, impacts related to exceedance of RWQCB wastewater treatment 
requirements from the proposed onsite wastewater treatment systems would be less than 
significant with implementation of existing requirements, Project Design Features, and mitigation 
measures. 
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Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.6-2  (Provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils under Impact 3.6-5) 

MM 3.6-3  (Provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils under Impact 3.6-5) 
__________________________ 

Impact 3.16-2: 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. 

Water Facilities 

The proposed project would require both offsite and onsite water infrastructure improvements to 
provide appropriate water distribution and pressure. The improvements have been coordinated 
with EVMWD since 2013 (as shown in Appendix K). EVMWD has already provided will-serve 
letters in 2013, 2015, and 2016. In addition, EVMWD has been planning to provide water 
services to the project area since at least 2006, when a Water System Plan of Service was 
prepared by EVMWD (June 2006) that describes the ability of EVMWD to provide water 
services to the project area at a greater density than is currently proposed.  

The off-site improvements for the proposed project would extend water supplies from the existing 
six-inch water main located within the Long Canyon Road right-of-way to the project site. The 
new onsite water distribution facilities would include a 12-inch distribution line that would be 
constructed throughout the developed portions of the project site. In addition, the existing six-
inch main would feed two new above ground water storage reservoirs; one 615,000 gallon and 
one 525,000 gallon. The reservoir site on the Phase 1 (south parcel) would be 615,000 gallons 
and would be located in the northwestern-most part of the Phase 1 development area. The 
reservoir in the Phase 2 (north parcel) would be 525,000 gallons and would be located at the far 
northern end of the Phase 2 parcel development area. Both reservoirs would be sited at elevations 
sufficient to provide water to the respective development phases via gravity flow. New 
distribution mains from each reservoir would be designed and installed in cooperation with 
EVMWD to provide water to the respective development phases. The new mains are sufficiently 
sized based on peak flow demand and fire-flow requirements as required by EVMWD and OCFA 
standards for service provision and fire protection. These improvements designed pursuant to 
EVMWD and OCFA requirements would ensure that the proposed project would have sufficient 
water supply. 

The construction of these facilities is included within the project, and have been evaluated 
throughout this EIR. For example, air quality emissions from construction of the water facilities 
are included in the Air Quality evaluation in Section 3.3. In addition, construction activities 
would be required to comply with all County development standards regarding construction 
noise, air quality, dust suppression, erosion control (through the required SWPPP) and other 
construction related potential effects as described throughout this EIR. Furthermore, with 
implementation of the Project Design Features and mitigation measures within this EIR, which 
would be verified by the County Building and Safety Department prior to permit approval, 
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impacts related to construction of the water facilities that are needed to serve the proposed project 
would be less than significant.   

Wastewater Facilities  

As described above, onsite wastewater treatment systems would be installed on each residential 
lot, and would consist of three components: (1) a 1,500-gallon septic tank; (2) three modular peat 
fiber biofilters; and (3) a 300-gallon water reuse pump station. As described above for water 
facilities, construction of the wastewater facilities is included within the project, and have been 
evaluated throughout this EIR. For example, activities involved in the construction and 
installation of the septic onsite wastewater treatment systems and subsurface irrigation system 
would include excavation and backfilling that would occur as part of the overall project 
construction activities. As described above, construction activities would be required to comply 
with all County development standards, Project Design Features, and mitigation measures within 
this EIR, that would be verified by the County Building and Safety Department prior to permit 
approval, which would reduce impacts related to construction of wastewater facilities that are 
needed to serve the proposed project to a less than significant level.  

__________________________ 

Impact 3.16-3: Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would 
install a residential development in a presently undeveloped area, and thus would require the 
construction of new storm water drainage facilities. Runoff from the improved areas of the site 
would be conveyed as sheet flow to vegetated swales for conveyance to one of the project’s 
infiltration basins, which would filter and slowly discharge runoff from the site.  

Construction of these drainage facilities along with rest of the project would include excavation 
and backfilling that would expose bare soil to wind and rain, potentially resulting in top soil loss, 
soil erosion and sedimentation of surrounding water bodies. However, storm drainage facility 
construction would be part of the entire project that would be required to comply with the NPDES 
Construction General Permit included as Mitigation Measure MM 3.9-1 (See the discussion in 
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR for more details). In compliance with this 
permit, a SWPPP would be prepared and implemented; identifying BMPs that would minimize 
potential impacts related to construction of the storm drain system. Overall, with implementation 
of the construction requirements and mitigation measures within this EIR, which would be 
verified by the County Building and Safety Department prior to permit approval, impacts related 
to construction of drainage facilities that are needed to serve the proposed project would be less 
than significant.   
 

Mitigation Measure 

MM 3.9-1  (Provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality under Impact 3.9-1) 

__________________________ 
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Impact 3.16-4: Would sufficient water supplies be available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or would new or expanded entitlements be needed? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project includes development of 72 single-family residences, 
which would result in the addition of approximately 230 residents to the area (see Section 3.12, 
Population and Housing of this EIR, for more information about onsite population). As part of 
the project to provide water services for operation of the proposed project, 133.4 acres of land 
would be annexed in to the service area of EVMWD. Only developed portions of the project that 
would require potable water supplies would be annexed; and all non-irrigated areas would remain 
outside of the water service area. EVMWD is wholly within the boundaries of Western, which is 
wholly within the boundaries of MWD. Because of this arrangement, the project includes 
annexation into all water districts for service provision. Annexation into the boundaries of 
EVMWD, Western, and MWD in order to obtain water supply service is required for the project 
to be implemented, and is included as a Project Design Feature PDF-18. 

Construction Water Supplies  

As shown in Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description, construction water usage would total 
18.9 AF. Phase 1 (south parcel) would require approximately 3,608,700 gallons (11.1 AF) of 
water. Phase 2 (north parcel) would require approximately 2,549,550 gallons (7.8 AF) of water. 
Construction water would be provided by the existing wells on the project site. The Phase 1 
(south parcel) currently contains a water well and cistern; and Phase 2 (north parcel) contains two 
active water wells and water storage tanks (one of them 8,000 gallons). These existing facilities 
would provide construction water supply throughout construction activities. Construction water 
usage of these wells would not affect any existing water supply entitlements; thus, water supply 
impacts related to needing expanded entitlements for construction activities would not occur. 

Operational Water Supplies  

Based on the average generation unit of 600 gpd per dwelling unit, operation of the proposed 72 
single family units would generate a total water demand of approximately 43,200 gpd [25,800 
gpd for Phase 1 (south parcel) and 17,400 for Phase 2 (north parcel), as shown in Table 2-5, 
Operational Water Demand. For both phases, irrigation of the vineyards would require an average 
of 68,897 gpd; irrigation of roadway and swale landscaping would require 101,821 gpd; and 
irrigation of fuel modification zones would require 122,210 gpd. Therefore, the total operational 
demand would be 336,128 gpd.  

The project’s maximum operational water demand of 336,128 gallons per day (or approximately 
370 AFY) is within the potable water supply available by EVMWD (EVMWD, 2016). As 
described in the EVMWD Water Master Plan, the water demand in 2040 (shown in Table 3.16-1) 
would result in an average annual demand of 75.0 mgd, and a maximum day demand of 80.9 
mgd. The Water Master Plan and UWMP describe that EVMWD will be able to meet the 
maximum day demand with future supplies of 88.89 mgd (EVMWD, 2016). These water demand 
projections are based on existing land use/zoning and regional growth projections for the service 
area.  

Currently, the project site has a zoning designation of General Agricultural (A1), which allows 
residential development at a maximum density of four acres per dwelling unit), which would 
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result in 146 dwelling units on the project site at build out. Conversely, the proposed project 
would only develop 72 residential units, and the remainder of the project site would consist of 
preserved open space, landscaping, and fuel modification areas that would be developed. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in fewer residential units than the build out 
allowable by the existing zoning criteria; and development of 72 single-family units on the 
project site would be within EVMWD’s existing water demand projections. EVMWD would not 
need additional water entitlements to serve the proposed project, and the project would result in a 
less than significant impact on water supply. 

__________________________ 

Impact 3.16-5: Would the project be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

Less than Significant Impact. As described above, the closest Riverside County landfill is the El 
Sobrante Landfill, located 10 miles north of the project site in the City of Corona. The landfill is 
permitted to accept up to 16,054 tons of waste per day through 2044 (Calrecycle, 2016). In 
August 2016, the average daily amount of solid waste disposed at the landfill was 8,534 tons 
(Calrecycle September Inspection Report); thus, the landfill has an average daily additional 
capacity of 7,520 tons (CalRecycle, 2016).  

The closest Orange County landfill is the Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill, located 11 miles 
southwest of the project site, which is permitted to accept 4,000 tons per day through 2067 
(Calrecycle 2016). In September 2016, the maximum daily amount of solid waste disposed at the 
landfill was 2,075 tons; thus, the landfill has an average daily additional capacity of 1,925 tons 
(CalRecycle, 2016). 

In addition, the Bowerman Sanitary landfill located 11002 Bee Canyon Access Road in Trabuco 
Canyon, is permitted to accept 11,500 tons per day of solid waste through 2053. In September 
2016, the maximum daily amount of solid waste disposed at the landfill was 7,680 tons; thus, the 
landfill has an average daily additional capacity of 3,820 tons per day. 

Calrecycle estimated residential disposal in California averages 2.49 pounds per day of solid 
waste per resident (http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Rates/Disposal/Resident.htm). The 
proposed project is estimated to generate a population increase of 230 people (see Section 3.12, 
Population and Housing of this EIR). Therefore, the residents of the proposed project would 
generate approximately 4,009 pounds (or 2 tons) of solid waste per week that can be 
accommodated by the El Sobrante landfill, Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill, or Bowerman 
Sanitary landfill. As a result, the proposed project would be served by a landfill that has sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs, and impacts would 
be less than significant.  

__________________________ 

 

Impact 3.16-6: Would the project comply with federal, state and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
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No Impact. As discussed above, total solid waste generated by the proposed project would result 
in an increase of approximately 2 tons per week of solid waste. All solid waste-generating 
activities within the County are subject to the requirements set forth in AB 939, that requires 
diversion of a minimum of 50 percent of solid waste. In addition, after 2020 all development 
would be required to divert 75 percent of solid waste pursuant to state regulations. The proposed 
project and the commercial waste hauler that serves the project would be required to comply with 
these mandates regarding solid waste management, which are also implemented by the landfill 
facilities. Therefore, impacts related to compliance with regulations related to solid waste would 
not occur. 

__________________________ 

3.16.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The service providers within County of Orange evaluate the projected population increases within 
the region to plan for increases in the demand for utilities and service systems. Therefore, the 
geographic area for cumulative effects to utility systems is the County as a whole. As described in 
Section 3.12, Population and Housing, the growth that would occur from implementation of the 
proposed project is within the adopted growth projections for the unincorporated area of the 
County. Thus, utility systems, such as EVMWD and planning for landfills, that would serve the 
project have anticipated the growth that would occur from implementation of the proposed 
project. As described above, the existing and planned water and landfill capacity would be able to 
accommodate the proposed project; thus, implementation of the proposed project would not result 
in a cumulatively considerable impact upon these service systems.   

The drainage and wastewater infrastructure improvements included in the project are site-specific 
in nature and are designed to be self-contained and would not extend outside of the project area or 
utilize a service provider’s infrastructure or capacity; thus, cumulative impacts related to 
wastewater and drainage infrastructure would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less 
than significant.  
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CHAPTER 4 
Remaining Significant Impacts 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR describe any significant 
impacts, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to less than significant levels. 
Potential environmental effects of the proposed project and proposed mitigation measures are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 3 of this EIR. 

Impacts in the following areas would remain significant and unavoidable, even with the 
incorporation of Project Design Features and feasible mitigation measures. 

Aesthetics 

The proposed project would result in significant impacts to scenic vistas available from the 
portions of Ortega Highway, which is an Eligible State Scenic Highway and is designated as a 
viewscape corridor by the Orange County General Plan. The project would affect views of the 
unique scenic resources and aesthetic vistas in the Santa Ana Mountains, which are considered by 
the General Plan Resources Element to possess outstanding scenic qualities. Thus, the project 
would result in a significant impact on scenic vistas from Ortega Highway. In addition, the 
proposed project would result in a significant impact related to the existing visual character of the 
site.  

The proposed project would permanently alter the existing views from a largely undisturbed 
natural setting of hillsides, ridgelines, and native vegetation to a clustered residential development 
with views of housing and roadways within the natural setting of the area. Implementation of the 
following Project Design Features would reduce the visual impacts of the project: 

 The provision of 414.6 acres or approximately 71 percent of the project site would 
preserve large areas of scenic vistas onsite, which are adjacent to the vistas within the 
Cleveland National Forest (PDF-1). 

 Open space would be concentrated in the western and northern portions of the project site 
and the single-family residences would be clustered toward Long Canyon Road to create 
a buffer between the residential uses and the Cleveland National Forest lands, which 
would reduce impacts to scenic vistas by preservation of large areas of vistas (PDF-2). 

 The project design will maintain similar topographic characteristics as the existing 
condition (PDF-3), which would retain the exiting character of the project site. 

 Conceptual landscape plan has been designed to preserve open space areas, implement 
and oak tree planting plan, and provide landscaping that would screen views of the 
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residential buildings and help them blend into the native vegetation surrounding the 
project site (PDF-4 and PDF-5). 

 The Tree Management Preservation Plan would provide for oak tree relocations to be 
within the project site, which would retain the exiting character of the site (PDF-5). 

 Interior private streets have been designed to rural street standards (PDF-6). 

 The project circulation is designed to be consistent with the County’s Viewscape Typical 
Section including: an enlarged parkway, a hiking trail, and a lack of curbs (PDF-9). 

 The water storage tanks will be visually screened with native/drought-tolerant 
landscaping and will be painted a neutral tone to blend with the surrounding environment 
(PDF-19). 

In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-1 is included, which would require the use of earthen 
tones for exterior paint on the project’s structures, and would reduce these impacts, but even with 
implementation of the Project Design Features and Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-1, the proposed 
project would still be visually prominent from Ortega Highway, and would result in a substantial 
change to the existing character of the rural area of native vegetation. Furthermore, the proposed 
structures would be incompatible with the scale and character of existing views of the 
undeveloped area and native vegetation. As a result, impacts related to scenic vistas and the 
existing visual character or quality of the site would be significant and unavoidable. 

Noise 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would comply with the permitted 
construction hours established in the County’s Municipal Code; however, project construction 
would generate a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity and would expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial increases in noise levels. 
Implementation of Project Design Feature PDF-21 that includes the following measures will be 
implemented to reduce construction-related noise:  

 Construction activities will be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 
Monday through Saturday, excluding federal holidays, which is consistent with the 
County’s Noise Ordinance.  

 During all excavation and grading on-site, the construction contractors will equip all 
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained 
mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ standards to reduce construction equipment 
noise to the maximum extent practicable. The construction contractor will place all 
stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from noise 
sensitive receptors. 

 The construction contractor will stage equipment and material stockpiles in areas that will 
create the greatest distance between construction-related noise sources and noise 
sensitive receptors during project construction. 
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 The construction contractor will limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified for 
construction equipment. 

 Electrically powered equipment to be used instead of pneumatic or internal combustion 
powered equipment, where feasible. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (e.g., in excess of 5 minutes) will be 
prohibited.  

 The use of noise‐producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, will be 
for safety warning purposes only. 

In addition, Mitigation Measures MM 3.11-1 through MM 3.11-3 would be implemented to 
provide temporary sound barriers between construction activities and the closest residences 
during construction activities that could exceed noise limits, provide noticing of the construction 
activity, and to establish a noise disturbance coordinator. However, it is anticipated that off-site 
sensitive receptors would still be exposed to a substantial temporary and periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels. Therefore, noise impacts related to construction would be significant and 
unavoidable. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Alternatives 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter addresses alternatives to the proposed project and describes the rationale for 
including them in the EIR. The chapter also discusses the environmental impacts associated with 
each alternative and compares the relative impacts of each alternative to those of the proposed 
project.  

CEQA requires that an EIR compare the effects of a “reasonable range of alternatives” to the 
effects of a project. The alternatives selected for comparison should be those that would attain 
most of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant 
effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR must consider a reasonable 
range of potentially feasible alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). The “range of 
alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those 
alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the lead agency and to foster 
meaningful public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). CEQA generally defines 
“feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, 
technological, and legal factors and other considerations (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a)(3), 
15364). 

The alternatives addressed in this Draft EIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the 
following factors: 

 The extent to which the alternative could avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
identified significant environmental effects of the proposed project; 

 The extent to which the alternative could accomplish basic objectives of the proposed 
project; 

 The potential feasibility of the alternative; 

 The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a “range” of alternatives that 
would allow an informed comparison of relative advantages and disadvantages of the 
proposed project and potential alternatives to it; and 

 The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no project” alternative; and to 
identify an “environmentally superior” alternative in addition to the no project alternative 
(Section 15126.6(e)). 
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5.2 Project Objectives 

The proposed project is intended to provide for the development and maintenance of a single-
family residential neighborhood in conjunction with limited vineyard uses. The following 
objectives have been established by the applicant to serve as a basis for comparing the 
alternatives, and for the evaluation of associated environmental impacts. 

 To provide a residential community that is compatible with the surrounding residential 
and natural areas. 

 To mitigate impacts to existing blue-line streams and California coastal live oaks. 

 To ensure that current infrastructure and public services would not be lessened or 
burdened by project implementation but would be improved. This includes water 
capacity, fire safety, and storm-water runoff quality, and road safety. 

 To ensure that lot coverage and density do not have impacts upon the site which cannot 
be mitigated in accordance with the County of Orange land use policies and development 
standards.  

 To provide mitigation to the satisfaction of the County of Orange, California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for any impacts to habitat or 
blue-line streams. 

 To provide a residential community that incorporates a wildland fire-safe design that 
protects the proposed homes from potential wildland fires in accordance with the 
standards set forth by the Orange County Fire Authority.  

 To provide a residential community that is uniquely different by integrating with and 
being sensitive to the environmental constraints of the existing terrain, geology, blue line 
streams, and the California live oak trees and that offers a large lot and remote lifestyle in 
a natural setting that is not commonly found within Orange County. 

5.3 Alternatives Considered But Rejected 

An EIR must briefly describe the rationale for selection and rejection of alternatives. The lead 
agency may make an initial determination as to which alternatives are potentially feasible 
and, therefore, merit in-depth consideration, and which are infeasible and need not be 
considered further. Alternatives that are remote or speculative, or the effects of which cannot 
be reasonably predicted, need not be considered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), 
(f)(3)). This section identifies alternatives considered by the lead agency, but rejected as 
infeasible and provides a brief explanation of the reasons for their exclusion. As noted above, 
alternatives may be eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIR if they fail to meet 
most of the project objectives, are infeasible, or do not avoid any significant environmental 
effects. 

An alternative to sell the project site for conservation purposes was considered but not evaluated 
because it would not meet any of the project objectives. In addition, impacts from this type of 
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alternative would likely be similar to those discussed by Alternative 1, No Project/No Build 
Alternative. 

An alternative site was considered and also eliminated from further consideration. CEQA 
specifies that the key question regarding alternative site consideration is “whether any of the 
significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project 
at another location.” In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when implementation 
is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a project 
applicant. For this project, there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of the project 
applicant. In the event land could be purchased of suitable size and developmental characteristics, 
based on the known general conditions in the project area, an alternative site would likely have 
similar impacts after mitigation as the project. Given the size and nature of the proposed project 
and the project objectives, it would be impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an 
alternate site in the area with fewer environmental impacts.  

5.4 Alternatives Selected for Further Analysis 

Three alternatives to the proposed project have been identified for further analysis as representing 
a reasonable range of alternatives that attain most of the objectives of the project, may avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project, and are feasible from a 
development perspective. These alternatives have been developed based on the criteria identified 
in Section 5.1. 

The following alternatives are analyzed in detail below: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project/No Build Alternative: Under this alternative, no 
development would occur on the project site, and it would remain in its current condition. 

 Alternative 2 – Decreased Density Single Phase: Under this alternative, a reduction in 
the number of residential units would occur by not developing Phase 1 (south parcel). 
Phase 2 (north parcel) would be developed with 29 residential units, as planned by the 
proposed project, and the Phase 1 (south parcel) would remain as open space. This 
alternative would decrease the number of residential units developed in the project area 
by 43 units, or approximately 60 percent. 

 Alternative 3 – Decreased Density Both Phases. under this alternative, a 50 percent 
reduction in the number of residential units would be built in each phase. Thus, 22 single-
family residences would be developed in Phase 1 (south parcel) and 14 single-family 
residences would be developed in Phase 2 (north parcel). This alternative would decrease 
the number of residential units developed in the project area by 36 units, and provide a 
larger area of open space on each parcel.  

Descriptions of each alternative and its associated impacts are provided below. Table 5-1 (located 
at the end of this chapter) provides a side-by-side comparison of the potential impacts of the 
alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project. Table 5-2 (also located at the end of this 
chapter) provides a summary of each alternative’s ability to meet the proposed project objectives. 
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Alternative 1:  No Project/No Build 
Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires analysis of the No Project Alternative. The 
no project alternative analysis must discuss the existing conditions at the time the Notice of 
Preparations (2006 and 2013) were published and consider conditions that would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. The No Project Alternative 
(Alternative 1) applies to the following scenarios: 

(1) When the project is a revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy, or 
ongoing operation, the "no project" alternative is the continuation of the existing plan, 
policy, or operation into the future; or  

(2) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development 
project on identifiable property, the "no project" alternative is the circumstance under 
which the project does not proceed.  

As the project is a development project on identified property, the no project alternative means 
"no build" wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained and no development occurs. 
The project site has an Orange County General Plan Land Use designation as “Open Space” (OS), 
and is zoned as “General Agriculture” (A1). Under Alternative 1, the proposed project would not 
be developed and the project site would continue in its current state as a generally undeveloped 
and densely vegetated area within the Santa Ana Mountains.  

Environmental Impacts 

Aesthetics 

The proposed project would substantially alter views of the project site from largely undisturbed 
settings to residential uses. The project would be incompatible with the scale and character of 
existing views of the undeveloped area and native vegetation. Even after implementation of 
project design features and mitigation measures, impacts from viewpoints nearby roadways 
would remain significant and unavoidable. The No Project Alternative would avoid impacts on 
aesthetic resources by maintaining the existing generally undeveloped open space character of the 
entire project site and existing scenic views from Ortega Highway would not be impacted. The 
No Project Alternative would also not introduce new sources of nighttime light and glare to the 
project site. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in fewer impacts associated with 
aesthetic resources than the proposed project.  

Air Quality 

The proposed project would result in short-term construction-related emissions and long-term 
operational emissions that would be less than significant. Under the No Project Alternative, 
construction would not be required and additional vehicular trips from the project area would not 
occur. The No Project Alternative would avoid an increase in regional and localized emissions. 
The proposed project impacts to air quality are less than significant; however, the No Project 
Alternative would result in no impacts to air quality. 
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Biological Resources  

The proposed project would have an adverse effect on biological resources and mitigation 
measures would be required to reduce impacts from the proposed project to a less than significant 
level. Construction of the proposed project would result in direct removal of wildlife habitat and 
impacts to special status plant and wildlife species and jurisdictional features on the project site. 
Project impacts to special status plant and wildlife species and jurisdictional features would be 
less than significant with implementation of Project Design Features, and mitigation measures. 
The No Project Alternative would avoid all potential impacts related to biological resources that 
could occur by the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would not impact wildlife 
habitat, special status plant and wildlife species, or jurisdictional features. In addition, this 
alternative avoids conflicts with County’s management guidelines outlined in Public Resources 
Code Section 21083.4 (Senate Bill 1334, as adopted) or the Riverside County Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in no impact on 
biological resources, which is less than to the proposed project’s less than significance after 
mitigation.  

Cultural Resources 

The proposed project would result in excavation and grading and therefore, it could potentially 
affect unidentified archaeological or paleontological resources or result in the accidental 
discovery of human remains. Because the No Project Alternative would not disturb the ground, 
the No Project Alternative would not result in impacts related to cultural resources, which is less 
than the project’s less than significance after mitigation.  

Geology and Soils 

Implementation of Project Design Features, mitigation measures, and adherence to standard 
building code requirements along with the proposed project would reduce potential geologic and 
soils impacts to less than significant. However, the No Project Alternative would avoid placement 
of people and structures on the project site, which would avoid potential impacts to geology and 
soils. Although impacts to geology and soils for the proposed project are less than significant, the 
No Project Alternative would result in no impacts, and would avoid risk of impacts, in 
comparison to the proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The proposed project would result in short-term construction-related emissions and long-term 
operational emissions. Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would not be developed 
and no GHG emissions would be generated. The No Project Alternative would avoid an increase 
in GHG emissions generated and would not affect the ability for the project site to meet the 
state’s GHG goals. Even though the proposed project impacts to greenhouse gases are less than 
significant, the No Project Alternative would not result in GHG impacts. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The proposed project could involve the use of hazardous materials, and result in the generation of 
hazardous waste from short-term construction activities (e.g., used oil, concrete waste, etc.). In 
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addition, operations could result in the use and transport of hazardous materials (e.g., cleaning 
products, fertilizers, small equipment maintenance). Unlike the No Project Alternative, the 
proposed project would expose additional population or structures into an area that is at risk for 
wildfires. The No Project Alternative does not increase risks from hazards or hazardous materials. 
Even though impacts form the proposed project are less than significant, the No Project 
Alternative would not involve any impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The proposed project could result in a loss of topsoil and a change in drainage patterns, as the 
project site would require grading and structural development. Additionally, the proposed project 
would require onsite wastewater treatment systems. Although impacts to hydrology and water 
quality for the proposed project are less than significant with implementation of the Project 
Design Features and mitigation measures, the No Project Alternative would avoid impacts related 
to loss of topsoil, a change in drainage patterns, or onsite wastewater systems. Therefore, the No 
Project Alternative would not result in any impacts to hydrology and water quality.  

Land Use and Planning 

The project site has an Orange County General Plan Land Use designation as “Open Space” (OS), 
and is zoned as “General Agriculture” (A1). The project proposes to change the General Plan 
Land Use of designation to Rural Residential (1A), which allows a minimum density of 0.25 to 
0.5 dwelling units per acre, (or two to four units per acre); and the zoning designation to 
Residential Agricultural (AR), which allows single-family residential in conjunction with 
agricultural uses and requires a minimum residential lot size of 7,200 square feet. The majority of 
the project site is undisturbed and supports dense chaparral habitat and oak trees, and 
implementation of the proposed project would result in development of single-family homes, 
vineyards, and associated uses. The No Project Alternative would not result in development, and 
would not require a General Plan Amendment or zoning change. In addition, the No Project 
Alternative would not potentially conflict with applicable habitat conservation plans, such as the 
Riverside County MSHCP. Although land use impacts are less than significant, the No Project 
Alternative would not result in any land use impacts, which would be less than the proposed 
project.  

Noise 

The proposed project would result a short-term increase in noise from construction and a long-
term increase in noise from operation. The short-term noise impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable after implementation of Project Design Features, and mitigation measures. The No 
Project Alternative would not include any new noise sources at the project site, and, therefore, 
would not generate any impacts. In addition, the No Project Alternative would not result in 
groundborne vibration. As a result, the No Project Alternative would avoid the significant 
construction impacts that would result from the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

The No Project Alternative would not develop 72 residential units and the associated 230 new 
residents in the project area. Thus, the No Project Alternative would not induce population 
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growth in the area, either directly (by development of the new homes) or indirectly (by the need 
for employees). Even though population and housing impacts for the proposed project are less 
than significant, the No Project Alternative would not result in any impacts to population and 
housing.  

Public Services 

The demand for public services, such as fire protection, police protection, schools, libraries and 
hospitals, would incrementally increase with implementation of the proposed project. Project 
development would not create a need for expanding existing fire or police facilities or staff, 
construction of a new facility, or adversely impact types of services provided. The proposed 
project would generate additional students and would increase the demand on library services. 
However, the proposed project’s impacts associated with increased demand on public services 
would be less than significant and the project would be required to pay development fees, as 
detailed within Section 3.13, Public Services. 

The No Project Alternative would not result in any housing on the project site, this alternative 
would not increase demand on existing fire protection, police protection, schools, or libraries. 
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in any impacts to public services; and 
impacts from the proposed project would be greater. 

Recreation 

The proposed project would add approximately 230 new residents to the site. Because of the 
proximity of the project site to existing recreational resources, including active recreation 
opportunities, sufficient park and recreation opportunities are available to meet the demands of 
the additional residents, and impacts would be less than significant. 

However, the No Project Alternative would not result in an increased population and, thus, would 
not increase the use of existing park and recreation facilities. Even though potential impacts from 
the proposed project are less than significant, the No Project Alternative would not result in any 
impacts to recreational facilities.  

Transportation and Traffic 

The proposed project would be developed on a vacant site that does not currently generate traffic, 
so all project-generated trips would be new trips to area roads. The proposed project would 
increase traffic in the area from construction worker trips and project operations that would 
increase traffic on area intersections. The proposed would generate approximately 690 daily 
operational trips. However, with implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation 
measures, impacts to area roadways would be less than significant. 

The No Project Alternative would not increase traffic loads on area streets, therefore no impacts 
would occur. Thus, the No Project Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to 
transportation and traffic than the proposed project. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

The proposed project would develop 72 single-family homes that would require water supply and 
would generate wastewater and solid waste. Impacts to utilities and service systems would be less 
than significant with implementation of Project Design Features. The proposed project would 
increase the demand for water services, wastewater services, and solid waste services compared 
to the No Project Alternative. Because the No Project Alternative would not involve 
development, the alternative would not result in any impacts on utilities and service systems.  

Conclusion 

The No Project Alternative would result in the continuation of existing conditions at the project 
site, and development and operation of 72 single-family residences would not occur. As a result, 
the No Project Alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable aesthetic resource and 
construction noise impacts that would result from the proposed project. In addition, the No 
Project Alternative would not require implementation of the mitigation measures that are 
identified in Section 3.0 of this EIR. Furthermore, the No Project Alternative would not result in 
any of the impacts that were identified to be less than significant from the proposed project.  

While the No Project Alternative would have fewer environmental impacts compared to the 
proposed project, this alternative would not meet several of the objectives listed in Section 5.2, 
Project Objectives. Specifically, the No Project Alternative would not provide any residences, 
which is the basic project objective. In addition, the No Project Alternative would not provide a 
residential community that is compatible with the surrounding residential and natural areas; 
provide a residential community that incorporates a fire-safe design; or provide a residential 
community that is uniquely different and that offers a lifestyle that is not commonly found in 
Orange County.  

Alternative 2: Decreased Density Single Phase  
Alternative 2, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative, is a variation of the proposed 
project that provides for residential development and excludes the development of the Phase 1 
(south parcel) project site, which would remain as open space. Under this alternative, the number 
of residential units would be reduced by 43 units (60 percent of the proposed project) to 29 
residential units.  

Environmental Impacts 

Aesthetics 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would retain the existing views of the Phase 1 
(south parcel), but would result in similar impacts associated with views from a scenic corridor. 
The proposed single-family residences would be visible from Ortega Highway (an Eligible State 
Scenic highway – not designated) from several viewpoints. Although development of this 
alternative would result in fewer residential units being visible from Ortega Highway, it would 
still alter the views from an Eligible State Scenic highway. Therefore, the Decreased Density 
Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to aesthetic resources compared to 
the proposed project. However, under the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative impacts to 
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scenic views and visual character would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation 
of the same Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures that would be implemented by the 
proposed project. 

Air Quality 

Construction activities resulting under the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would be 
reduced when compared to the proposed project because construction of fewer units and grading 
of less acreage would occur. However, short-term construction-related emissions of NOx, PM10 
and PM2.5 would still occur, although the generation of these emissions would be less under this 
alternative than those which would occur under the proposed project. Long-term operational air 
quality impacts under the proposed project are largely related to vehicular emissions. Because the 
traffic generated under this alternative would be less than the proposed project, operational air 
quality emissions (and impacts) generated under this alternative would be reduced. Therefore, the 
Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer air quality impacts than 
compared to the proposed project. Air quality impacts related to both the project and the 
Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would be less than significant.  

Biological Resources  

Development of the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in similar but fewer 
impacts to biological resources as the proposed project. The Decreased Density Single Phase 
Alternative excludes the development of Phase 1 (south parcel), which would remain as open 
space. As such, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would avoid biological impacts 
to habitat and potential sensitive status species in the Phase 1 (south parcel) area. In addition, the 
disturbance area within the Riverside County MSHCP would not occur from this alternative. 
Thus, potential impacts related to the MSHCP would not occur.  

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would develop the proposed residential uses in 
the Phase 2 (north parcel); thus, this alternative could affect sensitive habitat and species, and 
nesting birds protected by the MBTA (if construction occurs during the breeding season). 
However, because development under this alternative would occur within a smaller footprint than 
under the proposed project, and this alternative would implement all of the Project Design 
Features and mitigation measures as the proposed project, the Decreased Density Single Phase 
Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to biological resources compared to the 
proposed project.  

Cultural Resources 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer but similar impacts related 
to cultural resources because it would involve excavation and grading activities that could disturb 
unknown or unidentified archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains. The 
Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative excludes the development of Phase 1 (south parcel), 
which would remain as open space. As such, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative 
would not impact cultural resources that could exists in the Phase 1 (south parcel) area. The 
overall area to be graded would be less under this alternative than under the proposed project; 
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therefore, impacts associated with cultural resources would be less under the Decreased Density 
Single Phase Alternative. 

Geology and Soils 

Like the proposed project, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would include 
earthwork that could result in the loss of top soil and there is a potential for damage caused by 
ground shaking, landslide, or collapse. However, because this alternative would not include as 
many residential units, it would expose fewer people and structures to the potential impacts 
associated with ground shaking, landslide, or collapse. As a result, the Decreased Density Single 
Phase Alternative would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The proposed project would generate GHG emissions from construction and operational 
activities. Under the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative, the amount of construction 
would be reduced and the number of residential units and related vehicular trips would be less. As 
such, construction and operational related GHG emissions are anticipated to be less than the 
proposed project. The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in reduced less 
than significant GHG emission impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Like the proposed project, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would involve the use 
of hazardous materials during construction and operational activities. In addition, this alternative 
would require similar fuel modification zones around the Phase 2 (north parcel area) to reduce the 
risk of wildfires to the occupants. Therefore, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative 
would result in similar impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials as the proposed 
project but would expose fewer people and structures to the potential risks.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in a disturbance to and potential 
loss of topsoil at the project site due to construction activities. However, because this alternative 
would include fewer residential units, a smaller area would need to be graded and, thus, a smaller 
area of exposed topsoil would occur, which would reduce potential impacts to water quality 
associated with erosion and sedimentation. Like the proposed project, drainage patterns would be 
altered, impervious areas on-site would increase; however, the overall areas to be disturbed would 
be less and the construction activities would be required to adhere to the same construction 
related regulations that would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in fewer potential impacts, due to the smaller area required for 
construction and operation. 

Land Use and Planning 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would require the same General Plan 
Amendments and zoning changes for Phase 2 (north parcel) that would occur under the proposed 
project. However, the General Plan Amendments and zoning changes proposed by the project for 
the Phase 1 (south parcel) area would not occur. This alternative would result in fewer areas to be 
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developed and a larger area of open space land. Although land use impacts for the Decreased 
Density Single Phase Alternative would be less, as fewer acres would be developed, impacts are 
similar to the less than significant impacts that would result from the proposed project.  

Noise 

Like the proposed project, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in short-
term construction-related and long-term operational noise impacts. The Decreased Density Single 
Phase Alternative excludes the development of the Phase 1 (south parcel) project site, which 
would remain as open space. As such, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would 
avoid the significant construction noise impacts to sensitive receptors near the Phase 1 (south 
parcel) site and reduce overall construction noise compared to the proposed project because this 
alternative would result in fewer construction activities, over a shorter period of time, and would 
impact fewer sensitive receptors than the proposed project. However, significant construction 
noise impacts would still occur after implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation 
measures with the development of Phase 2 (north parcel) due to the location of existing sensitive 
receptors. 

In addition, operational impacts of this alternative are largely associated with traffic noise, and 
would be decreased due to the smaller amount of traffic generated under this alternative. 
Therefore, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer less than 
significant operational noise impacts than the proposed project.  

Population and Housing 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would develop fewer new housing units than the 
proposed project and result in fewer new residents at the project site. Assuming an average 
household size of 3.2, the addition of 29 single-family residential units would result in 
approximately 93 new residents versus 230 new residents generated by the proposed project. 
Therefore, the total population on the project site under this alternative would be less than the 
proposed project. The Decrease Density Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer less than 
significant impacts to population and housing compared to the proposed project.  

Public Services 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would require incrementally additional public 
services such as police, fire protection, schools, and other public facilities such as libraries. 
However, due to the reduced population that would occur under this alternative, compared to the 
proposed project, the demand for public services would be incrementally less. Therefore, the 
Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer less than significant impacts 
related to public services compared to the proposed project.  

Recreation 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would increase the population at the project site 
by approximately 93 residents, which would increase the demand on the recreational facilities in 
the vicinity of the project site. The population under this alternative would be smaller than what 
would be generated by the proposed project and the demand for recreation facilities would be 
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reduced in comparison to the proposed project. Therefore, the Decreased Density Single Phase 
Alternative would result in fewer less than significant impacts to recreational facilities than the 
proposed project.  

Transportation and Traffic 

The proposed project would be developed on a generally vacant site that does not generate traffic 
and would increase traffic on area roadways and intersections from construction and operational 
trips. The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in less construction traffic 
than the proposed project because it would include the construction of 60 percent fewer 
residential units.  

The operational trips related to the 29 residential units developed by the Decreased Density 
Single Phase Alternative would be substantially less (approximately 60 percent less) than the trips 
generated by the 72 units proposed the proposed project. As described in Section 3.15, 
Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would generate approximately 690 vehicular 
trips per day; a 60 percent reduction would result in approximately 276 vehicular trips per day 
that would be generated by this alternative. Thus, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative 
would result in fewer impacts related to transportation and traffic than compared to the proposed 
project. However, both the project and the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would 
result in less than significant impacts after implementation of Project Design Features. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As under the proposed project, water pipelines and solid waste services would need to be 
extended to the project site under the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative. In addition, the 
development of onsite wastewater treatment systems would be required under this alternative. 
Construction impacts associated with the extension of these utilities under this alternative would 
be similar to those under the proposed project. However, because this alternative would include 
fewer residential units, demand on all utility and service system facilities would be decreased. 
Overall, the Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in fewer less than 
significant impacts on utilities and service systems than the proposed project. 

Conclusion 

The Decreased Density Single Phase Alternative would result in the development of 29 single-
family units and associated infrastructure improvements within Phase 2 (north parcel). The 
potential impacts from this alternative are less than the proposed project because a smaller land 
area and number of single-family residential units would be developed. This alternative would not 
result in any impacts that would be greater than those identified for the proposed project. 
However, this alternative would not reduce significant unavoidable aesthetic and construction 
noise impacts to a less than significant level. As described above, impacts related to scenic views, 
visual character, and construction noise would remain significant and unavoidable under this 
alternative after implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures.  

In addition, as shown in Table 5-2, this alternative would also not meet the project objectives to 
the same extent as the proposed project. Specifically, the Decreased Density Single Phase 
Alternative would provide a much smaller residential community that would provide fewer 
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residences to meet the market demand that are compatible with surrounding areas and fewer 
opportunities at a remote lifestyle that is not commonly found in Orange County. 

Alternative 3: Decreased Density Both Phases  
Alternative 3, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would provide for reduced 
residential development in both phases. A 50 percent reduction in the number of residential units 
would be built in each phase. Thus, 22 single-family residences would be developed in Phase 1 
(south parcel) and 14 single-family residences would be developed in Phase 2 (north parcel). This 
alternative would decrease the number of residential units developed in the project area by 36 
units, and provide a larger area of open space on each parcel. The residential units developed 
under this alternative would occur within the same general development area as the proposed 
project; however, the areas closest to Ortega Highway and the existing offsite sensitive receptors 
would not be developed, and the proposed residences would be setback farther from Ortega 
Highway and existing offsite residences. 

Environmental Impacts 

Aesthetics 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would retain the existing views of the project site 
from the scenic corridor. The proposed single-family residences would be setback from Ortega 
Highway, such that residences would not be visible from Ortega Highway (an Eligible State 
Scenic highway – not designated). Thus, this alternative would not alter the views from an 
eligible scenic highway. Therefore, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would not 
result in impacts related to aesthetic resources. The significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
scenic views and visual character that would occur after implementation of Project Design 
Features and mitigation measures from the proposed project, would not occur by the Decreased 
Density Both Phases Alternative.  

Air Quality 

Construction activities resulting under the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would be 
reduced when compared to the proposed project because construction of fewer units and grading 
of less acreage would occur. However, short-term construction-related emissions of NOx, PM10 
and PM2.5 would still occur, although the generation of these emissions would be less under this 
alternative than those which would occur under the proposed project. Long-term operational air 
quality impacts are largely related to vehicular emissions. Because the traffic generated under this 
alternative would be less than the proposed project, operational air quality emissions (and 
impacts) generated under this alternative would be reduced. Therefore, the Decreased Density 
Both Phases Alternative would result in fewer air quality impacts than compared to the proposed 
project. Air quality impacts related to both the project and the Decreased Density Both Phases 
Alternative would be less than significant.  

Biological Resources  

Development of the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in similar but fewer 
impacts to biological resources as the proposed project. The Decreased Density Both Phases 
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Alternative would develop fewer residences and provide a larger area of open space on the 
project site, which includes habitat areas that may contain sensitive species. As such, the 
Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would reduce biological impacts to habitat areas and 
potential impacts sensitive status species on the project site. In addition, the disturbance area 
within the Riverside County MSHCP would be less from implementation this alternative. 
Although a portion of the roadway for Phase 1 (south parcel) that crosses into Riverside County 
would still occur, potential impacts related to the MSHCP would be less than the proposed 
project.  

Overall, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would develop less than the proposed 
project, and would implement all of the Project Design Features and mitigation measures as the 
proposed project. Therefore, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in 
fewer impacts to biological resources compared to the proposed project.  

Cultural Resources 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in fewer but similar impacts related 
to cultural resources because it would involve excavation and grading activities that could disturb 
unknown or unidentified archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains. The 
Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would reduce the development areas and increase the 
onsite open space. As such, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would have a reduced 
potential to impact cultural resources. The overall area to be graded would be less under this 
alternative than under the proposed project; therefore, impacts associated with cultural resources 
would be less under the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative.  

Geology and Soils 

Like the proposed project, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would include 
earthwork that could result in the loss of top soil and there is a potential for damage caused by 
ground shaking, landslide, or collapse. However, because this alternative would not include as 
many residential units, it would expose fewer people and structures to the potential impacts 
associated with ground shaking, landslide, or collapse. As a result, the Decreased Density Both 
Phases Alternative would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The proposed project would generate GHG emissions from construction and operational 
activities. Under the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative, the amount of construction 
would be reduced and the number of residential units and related vehicular trips would be less. As 
such, construction and operational related GHG emissions are anticipated to be less than the 
proposed project. The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in reduced less 
than significant GHG emission impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Like the proposed project, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would involve the use 
of hazardous materials during construction and operational activities. In addition, this alternative 
would require similar fuel modification zones around the development areas to reduce the risk of 
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wildfires to the residential structures and residents. Therefore, the Decreased Density Both Phases 
Alternative would result in similar impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials as 
the proposed project, but would expose fewer people and structures to the potential risks.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in a disturbance to and potential 
loss of topsoil at the project site due to construction activities. However, because this alternative 
would include fewer residential units, a smaller area would need to be graded and, thus, a smaller 
area of exposed topsoil would occur, which would reduce potential impacts to water quality 
associated with erosion and sedimentation. Like the proposed project, drainage patterns would be 
altered, impervious areas on-site would increase; however, the overall areas to be disturbed would 
be less and the construction activities would be required to adhere to the same construction 
related regulations that would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in fewer potential impacts, due to the smaller area required for 
construction and operation. 

Land Use and Planning 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would require the same General Plan 
Amendments and zoning changes that would occur under the proposed project. However, this 
alternative would result in fewer areas to be developed and a larger area of open space land. 
Although land use impacts for the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would be less, as 
fewer acres would be developed, impacts are similar to the less than significant impacts that 
would result from the proposed project.  

Noise 

Like the proposed project, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in short-
term construction-related and long-term operational noise impacts. The Decreased Density Both 
Phases Alternative excludes development of residences near offsite sensitive receptors. The new 
residences would be setback a minimum of 2,300 feet from the existing offsite residences. As 
such, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would avoid the significant construction 
noise impacts to sensitive receptors. In addition, overall construction noise would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project because this alternative would result in fewer construction 
activities, over a shorter period of time. Thus, this alternative would avoid the significant and 
unavoidable short-term and periodic construction noise impact that would occur from the 
proposed project.  

In addition, operational impacts of this alternative are largely associated with traffic noise, and 
would be decreased due to the smaller amount of traffic generated under this alternative. 
Therefore, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in fewer less than 
significant operational noise impacts than the proposed project.  

Population and Housing 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would develop fewer new housing units than the 
proposed project and result in fewer new residents at the project site. Assuming an average 



5. Alternatives 

 

The Preserve at San Juan 5-16  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

household size of 3.2, the addition of 36 single-family residential units would result in 
approximately 115 new residents versus 230 new residents generated by the proposed project. 
Therefore, the total population on the project site under this alternative would be less than the 
proposed project. The Decrease Density Both Phases Alternative would result in fewer less than 
significant impacts to population and housing compared to the proposed project.  

Public Services 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would require incrementally additional public 
services such as police, fire protection, schools, and other public facilities such as libraries. 
However, due to the reduced population that would occur under this alternative, compared to the 
proposed project, the demand for public services would be incrementally less than what would be 
required for the proposed project. Therefore, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative 
would result in fewer less than significant impacts related to public services compared to the 
proposed project.  

Recreation 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would increase the population at the project site 
by approximately 115 residents, which would increase the demand on the recreational facilities in 
the vicinity of the project site. The population under this alternative would be 50 percent less than 
what would be generated by the proposed project and the demand for recreation facilities would 
be reduced in comparison to the proposed project. Therefore, the Decreased Density Both Phases 
Alternative would result in fewer less than significant impacts to recreational facilities than the 
proposed project.  

Transportation and Circulation 

The proposed project would be developed on a generally vacant site that does not generate traffic 
and would increase traffic on area roadways and intersections from construction and operational 
trips. The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in less construction traffic 
than the proposed project because it would include the construction of 50 percent fewer 
residential units.  

The operational trips related to the 36 residential units developed by the Decreased Density Both 
Phases Alternative would be substantially less (approximately 50 percent less) than the trips 
generated by the 72 units proposed the proposed project. As described in Section 3.15, 
Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would generate approximately 690 vehicular 
trips per day; a 50 percent reduction would result in approximately 345 vehicular trips per day 
that would be generated by this alternative. Thus, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative 
would result in fewer impacts related to transportation and traffic than compared to the proposed 
project. However, both the project and the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would 
result in less than significant impacts after implementation of Project Design Features.  

Utilities and Service Systems 

As under the proposed project, water pipelines and solid waste services would need to be 
extended to the project site under the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative. In addition, the 
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development of onsite wastewater treatment systems would be required under this alternative. 
Construction impacts associated with the extension of these utilities under this alternative would 
be similar to those under the proposed project. However, because this alternative would include 
fewer residential units, demand on all utility and service system facilities would be decreased. 
Overall, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in fewer less than 
significant impacts on utilities and service systems than the proposed project. 

Conclusion 

The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would result in the development of 36 single-
family units and associated infrastructure improvements throughout both phases of the project 
site. The potential impacts from this alternative are less than the proposed project because a 
smaller area and number of single-family residential units would be developed. This alternative 
would not result in any impacts that would be greater than those identified for the proposed 
project. In addition, this alternative would reduce significant unavoidable aesthetic and 
construction noise impacts to a less than significant level. As described above, impacts related to 
scenic views, visual character, and construction noise would not occur under this alternative.  

However, as shown in Table 5-2, this alternative would not meet the project objectives to the 
same extent as the proposed project. Specifically, the Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative 
would provide a much smaller residential community that would provide fewer residences to 
meet the market demand and fewer opportunities at a remote lifestyle that is not commonly found 
in Orange County. 

5.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The Environmentally Superior Alternative for the proposed project would be Alternative 1, or the 
No Project/No Build Alternative. No substantially significant and long-term impacts would occur 
to the environment as a result of this No Project/No Build alternative. However, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(3)(1) states: 

The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and 
consistent with available infrastructure and community services. If the environmentally 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives [Underline added.] 

The Environmentally Superior Alternative among the other alternatives is Alternative 3 – the 
Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative, which would develop 36 single-family units and 
associated infrastructure improvements throughout the project site. The potential impacts from 
this alternative are less than the proposed project because a smaller area would be developed and 
less single-family residential units would be developed. In addition, this alternative would reduce 
significant unavoidable aesthetic and construction noise impacts to a less than significant level. 
As described above, impacts related to scenic views, visual character, and construction noise 
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would not occur under this alternative. As a result, overall impacts from implementation of this 
alternative would be less than those of the proposed project.  

However, this alternative would not meet some of the project objectives to the same extent as the 
proposed project. The Decreased Density Both Phases Alternative would provide a much smaller 
residential community that would provide fewer residences to meet the market demand and fewer 
opportunities at a remote lifestyle that is not commonly found in Orange County. CEQA does not 
require the lead agency (County of Orange) to choose the environmentally superior alternative. 
Instead CEQA requires the County to consider environmentally superior alternatives, weigh those 
considerations against the environmental impacts of the proposed project, and make findings that 
the benefits of those considerations outweigh the harm. 
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TABLE 5-1 
IMPACT SUMMARY/COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Issue Proposed Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project/ No Build 

Alternative 2: 
Decreased Density Single 

Phase 

Alternative 3: 
Decreased Density Both 

Phases 

Aesthetics  Significant and Unavoidable - - - 
Air Quality – Construction Less than Significant - - - 
Operations Less than Significant - - - 
Biological Resources Less than Significant - - - 
Cultural Resources Less than Significant - - - 
Geology and Soils Less than Significant - - - 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Less than Significant - - - 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Less than Significant - - - 
Hydrology and Water Quality Less than Significant - - - 

Land Use and Planning Less than Significant - = = 

Noise – Construction Significant and Unavoidable - - - 
Operations Less than Significant - - - 
Population and Housing Less than Significant - - - 
Public Services – Fire Protection Less than Significant - - - 
Sheriff Less than Significant - - - 
Schools Less than Significant - - - 
Hospitals Less than Significant - - - 
Recreation Less than Significant - - - 
Transportation and Circulation Less than Significant - - - 

Utility and Service Systems Less than Significant - - - 
 
NOTES: (-) The alternative would result in less impacts that the proposed project. 

(+)  The alternative would result in greater impacts that the proposed project. 
(=)  The alternative would result in same/similar impacts as the proposed project. 
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TABLE 5-2 
ABILITY TO MEET OBJECTIVES 

Objectives 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/ 

No Build 

Alternative 2: 
Decreased 

Density Single 
Phase 

Alternative 3: 
Decreased 

Density Both 
Phases 

1. To provide a residential 
community that is compatible 
with the surrounding 
residential and natural areas. 

Yes No Yes Yes 

2. To minimize impacts to 
existing blue-line streams and 
California Coastal Live Oaks. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3. To ensure that lot coverage 
and density do not have 
impacts upon the site which 
cannot be mitigated in 
accordance with the County of 
Orange. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

4. To provide mitigation to the 
satisfaction of the County of 
Orange, California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
for any damage done to 
existing habitat or blue-line 
streams. 

Yes No Yes  Yes 

5. To provide a residential 
community that incorporates a 
fire-safe design that protects 
the proposed homes from 
future wildland fires in 
accordance with the standards 
set forth by the Orange County 
Fire Authority. 

Yes No Yes Yes 

6. To provide a residential 
community that is uniquely 
different and that offers a 
lifestyle that is not commonly 
found in Orange County. 

Yes No Yes, but to a 
lesser degree 

Yes, but to a 
lesser degree 
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CHAPTER 6 
Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 

California Resources Code Section 21003(f) states “…it is the policy of the state that …”[a]ll 
persons and public agencies involved in the environmental review process be responsible for 
carrying out the process in the most efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the 
available financial, governmental, physical, and social resources with the objective that those 
resources may be better applied toward mitigation of actual significant effect on the 
environment.” This policy is reflected in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), which states 
that “[a]n EIR shall identify and focus on the significant effects on the environment.” The 
Guidelines allow the use of an Initial Study to document project effects that are less than 
significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(a)). In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 
requires that an EIR contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible effects 
of a project were determined not to be significant, and were therefore not discussed in detail in 
the EIR. 

As described in the Notice of Preparations/Initial Studies (included as Appendices A1 and A2) 
prepared for the proposed project, Mineral Resources was found not to have any potentially 
significant impact. Therefore, all categories except for Mineral Resources have been evaluated in 
the EIR.  

6.1 Assessment in the Initial Studies  

The Initial Studies prepared for the proposed project in September 2013 and October 2014 
determined that the impacts listed below would be less than significant. Consequently, they have 
not been further analyzed in the EIR. Please refer to Appendices A1 and A2 of this EIR for a 
detailed explanation of the basis of these conclusions. Impact categories and questions in Table 
6-1 are summarized directly from the CEQA Environmental Checklist, as contained in the Initial 
Studies. 
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TABLE 6.1 
IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use? 

No impact 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))? 

No impact 

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

No impact 

Air Quality. Would the project: 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? Less than significant impact 

Geology and Soils. Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

No impact 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less than significant impact 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

No impact 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than significant impact 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than significant impact 

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

No impact 

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

No impact 

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

No impact 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

No impact 

Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the project: 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative flood hazard delineation map? 

No impact 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

No impact 
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TABLE 6.1 
IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

Less than significant impact 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? No impact 

Land Use and Planning. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? No impact 

Mineral Resources. Would the project: 

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

No impact 

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

No impact 

Noise. Would the project: 

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

No impact 

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

No impact 

Population and Housing. Would the project: 

b)     Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No impact 

c)     Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No impact 

Transportation/Traffic. Would the project: 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No impact 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

No impact 

Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project: 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

No impact 

 

6.2 Energy Resources  

The CEQA Guidelines Appendix F provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
energy impacts, and provides that a project could have a significant effect on the environment if it 
would: 

 Result in a substantial increase in overall or per capita energy consumption; 

 Result in wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy;  
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 Require or result in the construction of new sources of energy supplies or additional 
energy infrastructure capacity the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects; or 

 Conflict with applicable energy efficiency policies or standards. 

 
6.2-1: Result in a substantial increase in overall or per capita energy consumption. 

Development of the proposed project would result in 72 residential units that would be developed 
pursuant to the California Green Building Standards Code (24 California Code of Regulations 
[CCR] Part 11), also known as the CALGreen Code, which is to provide for sustainable 
construction practices, including energy efficiency. The CALGreen Code applies to planning, 
design, operation, construction, use, and occupancy of residential buildings. In addition, energy 
consumption would be reduced with implementation of 2016 Title 24 Standards for energy 
conservation, and installation of EnergyStar–labeled programmable thermostats, lighting and 
roofing material. The average energy consumption the 72 units is considered incremental as 
compared to the overall energy use of the southern California region, and it is not anticipated that 
the 72 units would result in an increase in per capita energy consumption. This impact would be 
less than significant. 

6.2-2: Result in wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. 

Construction of proposed project would require the use of energy, such as the use of fuels for 
vehicles and propane to run equipment. Construction activities would result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy if construction equipment if equipment is left to idle 
when not in use, if travel routes are not planned to minimize vehicle miles traveled, or if excess 
lighting is used during construction activities. 

Construction of the project would occur in two sequential phases, on Phase 1 (south parcel) first 
that would occur for 18 months and then on Phase 2 (north parcel) that would occur for 14 
months. As a result, the demand for construction-related electricity and fuels to construct the 
proposed project would be spread out over that time frame. All excavated soils would be balanced 
onsite; no import or export of soils would be necessary; thus, reducing any unnecessary haul trips. 
In addition, the project would comply with the California Airborne Toxic Control Measure Title 
13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]) by minimizing equipment idling time 
either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 
minutes. Furthermore, the project would limit construction hours to between the hours of 7:00 
a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. No construction activity shall be undertaken on 
Sundays or federal holidays (Section 4-6-7 of the County’s Municipal Code and Project Design 
Feature PDF-21). The limitation in construction hours would reduce the intensity of the use of 
construction energy and reduce the amount of construction lighting that would be needed.  

Energy is also required to make the materials and components used in construction of the project. 
This includes energy used for extraction of raw materials, manufacturing, and transportation 
associated with manufacturing. As described in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, all 
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recyclable wastes generated during construction and operation and maintenance would be 
recycled at appropriate facilities pursuant to state regulations. 

Implementation of the project would require energy consumption; however, none of the proposed 
energy-consuming activities associated with construction would be a wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary use of energy. As a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

6.2-3: Require or result in the construction of new sources of energy supplies or additional 
energy infrastructure capacity the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

Development of the proposed project would include connecting into the existing electrical 
infrastructure that is located to the north of the project site, which is available to serve new 
development. Electricity is currently available to the surrounding residential properties, and the 
infrastructure for delivering electric power to the proposed project. Existing electrical service 
capacity would be sufficient to accommodate the proposed project. 

In regards to gas services, each parcel within the project would be served by separate propane 
tanks, which would not require the construction of any infrastructure capacity to provide service. 
As a result, impacts related to construction of energy infrastructure to serve the proposed project 
would be less than significant. 

6.2-4: Conflict with applicable energy efficiency policies or standards. 

As described above, the proposed project would result in 72 residential units that would be 
developed pursuant to the California Green Building Standards Code (24 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Part 11), also known as the CALGreen Code, which is to provide for 
sustainable construction practices, including energy efficiency. The CALGreen Code applies to 
planning, design, operation, construction, use, and occupancy of residential buildings. In addition, 
energy consumption would be reduced with implementation of current Title 24 Standards for 
energy conservation, and installation of EnergyStar–labeled programmable thermostats, lighting 
and roofing material. The project would not conflict with any applicable energy efficiency 
policies or standards, and impacts would not occur. 

 

 



The Preserve at San Juan 7-1  

Draft Environmental Impact Report May 2017 

CHAPTER 7 
Significant Irreversible Changes Due to the 
Project 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that use of nonrenewable resources during the 
initial and continued phases of the proposed project may be irreversible if a large commitment of 
these resources makes its removal, indirect removal, or non-use thereafter unlikely. This section 
of the EIR evaluates whether the proposed project would result in the irretrievable commitment of 
resources, or would cause irreversible changes in the environment.  

Implementation of the proposed project would be a long-term commitment of the land through 
development of 72 single-family residential lots and disturbance of 169.5 acres of land that is 
currently undeveloped. 

Both construction and operation of the proposed project would lead to the consumption of 
limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources, committing such resources to uses that 
future generations would be unable to reverse. The new development would require the 
commitment of resources that include: (1) building materials; (2) fuel and operational 
materials/resources; and (3) the transportation of goods and people to and from the project site.  

Construction of the proposed project would consume certain types of lumber and other forest 
products, the raw materials in steel, metals such as copper and lead, aggregate materials used in 
concrete and asphalt such as sand and stone, water petrochemical construction materials such as 
plastic, petroleum based construction materials and other similar slowly renewable or 
nonrenewable resources. Additionally, fossil fuels for construction vehicles and equipment 
resources would be required: natural gas and electricity, petroleum based fuels, fossil fuels and 
water. Use of various nonrenewable natural resources for project construction and operation such 
as diesel, gasoline, or oil for construction equipment and natural gas or other fossil fuels used to 
provide power and heating sources to the proposed residential uses. The energy consumed in 
developing and maintaining the project site may be considered a permanent investment. The 
proposed project would not use nonrenewable fossil fuels at a greater rate than other typical 
development projects at this scale. The project would not increase the overall rate of use of any 
nonrenewable natural resource or result in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable 
resource. In addition to the long-term commitment of land uses, the project would result in an 
increased need for public services and utilities to the project site, which represents a permanent 
commitment of these resources. Service providers have indicated the ability to provide fire 
protection, police protection, emergency medical service, and solid waste services (see Sections 
3.13, Public Services and 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems of this EIR). 
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CHAPTER 8 
Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

Pursuant to Sections 15126.2(c) and 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, this chapter is provided 
to examine ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or 
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. Also, required by CEQA this section includes an assessment of other projects that 
would foster activities which could affect the environment, individually or cumulatively. To 
address these issues, answers to the following questions are examined in terms of the potential to 
directly or indirectly foster growth: 

 Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or 
extension of major infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project areas? 

 Would the project remove obstacles to growth through changes in existing regulations 
pertaining to land development? 

 Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to maintain 
desired levels of service? 

 Would this project encourage or facilitate economic or other effects that could result in 
activities other than the proposed project that could significantly affect the environment? 

 Would approval of this project involve some other action that could encourage and 
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment? 

Growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as necessarily beneficial, detrimental or of little 
significance to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). This issue is presented to 
provide additional information on ways in which the proposed project could contribute to 
significant changes in the environment beyond the direct consequences of developing the land use 
concepts examined in the preceding sections of this EIR. 

Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or extension 
of major infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project areas? 

The proposed project would develop 72 single-family residential lots in an undeveloped area. The 
proposed “Agricultural Residential” (AR) zoning designation and “Rural Residential” (1A) 
General Plan Land Use designation would allow a minimum residential lot size of 7,200 square 
feet. However, the proposed project would cluster these residences north and south of Long 
Canyon Road, and retain 71 percent of the project area in open space. 
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Because the project site is largely undeveloped, it does not have the infrastructure required to 
serve the proposed residential uses. The project includes the extension of infrastructure, which 
would include access roads into the development area, improvements to existing roadways, and 
extension of water infrastructure. 

Primary access to both project phases would be provided off Long Canyon Road via Ortega 
Highway; through the construction of a new access road heading north and south from Long 
Canyon Road (see Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-4 of Chapter 2, Project Description). In addition, the 
project would develop an on-site (internal) roadway system to serve the new residential uses. The 
new roadways and roadway improvements would only provide access into the project 
development area for the residential uses to be accessed. The roadways would not provide access 
to other areas beyond the project site. Because the proposed project includes preservation of large 
areas of open space, is largely surrounded by open space, and in an area only served by one route 
via two roadways (Long Canyon Road and Ortega Highway), connections to other existing 
roadways or the continuation of the proposed roadways would not occur. However, the project 
does include roadway improvements within the paved right-of-way on Ortega Highway at the 
Long Canyon Road intersection to provide enhanced access to both phases of the project. The 
improvements consist of installing a northbound 12-foot wide acceleration lane and a northbound 
12-foot wide left turn lane on Ortega Highway; and installing a minimum 22-foot wide 
southbound deceleration lane on Ortega Highway from Long Canyon Road to 160 feet to the 
north. These roadway improvements are intended to provide additional safety features at the 
Ortega Highway and Long Canyon Road intersection, and would not provide an overall increase 
in capacity to the roadway system because the improvements are limited to areas within 160 feet 
of the intersection. The capacity of the rest of Ortega Highway would not be increased by the 
proposed project.    

The project would receive water services from Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
(EVMWD). Because the project is currently not located within the EVMWD service area, 
receiving water services would require annexation of the project area into EVMWD, Western 
(Western) Municipal Water District, and Metropolitan Water District (MWD). As described in 
Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, to meet the operational water demands, 
approximately 133.4 acres of the proposed project would require an annexation into the EVMWD 
service area. EVMWD is wholly within the boundaries of Western, which is wholly within the 
boundaries of MWD. Because of this arrangement, the area annexed into EVMWD would also be 
annexed into the boundaries of Western and MWD. The project would require both offsite and 
onsite improvements that include extension of an existing six-inch main to distribute water to the 
project area.  

The new onsite water distribution facilities would include a 12-inch distribution line that would 
be constructed throughout the development portions of the project site during each construction 
phase. There is an existing six-inch water main that extends from Tomlin No. 1 Booster Station 
located on the northwestern boundary of Lake Elsinore, travels southwest, providing potable 
water to upgradient communities along Ortega Highway, which would feed the two new water 
storage reservoirs (one 525,000 gallon and one 615,000 gallon). Both reservoirs would be situated 
at elevations sufficient to provide water (via gravity feed) to the respective development phases, 
in order to minimize the use of booster pump stations. New distribution mains from each 
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reservoir would be installed to provide water to the respective development phases. While the 
proposed project includes annexation into the EVMWD service area, EVMWD has existing 
infrastructure and is servicing the area through a six-inch water main that is providing potable 
water to upgradient communities along Ortega Highway. The project would extend water 
infrastructure from the existing water main only into the project area to serve the proposed 
residences and associated landscaping. The extension would not provide service to areas beyond 
those needing domestic water supply in the proposed project, or provide capacity to serve 
additional areas. Because the water main is currently installed and available for connections and 
the project would only provide extensions to serve the proposed uses onsite, the project would not 
induce population growth outside of the project area through extension of water infrastructure. 

To treat wastewater, the proposed project would install wastewater treatment systems located on 
each lot that would treat effluent and dispose through an underground emitter / soaker lines that 
would be used to irrigate Fuel Modification Zone ‘B’ areas. The onsite wastewater treatment 
systems would be designed to accommodate the demands from each lot and would not be 
designed, such that multiple lots or areas outside of the proposed project could be served. Thus, 
the wastewater systems would not provide services beyond those proposed, and would not 
provide infrastructure that could serve additional areas. Therefore, the project would not induce 
population growth outside of the project area through extension of wastewater infrastructure.   

 

Would the project remove obstacles to growth through changes in existing regulations 
pertaining to land development? 

The project site is currently designated as Open Space in the Orange County General Plan land 
use map. This designation allows for limited land uses that do not require a commitment of 
significant urban infrastructure that are consistent with the open space character of the area. The 
existing zoning for the project site is General Agriculture (A1), which allows a minimum density 
of 0.25 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre, or a minimum of four acres per dwelling unit. 

A project would directly induce growth if it would remove barriers to population growth such as 
change to a jurisdictions general plan and zoning code, which allows new residential development 
to occur. The construction of the proposed project would result in amendments to the General 
Plan and to the zoning code to allow for the proposed residential development as opposed to the 
existing undeveloped open space. The project proposes a General Plan land use designation 
amendment from OS to 1A, which would allow minimum density of 0.25 to 0.5 dwelling units 
per acre, or two to four residences per acre. The project proposes a far lower density of one 
residence per acre in Phase 1 (south parcel) and one residence per 1.13 acres in Phase 2 (north 
parcel), which is well within the density allowed by the proposed 1A land use designation. The 
project also includes a proposed zone change from A1 to AR. As described above, the project 
proposes a far lower density than allowed by the proposed zone change.  

SCAG policies concerning regional growth-inducement are included as part of Section 3.10, Land 
Use, and Section 3.12, Population and Housing. As described in those sections, the growth 
anticipated by SCAG’s projections for regional growth in the project area can accommodate the 
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increases in population (230 residents) and housing structures (72 single-family units) anticipated 
at build-out of the project. Therefore, impacts related to growth from changes in existing 
regulations pertaining to land development would be less than significant.  

 

Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to maintain 
desired levels of service? 

The proposed project is expected to incrementally increase demand for fire protection and 
emergency response, police protection, schools, and library services with development of the 
proposed 72 single-family units. However, as described in Section 3.13, Public Services, of this 
EIR, the proposed project would not require construction of new or expanded facilities to serve 
the project site. Based on service ratios, build out projections in the General Plan, and regional 
growth projections, the proposed project would not create a demand for services beyond what is 
already contemplated in the General Plan. Therefore, an indirect growth inducing impact as a 
result of expanded or new public facilities that could support other development in addition to the 
proposed project would not occur. The proposed project would not have significant growth-
inducing consequences as to require the need to expand public services to maintain desired levels 
of service.   

 

Would this project encourage or facilitate economic or other effects that could result in 
activities other than the proposed project that could significantly affect the environment? 

During each phase of project construction, a number of temporary design, engineering, and 
construction related jobs would be created. Due to the limited number of homes being developed 
during each phase (43 in Phase 1 and 29 in Phase 2) and the small size of the additional 
population (approximately 230 residents), in comparison to the large population and available 
labor pool in Orange County as a whole, it is highly unlikely that the economic effects of the 
proposed project would result in other activities that could impact the environment (i.e., new 
housing or facilities).  

Operation of the project would generate a limited number of employment opportunities for 
security personnel, landscapers, and other service workers to support the 72 single-family units. 
Such workers are typically drawn from surrounding areas, and the number of employment 
opportunities generated by the project would be too small to attract a large enough labor force 
that new housing for those workers would be necessary.  

As the new 72 single-family units are occupied, residents of the proposed project would seek 
shopping, entertainment, and other economic opportunities in the surrounding areas. This would 
represent an increased demand for such economic goods and services. The new residents of the 
project could, therefore, encourage the creation of new businesses, and/or the expansion of 
existing businesses to address these economic needs resulting in an indirect growth inducing 
impact. It is more likely, however, that given the small number of proposed dwelling units (72), 
increased long-term economic activity resulting from the proposed project would be 
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accommodated by existing businesses and business expansion based on overall Orange County 
growth trends, rather than any discernible expansion related specifically to the proposed project. 
As shown in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, within Table 3.12-5, SCAG estimates the 
population for Orange County in 2035 to be 3,421,000 persons, an increase of 410,768 persons, 
based on the 2010 U.S. Census population of 3,010,232. The project would constitute 
approximately 0.06 percent of the anticipated growth in Orange County. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a limited demand for goods and services that would be satisfied by the 
existing land uses and anticipated growth within the City of Lake Elsinore and other nearby 
communities. 

Additionally, the proposed project includes development of 24.5 acres of vineyards. Production 
and/or wine making facilities are not included in the proposed project. However, it is anticipated 
that the grapes grown on the site would be harvested and sold. The vineyards would be owned, 
operated/maintained by the HOA for the project, which would also pay for the operation of the 
vineyards. It is estimated that five employees would be needed on a year-round basis (daily) to 
oversee the vineyard production, with peaks of up to 25 employees needed during harvest season. 

Given the relatively small size of the proposed project in relation to the Orange County 
population and work force, the economic contribution of this project alone would not be 
considered significant; still, the small increase in population and economic activity potentially 
generated by the proposed project could be considered growth inducing.  

 

Would approval of this project involve some precedent-setting action that could encourage 
and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment? 

The proposed project involves amendments to the County of Orange General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance, but those amendments are specific to the allowable land uses on the project site itself. 
The proposed project does not propose changes to any of Orange County’s building safety 
standards (i.e., building, grading, plumbing, mechanical, electrical, or fire codes). An Area Plan 
has been prepared to provide for the orderly development of the project site, and large areas of 
open space would be preserved to buffer the proposed residential uses from adjacent lands. The 
project would comply with all applicable County plans, policies, and ordinances. In addition, 
Project Design Features and mitigation measures have been included within this EIR to ensure 
that the project minimizes environmental impacts. The project would not involve any precedent-
setting action that could encourage and facilitate other activities that significantly affect the 
environment.  
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