
CHAPTER 8     Responses to Comments on the 
Draft PEIR 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the Proposed Project was circulated 
for review and comment to the public, other interested parties, agencies that commented on the 
IS/NOP, and surrounding jurisdictions for a public review period that concluded on March 27, 2006. 

Copies of the Draft PEIR were available for public review during normal business hours at the City of 
Lake Forest Planning Counter and the City Clerk’s Office at City Hall in Lake Forest, California. 
Additional copies of the Draft PEIR were made available for public review at all of the Lake Forest 
libraries and the document was posted on the City’s website. Copies were also sent to the State 
Clearinghouse.  A list of persons and agencies that received either the Draft PEIR or the Notice of 
Availability is included below. 

8.1.1 Persons/Entities Receiving the Draft PEIR 

The following persons or organizations received a copy of the Draft PEIR through first-class mail: 
 CCRPA, Patricia Martz, PhD 
 City of Mission Viejo  
 City of Laguna Woods  
 City of Irvine 
 City of Laguna Hills  
 City of Aliso Viejo 
 County of Orange 
 Cox Communications 
 El Toro Water District 
 Irvine Ranch Water District 
 Lake Forest Chamber of Commerce 
 Orange County Clerk 
 Orange County Fire Authority 
 Orange County Flood Control Dist. 
 Orange County Health Care Agency 
 San Diego RWQCB 
 Santa Ana RWQCB 
 South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 Southern California Association of Governments 
 Southern California Edison 
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The Draft PEIR was also distributed to individuals and representatives of neighborhood associations 
who personally asked for a copy. Numerous comment letters were received during the Draft PEIR 
review period. 
 
A complete list of all public commenters, the date the comment was received or dated, and the comment 
letter acronym are listed in Tables 8.1-1 and 8.1-2 below.  Table 8.1-1 contains letters received from 
agencies and organizations.  Table 8.1-2 contains letters received from individuals.  Tables 8.1-1 and 8.1-
2 are sorted by agency name or the last name of the commenting individual.  The tables list the acronym 
assigned to the letter.  This acronym consists of the acronym for the agency, or in the case of cities, 
organizations and individuals consist of the first two letters of the person’s first name and the first two 
letters of the person’s last name.  Table 8.2-13 in Section 8.2.2 provides the same information as Table 
8.1-1, but sorted by acronym.  Table 8.2-14 in Section 8.2.3, provides the same information as Table 8.1-
2, but sorted by acronym. 
 
 

Table 8.1-1 

List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR 

Government Agencies and Nongovernmental Organizations 

(by Organization) 
Commenter Comment Letter  Date  

California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance CRPA 3/13/2006 
Caltrans CALT 3/23/2006 
Caltrans  CALT2 3/29/2006 
City of Irvine COIR 3/27/2006 
City of Laguna Woods COLW 3/16/2006 
City of Mission Viejo MIVI 3/28/2006 
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt COOR 3/27/2006 
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt RDMD 4/13/2006 
Department of Toxic Substance Control DTSC 3/16/2006 
Endangered Habitats League ENHL 3/27/2006 
Hawkins, Robert (Golden Rain Foundation) GRFO 3/27/2006 
Irvine Ranch Water District IRWD 3/27/2006 
Irvine Ranch Water District - Loomis, Terrell TELO 3/27/2006 
Orange County Fire Authority OCFA 3/9/2006 
Public Utilities Comission CPUC 3/22/2006 
Regional Water Control Board - Santa Ana WQCB 3/20/2006 
SCAG SCAG 3/17/2006 
US Fish and Wildlife - Fish and Game CDFG 3/17/2006 
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Table 8.1-2  

List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR  

Individuals 

 (by Last Name) 
Commenter Comment Letter  Date  

Abrahams, Howard HOAB 3/21/2006 
Adams, Cindy RCAD 3/7/2006 
Adamski, Tracy TRAD 3/27/2006 
Albers, James JAAL 3/7/2006 
Allen, Megan MEAL 3/14/2006 
Allen, Mike and Renee MIAL 3/3/2006 
Andrews, Beth BEAN 3/23/2006 
Andrews, Jeff JEAN 3/20/2006 
Andrews, Jeff JEFF 3/25/2006 
Angel, Mark MAAN 3/27/2006 
Arden, Heidi HEAR 3/14/2006 
Banner, Heather HEBA 3/24/2006 
Bartlett, Rick and Lori RLBA 3/21/2006 
Bray, Robert ROBR 3/19/2006 
Bridgman, Shari SHBR 3/3/2006 
Bridgman, Shari and Laird SLBR 3/24/2006 
Brown, Debra DEBR 3/20/2006 
Browning, Carol CABR 3/27/2006 
Bukirin-Druce, Ofelia OFBD 3/24/2006 
Byford, Debra DEBY 3/4/2006 
Carroll, Chris and Monique CMCA 3/15/2006 
Copelan, Mike MICO 3/3/2006 
Costello, Colleen COCO 3/27/2006 
Daynes, Glenn and Sheryl GSDA 3/8/2006 
DeBellis, Mark MADE 3/3/2006 
DeBerg, Glenn GLBE 3/8/2006 
Dubiansky, Joanne STDU 3/18/2006 
El Harake, Maureen MAEH 3/16/2006 
England, Shirley SHEN 3/23/2006 
Falcitti, Phillip PHFA 3/17/2006 
Faltys, John JOFA 3/15/2006 
Ferguson, Carol and Rus CRFE 3/27/2006 
FitzGerald, Susan SUFI 3/3/2006 
Frum, Joy JOFR 3/3/2006 
Funderburke, Johnna JOFU 3/22/2006 
Gardemal, Bob BOGA 3/20/2006 
Gogin, Cathy CAGO 3/27/2006 
Gogin, Edward EDGO 3/27/2006 
Goldstein, Ron ANGO 3/3/2006 
Haskins, Kristen KRHA 3/2/2006 
Henniger, Patricia and Randy PRHE 3/23/2006 
Henslick, Michelle MIHE 3/4/2006 
Herkes, Carl CARL 3/22/2006 
Herkes, Carolyn CAHE 3/22/2006 
Herlevic, Matthew MAHE 2/28/2006 
Hoy, Greg GRHO 3/9/2006 
Hull, Lair LAHU 3/6/2006 
Keeby, Erin ERKE 3/24/2006 
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Table 8.1-2  

List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR  

Individuals 

 (by Last Name) 
Commenter Comment Letter  Date  

Kim, Ruth RUKI 3/22/2006 
Kimball, Sandie SAKI 3/21/2006 
Knox, Cheryl CHKN 3/20/2006 
Krout, Chandra CHKR 3/28/2006 
Little, John and Cynthia JCLI 3/26/2006 
Loggins, Denis and Denise DELO 3/3/2006 
Macy, Janet JAMA 3/21/2006 
Malloy, Mike JMMA 3/8/2006 
Manser, Stuart MIMA 3/6/2006 
Maxey, David DLMA 3/26/2006 
McGirr, Robert and Claire RCMO 3/25/2006 
Melonsini, Annette and Dante ADME 3/27/2006 
Meyers, Peter J. PEME 3/27/2006 
Michael, Glen GLMI 3/26/2006 
Miller, Darla DAMI 3/26/2006 
Miller, Darla DAMI2 3/2/2006 
Miller, Geoffrey GEMI 3/26/2006 
Minami, Elaine ELMI 3/25/2006 
Moayedghyasy, Soudabeh SOMO 3/24/2006 
Mona, Gail GAMO 3/2/2006 
Moreland, James JAMO 3/28/2006 
Morrel, Ian and Amanda IAMO 3/20/2006 
Moss, Stuart STMO 3/19/2006 
Nakase, Kathy KANA 3/26/2006 
Nakase, Steve STNA 3/14/2006 
Narta, Susan SUNA 3/22/2006 
Negri, Steve STNE 3/3/2006 
Neuville, Tim TINE 3/3/2006 
Neuville, Tim TINE2 3/16/2006 
Paone, Tim TIPA 3/27/2006 
Paulsen, Janine JAPA 3/15/2006 
Paulsen, Janine JJPA 3/15/2006 
Paulsen, Jeffrey JEPA 3/24/2006 
Pinsker, Victor and Sharon VIPI 3/27/2006 
Plaskett, Angela ANPL 3/24/2006 
Polenske, Shawnene SHPO 3/26/2006 
Polenske, Shawnene and Steve SSPO 3/17/2006 
Preston, Stephanie STPR 3/19/2006 
Randel, Tom TORA 3/21/2006 
Reichle, Jill JIRE 3/27/2006 
Reilly, John JORE 3/20/2006 
Richter, Robin RORI 3/19/2006 
Riggert, Eric and Melissa MERI 3/6/2006 
Riggert, Eric and Melissa MERI2 3/9/2006 
Riggert, Eric and Melissa EMRI 3/25/2006 
Rimland, Anthony and Carol ACRI 3/26/2006 
Sagey, Betsy BESA 3/26/2006 
Salaya, Keith KESA 3/2/2006 
Sayers, Evonne EVSA 3/27/2006 
Shih, Carolyn CASH 3/22/2006 
Silva, Dana and David DASI 3/10/2006 
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Table 8.1-2  

List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR  

Individuals 

 (by Last Name) 
Commenter Comment Letter  Date  

Silver, Dan DASI2 3/13/2006 
Simpson, Richard RISI2 3/27/2006 
Simpson, Richard Jr. RISI 3/26/2006 
Spangler, Greg GRSP 3/27/2006 
Stevens, Cathy and Mark CMST 3/21/2006 
Stone, Christina CHST 3/4/2006 
Thiercof, Debbie DETH 3/4/2006 
Tillmans, Bob andJanice BJTI 3/21/2006 
Tillmans, Janice JATI 3/16/2006 
Tillmans, Janice JATI2 3/16/2006 
Tillmans, Janice JATI3 3/20/2006 
Tillmans, Janice JATI4 3/20/2006 
Tillmans, Janice JATI5 3/21/2006 
Tillmans, Robert ROTI 3/16/2006 
Tompkins, Dan DHTO 3/15/2006 
Tran, Katrina KATR 3/12/2006 
Travers, Morse MOTR 3/13/2006 
Tucker, Larry (Baker Ranch Properties) BAKE 3/24/2006 
Vieria-Blake, Dot DVBL 3/27/2006 
Waite, Kathy KAWA 3/24/2006 
Wallace, Elizabeth ELWA 3/2/2006 
Wallace, Elizabeth ELWA2 3/27/2006 
Wallin, John JOWA 3/7/2006 
Wanner, Ed and Mary EMWA 3/26/2006 
Wheeler, Esther ESWH 3/3/2006 
Woolsey, Ray and Jennifer RJWO 3/21/2006 
Ydens, Bob BOYD 3/16/2006 
Zechmeister, Kathy KAZE 3/11/2006 

 

8.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This section of the Final PEIR contains all comments received on the Draft PEIR during the public 
review period, as well as the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments. Comments and responses are 
organized alphabetically by acronym.  Section 8.2.1 contains topical responses to comments or questions 
contained in a number of the letters.  Section 8.2.2 contains comments from agencies and organizations 
and responses to those comments.  Section 8.2.3 contains comments from individuals and responses to 
those comments.  These responses provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the 
Draft PEIR, pursuant to Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that 
comments that raise significant environmental issues are to be provided with responses. Reasoned, 
factual responses have been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significant 
environmental issues: detailed responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue; 
however, a general response has been provided where the comment is relatively general. 
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8.2.1 Topical Responses 

Topical responses are provided where there were several public comments that address a particular issue. 
Specifically, topical responses are provided to address the following general comments: 

 Topical Response 1 - Environmental Setting/Baseline Conditions 
 Topical Response 2 - Project-Level vs. Program-Level PEIR 
 Topical Response 3 – Application of Project Design Features and Standard Conditions to Mitigate 

Potential Impacts 
 Topical Response 4 - NCCP/HCP 
 Topical Response 5 - Existing Impaired Hydrological Conditions 
 Topical Response 6 - Runoff to Borrego Canyon Wash, Serrano Creek, and Aliso Creek 
 Topical Response 7 – Portola Hills Issues 
 Topical Response 8 – Schools 
 Topical Response 9 – Traffic 
 Topical Response 10 – Landslides 
 Topical Response 11 – Alternatives 
 Topical Response 12 – Notice 

 

 Topical Response 1—Environmental Setting/Baseline Conditions 

The existing environmental setting (baseline conditions) described in the Draft PEIR are intended to be 
broad enough to adequately describe the existing environmental conditions in the geographic vicinity of 
the project area in order to determine the significance of the project’s potential direct and indirect 
impacts. The baseline conditions documented in the Draft PEIR are not intended nor required to include 
an expanded geographic area beyond the general project vicinity, unless doing so would be necessary to 
assess the level of significance of the project’s potential impacts. The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines require that an existing environmental setting presented in an EIR be detailed enough 
to effectively provide a basis for evaluating whether or not a proposed action would have a significant 
effect upon the environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 stipulates the following: 

(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 
the project, as they exist…from both a local and regional perspective. This 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 provide an understanding of the significant effects of the 
proposed project and its alternatives. (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15125.) 

The common interpretation of this section of the CEQA Guidelines is that the environmental setting 
should describe the baseline conditions against which the significance of any physical change in the 
environment that may occur as a result of the project will be measured. Some commenters have 
requested that the Draft PEIR include analysis of additional environmental baseline conditions, 
specifically hydrological conditions, above and beyond the existing setting already described in the Draft 
PEIR. However, analysis of additional environmental baseline conditions (beyond those already 
described in the Draft PEIR) is not warranted unless it can be demonstrated that a more extensive 
evaluation is necessary to determine the level of significance of the project’s potential impacts. There is 
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no evidence to suggest that analysis of additional environmental baseline conditions would change the 
level of significance of the project’s impacts already disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, the baseline 
conditions described in the Draft PEIR meet the requirements specified by the CEQA Guidelines for an 
appropriate environmental setting, and further analysis of additional baseline conditions is not warranted. 

 Topical Response 2—Project-Level vs. Program-Level EIR 
 
A number of comments were received alleging a lack of specificity in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report prepared for the Opportunities Study Area (Draft PEIR) with respect to the analysis of “project-
specific” impact or the identification of “project-specific” mitigation measures.  CEQA describes several 
types of EIRs that may be prepared by public agencies depending on the nature of the project to be 
evaluated.  Due to the multiple related discretionary actions that cover multiple properties in the same 
geographic area and the expectation that many of the properties will require additional environmental 
review when specific development proposals for the individual properties are brought forward, the City 
of Lake Forest prepared a program EIR for the Opportunities Study Area.  A program EIR may be 
prepared when a large project consists of a series of actions that are related: (1) geographically, (2) as 
logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) in connection with issuance of plans to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program, or (4) as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.  (Al 
Larson Boat Shop Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729,740-741 [quoting State 
CEQA Guidelines § 15168(a)].)   
 
A program EIR serves as the first-tier for a multi-phased environmental review, allowing the City to 
consider broad environmental issues for a series of actions at an early stage of the planning process.  This 
allows the City to focus on “the big picture” at the outset of the project.  Subsequently, when 
applications for site-specific entitlements are brought forward, the City may review those applications 
against the prior program EIR and determine what level of subsequent CEQA documentation would be 
appropriate.   In those situations, the City may choose to prepare a focused supplemental or subsequent 
EIR, or negative declarations for those later discretionary actions, and incorporate the general discussions 
by reference.  (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. State Water Resources Control Board (1997) 63 Cal.App.4th 
227, 236; Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1143.) 

 
A program EIR covering general programmatic environmental issues need not be as comprehensive or 
detailed as the site-specific CEQA documents that may follow, and in fact, by definition may be quite 
general.  The degree of specificity required in a program EIR is determined by two factors: (1) the degree 
of specificity involved in the underlying project, and (2) what is “reasonably feasible” to discuss.  (Al 
Larson, supra, 18 Cal.App.4th at pp. 742, 746, 749, Rio Vista Farm Bureau Ctr. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 
Cal.App.4th 351, 373-374; State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15146, 15151.)  “CEQA requires an EIR to reflect 
a good faith effort at full disclosure; it does not mandate perfection, nor does it require an analysis to be 
exhaustive.”  (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4  1261, 1265 [quoting, Dry Creek Citizens 
v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4  20,26].)   

th

th

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 discusses the degree of specificity required in an EIR, stating as 
follows: 

 
The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. 
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(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific 
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or 
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted 
with greater accuracy. 
  
(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be 
expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed 
as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.  

 
As detailed more fully in the Office of Planning and Research’s (OPRs) discussion of this Guideline 
section: 

 
As with the range of alternatives, the level of analysis provided in an EIR is subject to the 
rule of reason. The level of specificity for a given EIR depends upon the type of project. 
The analysis must be specific enough to permit informed decision making and public 
participation. The need for thorough discussion and analysis is not to be construed 
unreasonably, however, to serve as an easy way of defeating projects. What is required is 
the production of information sufficient to understand the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project and to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
environmental aspects are concerned. See Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of 
the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376. In Antioch v. Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 
3d 1325, the court held that EIR requirements must be sufficiently flexible to encompass 
vastly differing projects with varying levels of specificity.  

 
In general, given the program-level of information available about the project, the analysis in the EIR is 
generally of a program-level of detail.  To the degree that more project-level information is available, it is 
reflected in the level of analysis in the PEIR.  In this way, the PEIR has complied with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168(c)(5) guidance regarding level of specificity which states: “A program EIR will be most 
helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and 
comprehensively as possible.”  
 
Where appropriate, the City’s Draft PEIR provides program-level mitigation measures which will be 
implemented by subsequent development projects undertaken in the OSA.  These mitigation measures 
will be “carried forward” to address potential environmental impacts of site-specific development and if 
there are any additional project-specific impacts resulting from the proposed individual developments, 
additional mitigation measures will be identified in the subsequent CEQA analysis.
 
The City has included all of the presently known and available information that was reasonably feasible 
for the current specificity of the project, in the Draft PEIR.  A detailed analysis of site specific impacts 
will be undertaken in later CEQA documents at such time applications for site-specific developments are 
proposed.  (Al Larson, 18 Cal.App.4th at p. 734; Rio Vista, 5 Cal.App.4th at p. 374.)  Given that an EIR 
need not speculate about future environmental consequences when future development is unspecified, 
and that CEQA does not require “crystal ball inquiry,” the City’s Draft PEIR fully complies with CEQA.  
(Atherton v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 146 Cal.App.3d 346, 351.) 
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 Topical Response 3—Application of Project Design Features and Standard 
Conditions to Mitigate Potential Impacts 

 
INTRODUCTION  
 
A number of commenters identified a need for additional mitigation.  However, these comments did not 
take into consideration the effect of standard conditions of approval and existing regulatory requirements 
which for many issue areas eliminate the need for mitigation measures.  In many instances, project design 
features, compliance with existing code requirements, and/or standard conditions of approval assumed 
in the analysis are sufficient to ensure that impacts are less than significant and thus no mitigation 
measures are included in the EIR for issue areas where existing requirements provide sufficient 
protections against impacts.  This Topical Response provides additional information on these standard 
conditions and requirements.   
 
Project design features are specific program elements that are incorporated into the Proposed Project to 
prevent, or reduce the significance of, potential environmental impacts.  Project design features are 
incorporated into the project or program and are not considered mitigation measures under CEQA.  
However, project design features are listed in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program to assure 
that they will be implemented as part of the Proposed Project.   
 
Standard conditions and requirements are local, state and federal regulations and laws required of all 
development projects.  Typical requirements include compliance with the Uniform Building Code, local 
Municipal Code, and South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules.  Standard conditions of 
approval are requirements that are placed on discretionary planning approvals, as appropriate.  Standard 
conditions and requirements serve to reduce or eliminate environmental impacts and will be listed in the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will be implemented as part of the Proposed Project.  
A list of the project design features and standard conditions that are applied in the Draft PEIR follows. 
 

3.1 AESTHETICS 
 
Project Design Features:  None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with Municipal Code and applicable Planned Community text documents to 
ensure that height, bulk, architecture and/or signage will not be in vivid contrast to the 
surrounding environment 

• Landscaping, Light and Glare, Mechanical Equipment, and Model Home Complexes 
Standard Conditions of Approval 

 
City Landscaping Standard Conditions of Approval: 
LS1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit to the Director of 

Development Services for review and approval a precise landscape and irrigation 
construction plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect for the project consistent 
with the conceptual landscape plans approved by the Planning Commission on _______, 
200_.  
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LS2 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy for the project, the applicant 
shall have installed landscaping and irrigation in accordance with the approved plan. The 
applicant shall submit a landscape installation verification letter to the Director of 
Development Services from a licensed landscape architect indicating that the landscaping 
for the project was installed in accordance with the approved plan. 

LS3 If the City determines that site landscaping has fallen into disrepair, the City shall have 
the right to enter the property and make the appropriate repairs, and the property owner 
shall be responsible for any related City expenses.  This shall be covered by an 
appropriate agreement between the City and applicant.  The form of the agreement to be 
prepared by the applicant's attorney shall be subject to joint review and approval by the 
Director of Development Services and City Attorney.  The cost of the review shall be 
paid by the applicant at the City's hourly billing rate.  Maintenance of any landscaping 
between the curb and the right-of-way line of any street abutting the parcel shall be the 
responsibility of the owner of that parcel, unless a recognized association or district has 
assumed responsibility for the maintenance. 

 
City Light and Glare Standard Conditions of Approval: 
LG1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a photometric survey for 

the site.   In addition, the applicant shall provide a note on the lighting plans that states 
no direct lighting spillage shall be permitted to shine on any other property. The 
proposed lighting standards shall be hooded or shielded to focus the light downward. A 
Certificate of Occupancy shall not be issued until the lighting has been reviewed and 
approved by the Director of Development Services.   

 
City Mechanical Equipment Standard Conditions of Approval: 
ME1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit plans that insure 

mechanical equipment placed on the roof such as, but not limited to, air conditioning, 
heating, ventilating ducts and exhaust fans is screened from view to the adjacent streets 
and properties through the use of approved roof screens, recessed roof wells and/or use 
of the building parapets.   

ME2 Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall  insure that mechanical 
equipment placed on any roof such as, but not limited to, air conditioning, heating, 
ventilating ducts and exhaust fans shall be screened from view through the use of 
approved roof screens, recessed roof wells and/or use of the building parapets. 

 
City Model Home Complex Standard Conditions of Approval: 
MHC1 Within 60 days after the termination of the use of the subject property as a model 

home/sales complex, the parking lot and temporary fencing shall be removed or revised 
as necessary to comply with the current applicable zoning regulations.  Within six months 
following the removal of the parking lot improvement and trailer, the lots upon which the 
parking lot and trailer were situated shall be either planted with grass or improved with 
dwellings; it is the purpose of this requirement to avoid a situation where the neighbors 
look at unimproved vacant lots in this tract for an extended period of time. 
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: None 
 
3.3 AIR QUALITY 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Project level review to determine construction and operation emissions 
• Compliance with SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403 (see MM3.3-7) 
• Compliance with Title 24, Part 6, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential 

and Nonresidential Buildings. 
 
3.4 BIOLOGY 
 
Project Design Features: Preservation of habitat areas on Sites 1 and 2. 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with NCCP/HCP including construction minimization measures listed on 
page 3.4-34 of the Draft PEIR 

• Compliance with applicable resource agency permitting requirements, including but not 
limited to: California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

• Biology standard conditions of approval 
 
City Biology Standard Conditions of Approval: 
BR1 The applicant shall comply with the requirements of state and federal agencies with 

regards to construction within jurisdictional areas. This includes the applicant obtaining a 
Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish 
and Game. A mitigation program will be subject to the review and approval of CDFG 
during the process to obtain a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. Prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall comply with the requirements of state 
and federal agencies with regards to construction within the jurisdictional area(s).  

BR2 The applicant shall comply with the requirements of state and federal agencies with 
regards to construction within the jurisdictional areas. This includes the applicant 
obtaining a Section 401 Water Quality Certification and a Section 404 (Clean Water Act) 
permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers respectively. A mitigation program will be subject to the review and 
approval of the Corps and the RWQCB during the processes to obtain a Section 404 
permit and 401 Water Quality Certification.  
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3.5 CULTURAL 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Archaeo/Paleo Standard Conditions of Approval 
 

 
3.6 GEOLOGY, SOILS AND MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with California Building Code Seismic Zone 4 Standards 
• Site specific review by California Certified Engineering Geologist 
• Implementation of National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) 
• Preparation and implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
• Grading Standard Conditions of Approval 

 
City Grading Standard Conditions of Approval: 
G1 Prior to the issuance of precise grading permits, the applicant shall prepare and submit a 

final (precise) grading plan to the Building Division of the Development Services 
Department showing building footprints, new and revised pads and elevations of finished 
grades, drainage routes, retaining walls, erosion control, slope easements, structural best 
management practices conforming to the approved water quality management plan, and 
other pertinent information. 

G2 Prior to the issuance of precise grading permits, the applicant shall in a manner meeting 
the approval of the City Engineer: 
• Design provisions for surface drainage; and  
• Design all necessary storm drain facilities extending to a satisfactory point of disposal 

for the proper control and disposal of storm runoff; and 
• Dedicate the associated easements to the City of Lake Forest, if determined necessary 

by the City Engineer. 
• Prior to the issuance of any certificates of use and occupancy said improvements shall 

be constructed in a manner meeting the approval of the City Engineer. 
G3 Prior to approval of the final design plans and issuance of a grading permit, the applicant 

shall conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation for the entire site and prepare a 
report that fully assesses the geologic and soil conditions of the site.  As part of the report 
preparation, soil sampling and any geotechnical testing will be completed at each location 
where structures are to be erected.  The report shall provide grading and structural design 
recommendations for avoiding liquefaction, subsidence or collapse for each of the 
proposed structures.  The recommendations shall be implemented by the Project 
Applicant. 
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G4 During project grading and construction activities, the following measures shall be 
implemented by the applicant as monitored by the Director of Development Services and 
Director of Public Works/City Engineer. 

 
A. Normal watering procedures or other dust palliative measures shall be followed 

during earth moving and construction operations to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403.  Soil binders shall be spread 
on site, unpaved roads, and parking area in compliance with Rule 403. 

B. Where practical, heavy duty construction equipment shall be kept on-site when 
not in operation to minimize exhaust emissions associated with vehicles entering 
and exiting the project site. 

C. Restrict traffic speeds on all unpaved road to 15 miles per hour or less, and 
provide a flag person to properly guide traffic and ensure safety at the 
construction site. 

D. Suspend all grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour and 
during second stage smog alerts. 

E. Comply with SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403 which state that no dust impacts off-
site sufficient to be called a nuisance are created and restrict visible emissions 
from construction and grading, respectively. 

F. Use low emission mobile construction equipment (i.e., tractors, scrapers, dozers, 
etc.) where practical. Shut off engines when not in use. 

G. Maintain construction equipment in peak operating condition to reduce operating 
emissions. 
• Use low sulfur fuel for equipment to the extent feasible. 
• Use electric equipment whenever practicable. 
• Moisten soil to grading to 12% soil moisture. 
• Water exposed surfaces at least twice daily under calm conditions and as often 

as needed on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per hour or 
during dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release 
of visible emissions from the construction site. 

• Treat any area that will be exposed for extended periods with a soil 
conditioner to stabilize soil or temporarily plant with vegetation. 

• Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of any trucks leaving 
construction sites. 

• Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud, which would otherwise be carried 
off by trucks departing project sites. 

• Provide for permanent sealing of all graded areas, as applicable, at the earliest 
practicable time after soil disturbance. 

G5 This project necessitates the construction of public and/or private infrastructure 
improvements. Prior to the issuance of preliminary or precise grading permits, the 
applicant shall construct, or enter into an agreement and post security, in a form and 
amount acceptable to the City Engineer, guaranteeing the construction of public and/or 
private improvements, in conformance with applicable City standards and the City's 
Capital Improvement Policy, including but not limited to: 
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a. Street improvements including, but not limited to: pavement, curb and gutter, medians, 
sidewalks, drive approaches, street lighting, signing, striping as follows: 
b. Traffic signal systems, interconnect traffic signal preemption devices and other traffic 
control and management devices 
c. Storm drain facilities  
d. Subdrain facilities  
e. Landscaping and computerized irrigation control system (for all public streets, parks 
and public areas). 
f. Sewer, reclaimed and/or domestic water systems, as required by the appropriate sewer 
and water districts as well as the Orange County Fire Authority when appropriate. 
g. Riding, hiking and bicycle trails adjacent to or through the project site. 
h. Undergrounding of existing overhead and proposed utility distribution lines. 
i. Transit-related improvements depicted on the approved tentative map 

 
Plans for improvements, including proposed and relocated utility lines, shall be approved 
by the Public Works Director/City Engineer based on the City's ordinances, standards, 
and policies, including, but not limited to, those design and construction standards 
adopted by the City or otherwise reasonably determined by the Director to be applicable 
to the project.  Plans for signing, striping, and other traffic control devices shall be 
approved by the City Traffic Engineer.  Water improvement plans shall be approved by 
the Fire Marshal, the local water district, and the Public Works Director/City Engineer.  
The water distribution system and appurtenances shall conform to the applicable laws 
and adopted regulations enforced by the Orange County Health Department.  Public 
sewer and reclaimed water improvement plans shall be approved by the local sewering 
agency and the Public Works Director/City Engineer.  The requirement for the reclaimed 
water line for irrigation is contingent upon an existing line within reasonable proximity to 
the site.  Construction of improve¬ments shall be under the inspection of the Public 
Works Department. 
 

G6 Prior to issuance of any permit, any easement that lies within or crosses rights-of-way 
proposed to be deeded or dedicated to the City, shall be subordinated by the applicant to 
the City prior to City acceptance of the rights-of-way, unless otherwise exempted by the 
Director of Public Works/City Engineer based on the City's ordinances, standards, and 
policies, including, but not limited, to those design and construction standards adopted by 
the City or otherwise reasonably determined by the Director to be applicable to the 
project. 

 
G7 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a recordable instrument providing for reciprocal 

ingress and egress access easements between and among the parcels with access via 
private drives shall be submitted by the applicant to the City of Lake Forest for review 
and approval of the City Attorney, Director of Development Services and the Director of 
Public Works/City Engineer.  The instrument shall be approved if it is appropriate 
recordable form, and adequately provides for reciprocal access in a manner consistent 
with the City's ordinances, standards, and policies, including, but not limited, to those 
public design and construction standards adopted by the City or otherwise reasonably 
determined by the Directors to be applicable to the project.  
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3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:  

• Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws regulating generation, handling, 
transportation and disposal of hazardous materials and waste 

• Hazardous Materials Standard Condition of Approval 
 
City Hazardous Materials Standard Condition of Approval: 
HZM1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall provide a plan showing the 

placement of underground storage tanks for the approval of the Development Services 
Department. 

 
3.8 HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
 
Project Design Features:  
The Proposed Project includes the adoption of a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.  
The subsequent development projects will include Specific Project Design Features for hydrology 
and water quality will be developed with project level entitlements. 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with NPDES, DAMP, Groundwater Management Plan 
• Compliance with Lake Forest Municipal Code and County of Orange Codes regulating 

drainage and water quality 
• Compliance, where necessary with FEMA regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas 
• Drainage/Flood/NPDES Standard Conditions of Approval 

 
City Drainage/Flood/NPDES Standard Conditions of Approval: 
DFN1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a complete hydrology and hydraulic study 

(include off-site areas affecting the development) shall be prepared by a qualified engineer 
and shall be submitted by the applicant to the Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
for review and approval. The report shall include detailed drainage studies indicating how 
the grading, in conjunction with the drainage conveyance systems including applicable 
swales, channels, street flows, catch basins, storm drains, and flood water retarding, will 
allow building pads to be safe from inundation from rainfall runoff which may be 
expected from all storms up to and including the theoretical 100-year flood. 

DFN2  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall demonstrate to the Building 
Official that coverage has been obtained under California’s General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharge Associated with Industrial 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 to the Building Official. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant 
shall submit to the Building Official for review and approval a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A copy of the approved SWPPP shall be kept at the project 
site and available for review upon request. 

Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIRChapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-15

 



DFN3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall prepare a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) specifically identifying the Best Management Practices 
(BMP's) that will be used on site to control predictable pollutant runoff.  The plan shall 
identify the types of structural and non-structural measures to be used.  The plan shall 
comply with the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP).  Particular 
attention should be addressed to the appendix section "Best Management Practices for 
New Development."  The WQMP shall clearly show the locations of structural BMP’s, 
and assignment of long term maintenance responsibilities (which shall also be included in 
the Maintenance Agreement).  The plan shall be prepared to the general form and 
content shown in the City of Lake Forest’s WQMP Template and shall be submitted to 
the Director of Public Works/City Engineer for review and approval.  The DPW/CE 
shall approve the plan if the Director reasonably determines that the plan is substantially 
similar in all material respects to the City of Lake Forest’s WQMP Template.   

DFN4 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall demonstrate that all 
structural Best Management Practices (BMP) described in the project’s Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) have been constructed and installed. In addition, the 
applicant is prepared to implement all non-structural BMP’s described in the project’s 
WQMP. Two (2) copies of the WQMP shall be available on-site.  Prior to the issuance of 
a certificate of occupancy, all equipment shall be in place and in good working order as 
indicated in the WQMP.  

DFN5 This project includes land within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), subject to 
inundation according to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) that has not been 
addressed by an underlying subdivision map.  Prior to the issuance of a precise grading 
permit, the applicant shall furnish to the City Engineer documentation required by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for revision to the FIRM and Flood 
Insurance Study (FIS), including additional data as required by FEMA.  The applicant 
shall pay all preliminary and subsequent fees as required by FEMA. 

 
3.9 LAND USE/PLANNING 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with Lake Forest Municipal Code, including Zoning, Planned Community 
Text(s) as appropriate, Lake Forest General Plan policies, and the Uniform Building 
Code. 

 
3.10 NOISE 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with Chapter 11.16, Noise Control, of the Lake Forest Municipal Code 
 
Noise Standard Conditions of Approval: 
N1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall produce written evidence, or 

other evidence deemed reasonably acceptable by the Director of Development Services, 

Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIRChapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-16

 



that all construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, operated within 1,000 feet of 
any residential dwelling unit shall be equipped with properly operating and maintained 
mufflers. 

N2      Grading and construction, construction activities shall be prohibited between the hours of 
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday; 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. Saturday; and at 
any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. 

N3  Prior to the issuance of building permits for each structure or tenant improvement other 
than a parking structure, the applicant shall submit a final acoustical report prepared to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Development Services.  The report shall show that the 
development will be sound attenuated against present and projected noise levels, 
including roadway and railroad, to meet City interior and exterior noise standards.  In 
order to demonstrate that all mitigation measures have been incorporated into the 
project, the report shall be accompanied by a list identifying the sheet(s) of the building 
plans that include the approved mitigation measures. 

 
3.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
Project Design Features: None 

• Approval of an Affordable Housing Implementation Plan (AHIP) is required by the 
Development Agreement. 

 
3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with OCFA Very High Fire Severity Hazard Zone/Special Fire Protection 
Area guidelines 

• Payment of statutory fees for public services (or enter into mitigation agreement for 
schools as a project design feature).  See Mitigation Measure 3.12-3. 

• Secured Fire Protection Agreement 
• Fire Protection Standard Conditions of Approval 

 
City Fire Protection Standard Conditions of Approval: 
F1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall obtain approval of the Fire Chief 

for all fire protection access roads within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior of every 
structure on the site.  The site plan shall indicate existing and any proposed fire hydrants.  
The site plan shall indicate the locations of the existing and/or proposed fire lane 
markings.  Please contact the OCFA at (714) 573-6100 or visit the OCFA website to 
obtain a copy of the “Guidelines for Emergency Access.” 

F2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit construction details 
for any access gate to the Fire Chief for review and approval. The Fire Chief will approve 
the construction details if the Chief reasonably determines that the construction details 
are in compliance with the Uniform Fire Code and such other Federal, State, and Local 
laws, regulations, ordinances, standards, and policies as are applicable.   

F3 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit evidence of the on-
site fire hydrant system to the Fire Chief and indicate whether it is public or private.  If 
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the system is private, it shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire Chief prior to building 
permit issuance, and the applicant shall make provisions for the repair and maintenance 
of the system in a manner meeting the approval of the Fire Chief.  

F4 Prior to the issuance of a building permit for combustible construction, the applicant 
shall submit a letter on company letterhead stating that water for fire-fighting purposes 
and all weather fire protection access roads shall be in place and operational as required 
by the Uniform Fire Code before any combustible materials are placed on the site. 

F5 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide evidence of 
adequate fire flow. The “Orange County Fire Authority Water Availability for Fire 
Protection” form shall be signed by the applicable water district and submitted to the Fire 
Chief for approval. If sufficient water to meet fire flow requirements is not available an 
automatic fire extinguishing system may be required in each structure affected.  

F6 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, plans for the automatic fire sprinkler system 
shall be submitted to the Fire Chief for review and approval. This system shall be 
operational prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy. 

F7 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy, the fire alarm system shall be 
operational. 

F8 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall contact the Orange County 
Fire Authority Hazardous Materials Disclosure Office at (714) 744-0463 to complete and 
submit a “Hazardous Materials Business Information and Chemical Inventory Packet.”   

F9 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy, all fire hydrants shall have a 
“Blue Reflective Pavement Marker” indicating its location on the street or drive per the 
Orange County Fire Authority Standard and are subject to review and approval by the 
Fire Chief.  On private property these markers are to be maintained in good condition by 
the property owner. 

 
3.13 RECREATION 
 
Project Design Features: 
As described in Section 2.5.5 of the Draft PEIR, the City’s Subdivision Ordinance would require 
47 acres of neighborhood parks and 32 acres of community parks (for the Proposed Project).  
The Proposed Project includes up to a 45-acre sports park and Community/Civic Center 
complex and over 50 acres of neighborhood parks.   
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 
Compliance with the City’s Subdivision Ordinance (Title 7 of the Lake Forest Municipal Code) is 
required of all new residential development; the Proposed Project includes additional public 
facilities as part of the project’s design features included in the Development Agreement. 
 
3.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
Project Design Features: 
As described in Section 2.5.4 of the Draft PEIR, the project includes adoption of the Lake Forest 
Traffic Mitigation Program (LFTM).  The LFTM Program is a set of citywide transportation 
improvements designed to maintain adequate levels of service on the City’s arterial street system. 

• Participation in LFTM is required as part of the Development Agreement 
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Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements:   
• Fee Program and Parking Standard Conditions of Approval 

 
City Fee Programs Standard Condition of Approval: 
FFP1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay fees to the City of Lake 

Forest as prescribed in the Major Thoroughfare and Bridge Fee Program, including but 
not limited to the following: 
• Foothill Circulation Phasing Plan – Zone 2, 3, 4 , 5 or 8 
• Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor – Zone A or Zone B 
• Santiago Canyon Road 
• Drainage Fees ($945.00/Acre) 
• El Toro Road 

Parking Standard Condition of Approval: 
PRK3 Overnight outside storage of vehicles shall be prohibited. 
PRK4 No overnight sleeping or camping shall be permitted on the property. Signs stating such 

shall be posted within the parking lot. 
 
3.15 UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
Project Design Features: None 
 
Standard Conditions & Legal Requirements: 

• Compliance with Source Reduction and Recycling Element for solid waste reduction 
• Compliance with Title 24 California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and 

Nonresidential Buildings. 

 Topical Response 4—NCCP/HCP 
As discussed within Impact 3.4-1 and Impact 3.4-2 of the Draft PEIR, the project is within the Central 
and Coastal Orange County Natural Community Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NCCP/HCP). The purpose of the NCCP/HCP is to create a multi-species multi-habitat reserve system 
and implement a long-term management program that will protect primarily coastal sage scrub and the 
species that utilize this habitat. At the same time that it protects this habitat and the associated species, 
the NCCP/HCP is also intended to allow for economic use of the lands. As discussed in Section 3.4.7 
(Planning and Regulatory Framework), the Central and Coastal Orange County NCCP/HCP provides 
measures to reduce impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat (CSS), the plan’s “Covered Species,” and other 
species that occupy this habitat through implementation of avoidance measures and payment of 
mitigation fees on a per acre of Coastal Sage Scrub removed basis. The mitigation fee for CSS occupied 
by coastal California gnatcatchers is $65,000 per acre. This money would be paid to the Nature Reserve 
of Orange County prior to the removal of any CSS. In addition, as the project is within the NCCP/HCP 
area, there is a list of construction minimization measures that must also be followed to be in compliance 
within the NCCP/HCP. The construction minimization measures have been designed in consultation 
with state and federal resource agencies to reduce potential construction impacts to species within the 
CSS habitat to less than significant levels.  

Per the Implementation Agreement with state and federal resources agencies, payment of the 
NCCP/HCP fee and implementation of the construction avoidance measures would reduce potential 
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impacts (both under CEQA and under state and federal Endangered Species Acts) to NCCP/HCP-covered 
sensitive species to less-than-significant levels by ensuring compliance with approved conservation plans, 
preserving their habitat, and avoiding construction impacts for species that are known to occur on site. 
Where impacts to NCCP/HCP-covered species and habitat occur, compliance with the requirements of 
the NCCP/HCP reduces the impact to less than significant and no further mitigation is required. 

 Topical Response 5—Existing Impaired Hydrological Conditions 
 
According to the studies cited on pages 3.8-39 to 3.8-41 of the Draft PEIR, as well as the Serrano Creek 
Collaborative Use Plan prepared by the City, flow within both the Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano 
Creek have been altered by prior development within the watershed. Development of impervious 
surfaces within the upper watersheds and the absence of stormwater detention contribute to greater 
storm flow within these tributaries. Furthermore, the flood events have removed significant amounts of 
riparian vegetation along these corridors, resulting in greater bank instability. Higher flow rates, 
combined with reduced riparian vegetation (reduced bank stability) are contributing to considerable bank 
erosion; at some locations along the Serrano Creek, banks cut by these higher flow rates are estimated to 
exceed 30 vertical feet. 
 
Although existing conditions may be contributing to impairment of Serrano Creek and the Borrego 
Canyon Wash, the CEQA analysis for determining the potential environmental impacts of this project 
requires that the post-project conditions be compared to existing conditions and not to non-impaired 
conditions. Consequently, even if existing conditions are currently impaired or impacted, if the Proposed 
Project does not exacerbate these conditions, then the impact is considered either no-impact or less-
than-significant. The CEQA environmental analysis is not required to include an assessment of ways to 
fix existing impaired conditions or implementation of mitigation measures to alleviate existing problems. 
Furthermore, it is not within the scope of this document to detail site specific stream geomorphology, 
sedimentation and erosion rates, adequacy of conveyance capacity, and specific causes contributing to 
existing impairment (see Topical Response 1 also addresses the degree to which existing/baseline 
conditions are assessed and Topical Response 2 addresses the level of detail required for a Programmatic 
EIR compared to a Project-level EIR). 
 
A number of letters included comments regarding Serrano Creek.  The Draft PEIR addressed potential 
program level impacts to the Creek.  More specific hydrology studies will be required of all applicants at 
the project level.  While additional analysis of Serrano Creek is not necessary at the program level, it 
should be noted that long and short-term solutions for Serrano Creek and Borrego Canyon Wash are 
currently underway and are independent of the Opportunities Study project. 
 
Under a recent agreement between the County of Orange, City of Lake Forest, IRWD and the 
Autumnwood Homeowners Association, an interim slope stabilization project was completed in Serrano 
Creek within the Autumnwood Homeowners Association.  As part of an on-going effort to restore 
Serrano Creek, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was developed and executed by the County of 
Orange, Orange County Flood Control District, City of Lake Forest and IRWD.  With the County as 
lead, several grant opportunities are being explored to fix Serrano Creek.   
 
The County also committed to developing restoration efforts and long-term solutions for Serrano Creek 
and Borrego Canyon Wash.  The first step is to identify grant sources and potentially develop cost share 
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agreements between the Army Corps of Engineers, the County, and local cost-share partners.  The 
anticipated program includes the following:  feasibility study, restoration project design, permits, bidding, 
construction, maintenance, and monitoring. 

 Topical Response 6—Runoff to Borrego Canyon Wash, Serrano Creek, and 
Aliso Creek 

Prior development within the Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano Creek subwatershed has contributed to 
erosion and sediment transport within the San Diego Creek watershed. As noted in the Draft PEIR (p. 
3.8-30) and by the RWQCB in its comment letter(s), the San Diego Creek watershed is currently listed as 
impaired by sediment with existing TMDLs and further contributions to erosion and sediment transport 
could potentially be significant.  
 
Program Level Analysis 
As discussed in Topical Response 2, the OSA DEIR is a program-level EIR.  A comparison of pre- and 
post-project runoff coefficients is used in the Draft PEIR to provide an indication of potential effects of 
the Proposed Project on stormwater runoff and consequently, potential increases in bank erosion and 
bedload transport. More runoff could result in more bank erosion and sediment transport.  At the 
program-level, no project-induced increases in flows are anticipated because on a number of the sites the 
existing landscape consists of fairly steep, poorly-vegetated slopes with low infiltration soils. 
Consequently, estimates of existing runoff coefficients are fairly high.  In the case of Aliso Creek, the 
potentially affected lands draining towards Aliso Creek already likely experience a high amount of runoff. 
Although development of an undeveloped or vacant property will often increase the amount of 
imperviousness (and therefore, increase the potential for runoff), it also requires grade leveling, 
landscaping, and stormwater quality BMPs. Implementation of these features will reduce the amount of 
stormwater runoff in order to comply with requirements established by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and in some cases, increase the amount of infiltration, which offset the potential increase 
in runoff because of more impervious surfaces. (Additional text has been added to the Impact 3.8-1 
discussion in the Draft PEIR in order to clarify this situation).   
 
As noted in the Draft PEIR analysis, there would be no net increase in erosion and sediment transport to 
San Diego Creek or Newport Bay with implementation of the Proposed Project because Proposed 
Project runoff flow rates would not increase and a Water Quality Management Plan would be required 
prior to approval of a Parcel Map or Tentative Tract Map (MM 3.8-1) in compliance with the existing 
municipal NPDES permit. 
 
In response to questions received regarding runoff into Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano Creek, 
Table 3.8-1 and Table 3.8-2 from the Draft PEIR have been revised to to separate out information for 
each subwatershed (Borrego Canyon Wash, Serrano Creek, and Aliso Creek) and split out potential 
impacts to the individual drainages, Borrego Canyon Wash and Serrano Creek within the San Diego 
Creek watershed. Site 1 information was also modified based on an initial hydrology study for the 
project-level proposed development on this site, which is now available. The more specific calculations 
do not change the significance of post-project and pre-project runoff differences for Site 1, compared to 
the Draft PEIR analysis. This new information was incorporated into the final document in order to 
provide for consistency between the PEIR and the project-level analyses. Both the direction of flow 
(which watershed would receive runoff water) and actual runoff rates change based on the new 
information, but the impacts and their magnitude do not change. 
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It should be noted that because of number rounding, the existing conditions runoff coefficients in 
Table 3.8-1 may seem equal to the Proposed Project runoff coefficients. However, very slight differences 
are apparent in the percent changes noted in Table 3.8-2. These differences are not significant, although 
post-development conditions will have lower runoff coefficients (by about -3 percent).  As shown in the  
Table, runoff will be less with the Proposed Project, than under existing conditions. 
 
 

Revised Table 3.8-1  
Assigned Runoff Coefficients for the Proposed Project 

Runoff Coefficient 
Site Existing General Plan Proposed Project Watershed* 

1 0.24 0.60 0.23 Borrego 82% 
Serrano 18% 

2 0.48 0.56 0.32 Aliso 80% 
Serrano 20% 

3 0.48 0.66 0.38 Serrano 100% 

4 0.48 0.70 0.60 Aliso 80% 
Serrano 20% 

5 0.44 0.50 0.30 Aliso 50% 
Serrano 50% 

6 0.44 0.25 0.30 Serrano 100% 
7 0.46 0.60 0.50 Serrano 100% 
Watercourse Composite 
Borrego 0.24 0.60 0.23  
Serrano 0.41 0.59 0.33  
Watershed Composite 
San Diego Creek 0.31 0.59 0.28  
Aliso Creek 0.48 0.58 0.37  
Total ** 0.36 0.59 0.30  
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2006 and Lake Forest Department of Public Works 
*  Where the site may drain to more than one watercourse, the estimated percent of area draining to each watercourse is 

identified. 
**  The total is a blended coefficient. 
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Revised Table 3.8-2 
Magnitude of Runoff Coefficient Change 

for the Proposed Project 
Change in Proposed Plan Runoff Coefficient 

Site Existing Conditions (%) General Plan Conditions (%) 
1 -4.2 -61.7 
2 -33.3 -42.9 
3 -20.8 -42.4 
4 25.0 -14.3 
5 -31.8 -40.0 
6 -31.8 20.0 
7 8.7 -16.7 
Watercourse Composite 
Borrego  -4.2 -61.7 
Serrano -18.2 -43.3 
Watershed Composite 
San Diego Creek -12.2 -53.7 
Aliso Creek -23.6 -37.1 
Total -15.6 -48.7 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2006 and Lake Forest Department of Public Works 

 
 
A comparison of the approximate runoff from Opportunities Study properties in Table 3.8-2 indicates 
that implementation of the Proposed Project would likely lower the overall runoff rate within the San 
Diego Creek watershed. As explained earlier, this is because the existing landscapes are steep, with low-
infiltration soils, and poor vegetative cover. Development of these parcels, however, would require grade 
modifications (less steep slopes) and landscaping (more infiltration and good vegetative cover), which 
would lower the overall runoff rate. Lower runoff, because of the Proposed Project, means that there 
would be no net increase in bank erosion or bedload sediment transport compared to existing conditions. 
 
Program- Level Mitigation 
The Draft PEIR includes several mitigation strategies for reducing erosion and the project would be 
subject to standard conditions and Best Management Practices (BMPs).  Topical Response 3 details 
standard conditions that will apply to the project.  Additionally, implementation of a new mitigation 
measure MM 3.8-5 added in response to comments to clarify the requirement that there would be no net 
increase in peak rate or amount of runoff entering any of these drainages.  Mitigation measures MM 3.8-
1, M 3.8-2, and M 3.8-5 describe specific strategies for reducing runoff that would not adversely affect 
current erosion or water quality conditions.  For example, for compliance with the existing municipal 
NPDES permit and Drainage Area Master Plan (DAMP), a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) 
would be developed to assure that post-construction BMPs would be implemented to prevent further 
degradation of water quality (MM 3.8-1). (A copy of the City’s WQMP Template is available at:  
http://www.city-lakeforest.com/pdf/forms-2005/Lake%20Forest%20WQMP%20Template%20121205 
.doc)  Please refer to additional discussion of BMPs that can be used to reduce site runoff, referenced on 
page 3.8-33-34 of the Draft PEIR. As stated on page 3.8-37 of the Draft PEIR, implementation of 
mitigation measures M 3.8-1 through M 3.8-4 would reduce potential Proposed Project impacts on water 
quality to less-than-significant levels. The addition of mitigation measure M 3.8-5 would assure that post-
project stormwater runoff rate would not exceed existing conditions, which would prevent an increase in 
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potential streambed and bank erosion. Therefore, the Draft PEIR analysis and mitigation of potential 
erosion and pollutant adverse impacts is adequate. 
 
Project Level Review and Mitigation 
In addition to these mitigation measures, as specific development projects are brought forward, site 
specific environmental review will be undertaken and hydraulic analysis will be done as part of project-
level environmental review.  Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 requires that prior to issuance of a grading permit 
for any development within the Opportunities Study area, the applicant must conduct a detailed 
hydrology and hydraulics study.  As part of project-level environmental review, site-specific drainage and 
water quality features that will be incorporated into the proposed development will be analyzed and the 
impacts of project-specific runoff and hydrology will be analyzed to determine if additional mitigation 
measures are required to mitigate potential flooding and water quality impacts to less than significant. 
 
Because this is Programmatic EIR, site specific details are not available.  Site specific details associated 
with the various site included in the Proposed Project drainage and potential BMPs are, therefore, not 
included in this analysis. Please refer to Topical Response 2, which provides further details on Project vs. 
Programmatic EIRs. 
 
Consistency With San Diego Creek Flood Control Master Plan (SDCFCMP) 
With the mitigation measures specified for the project, which include preparation of project-level 
hydrology and hydraulic studies for the project sites and the specification of project-level mitigation 
measures to prevent post-construction stormflows from exceeding pre-construction volumes and rates, 
(see for example revised Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 and Topical Response 6) the project will be consistent 
with the San Diego Creek Flood Control Master Plan (SDCFCMP). 

 Topical Response 7 – Portola Hills Issues 
 
DENSITY AND COMPATIBILITY: 
 
What Could Be Built Today On The Portola Center Property 
The 250 acres of vacant land that remains in the Portola Hills Planned Community was approved by the 
County of Orange as part of the original Master Plan for Commercial, Business Park and Open Space 
uses. Approximately 544,500 square feet of commercial use, 2.3 million square feet of Business Park and 
44 acres of open space are permitted.   
 
To provide a basis for comparison, the permitted commercial component alone (544,500 square feet) 
would be nearly equal in size to the entire Foothill Ranch Mervyns/Target shopping center and the Wal 
Mart/Babies R Us center combined.  The exact calculation is provided below.  Although these combined 
centers are 49,844 square feet larger than what could be built in Portola Hills, this example provides a 
good visual of the type and magnitude of commercial development that is permitted under the current 
commercial zoning in Portola Hills. 
 
Business  Square footage
Mervyn’s  77,500 
Target   121,387 
Michael’s  25,689 
Wendy’s  3,178 
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Chili’s   5,765 
Del Taco  2,388 
Small shops  51,663 
World Savings  3,350 
Kuta Grill  6,287 
Denny’s  4,995 
Wal-Mart  163,126 
Babies R Us & 
Sport Chalet  103,904 
In N Out  2,912 
Kindercare  10,000 
Good Year  6,097 
Union Bank  6,103 
TOTAL  594,344  
 
The allowable Business Park development on the Portola Center (Site 2) property is 2.3 million square 
feet.  By way of comparison the business park developments that are contained within the area bounded 
by the 241 Toll Road, Portola Parkway, Glenn Ranch Road and the Edison transmission lines is 
approximately 2 million square feet.   
 
The Difference Between A “Business Park” And An “Industrial” Land Use Designation   
The Portola Hills Business Park designation allows for a wide variety of uses.  According to the County 
documents, the intent of this land use is to permit the location of  “compatible light manufacturing; 
business, professional and administrative offices; general manufacturing; service industries; contractor 
and construction industries; and in certain areas, subject to stringent performance standards, indoor or 
outdoor manufacture or storage of heavy equipment or materials.”   
 
The Oakley project, mentioned in many of the letters, was built in the Foothill Ranch Planned 
Community, on land designated as Foothill Ranch Industrial.  The planning documents approved by the 
County of Orange describe the intent of this Foothill Ranch Industrial District with virtually the same 
language as the Portola Hills Business Park description.  The only difference between these zoning 
designations is that surface mining and batch plants are permitted in the Foothill Ranch Industrial zone.  
Therefore, the property in Portola Hills that is designated Business Park could be developed with uses 
similar to what is found in the Foothill Ranch Industrial zones with the exception of the mining and 
batch plants. 
 
Here is a list of the uses that are permitted today in the Portola Hills Business Park area: 
 
Manufacturing plants and facilities 
Assembly plants and facilities 
Research laboratories and facilities 
Product development facilities 
Testing laboratories and facilities 
Service industries 
Distribution, storage and warehousing 
Construction industries 
Boat/RV storage 
Mini warehousing 
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Motion picture/recording studios 
Administrative, professional and business offices 
Service commercial (restaurants, hotels) 
Rental and sales of autos, RV’s, trucks, trailers and boats 
Auto repair, body repair and paint shops 
Tire recapping facilities 
Rental/sale for garden and home equipment 
Rental/sale for agricultural, industrial and construction equipment 
Wholesale/retail lumber yards, plumbing supplies and home improvement 
Wholesale/retail nurseries 
Commercial recreation 
Historical, religious and charitable structures 
Public utilities and facilities including electrical distribution facilities and offices, wastewater treatment 
plants, sewage and solid waste treatment plants, disposal or resource recovery facilities, water reclamation 
facilities, production, distribution, storage or treatment facilities for electricity, water, sewage, telephone 
or telegraph 
 
Land Uses Proposed For Portola Center Under the 2006 Proposed Project 
The proposed plan includes predominately residential, commercial and open space uses.  A total of 1,132 
units are proposed for Portola Center (Site 2), which includes up to 525 single family homes and up to 
607 multi family units.  The multi family units can either be for sale or rent.  The plan also proposes 
178,720 square feet of commercial development and 10 acres of neighborhood parks for Portola Center 
(Site 2).      
 
How The Proposed Project’s Residential Development for Portola Center Compares With The 
Existing Development In Portola Hills 
 
The City has prepared an exhibit and chart that depicts the existing and proposed residential densities in 
Portola Hills and Portola Center.  As can be seen, the overall density of Portola Hills is 6.25 units per 
acre.  The proposed Portola Center is 7.3 units per acre overall under the 2006 Proposed Project.   
 
Commenters have expressed concerns regarding the proposed density of the Portola Center (Site 2) 
development.  When comparing densities among planning areas or projects, it is important to ensure that 
the same type of measurement is used for both properties.  Tables 8.2-1 and 8.2-2 compare the existing 
density of Portola Hills with the 2006 Proposed Project density of the Portola Center community.  This 
is a simple gross density calculation which takes the total acreage for each project area excluding public 
facilities such as parks, schools, dedicated open space and arterial roadways.  The range of densities for 
the various existing communities in Portola Hills is 3.1 du/ac to 18.4 du/ac, with a total average density 
of 6.25 du/ac.  
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PORTOLA HILLS 

DENSITY COMPARISON 
 

Table 8.2-1 

Existing Portola Hills Density 

2,181 homes on 348 acres = 6.25 units per acre 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 TOTAL 
Acres 12.1 42.5 24.5 32.8 39.7 18.8 23.2 29.3 18.2 33.8 16.6 12.2 26.2 14.9 348.8 
Units 90 192 76 114 142 166 99 113 93 212 159 225 300 198 2181 
Units 
per 
Acre 

7.4 4.5 3.1 3.5 3.6 8.9 4.3 3.9 5.1 6.3 9.6 18.4 11.4 13.3 6.25 

 
 
As shown in Table 8.2-2, the range of densities for proposed Portola Center would be 3.5 to 24.2 du/ac, 
with a total average density of 7.66 du/ac under the 2006 Proposed Project. 
 
 
  Table 8.2-2 
 

Proposed Portola South Density  
 2006 Proposed Project 

1,132 homes on 148 acres = 7.6 units per acre 
 

 A B C D E 

 
 
 
 F G H TOTAL

Acres 22.62 57.21 9.6 3.1 9.4 8.4 15.6 21.9 147.81 
Units 93 199 200 40 226

 
141 113 120 1132 

Units per 
Acre 

4.1 3.5 20.7* 13.1** 24.2

 
 16.7 7.3 5.5 7.66  

* Planning Area C is proposed to be Mixed Use Area that also includes 150,120 sf 
of commercial space 

 
 

** Planning Area D is proposed to be a Mixed Use Area that also includes 28,600 
sf of commercial space 

 
 
 
 
The density calculation includes internal slopes and residential streets in both the existing and proposed 
development areas. The Figure 8.2-1 shows a dark line around the limits of development and includes 
only the existing and proposed developed areas in the density calculation. 
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Figure 8.2-1 – 2006 Proposed Project:  1,132 Dwelling Unit Plan 
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A concern related to density is compatibility.  While overall density can give the reader a baseline 
comparison of the relative intensity of development, residential product types are an important 
component of compatibility.  While the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change would not mandate 
specific types of housing units, such as rental, ownership, attached or detached, a mix of product types 
has been included in the Portola Center concept plan.  These types include:  apartments, detached single 
family homes on a variety of lot sizes, and attached single family homes (condominiums).  While the 
existing Portola Hills development does not include any rental apartments, the densities of the 
apartments in the proposed plan would not differ significantly from the existing for-sale condominium 
developments. 
 
The Opportunities Study General Plan Amendment would allow for a variety of residential densities 
throughout the project.  The proposed zoning would include unit caps that would dictate the maximum 
development on each of the project sites.   
 
In addition, the density of the Proposed Project should be considered in conjunction with the potential 
environmental impacts associated with that density in comparison to the existing entitlements.  For 
example, the trips associated with the Proposed Project are 60% less than those estimated for the existing 
entitlements at Site 2, as detailed under the heading “Traffic in the Vicinity of Portola Hills,” below. 
 
Land Uses Proposed For Portola Center Under Alternative 7  
 
In response to community input, a seventh project alternative was developed in 2007 which comprised 
elements of several project alternatives analyzed in the 2006 Draft PEIR.  The analysis of this alternative 
can be found in Chapter 7. 
 
As described more fully in Chapter 7, Alternative 7 includes predominately residential, commercial and 
open space uses.  A total of 930 units are proposed for Portola Center (Site 2), which includes up to 481 
single family homes and up to 449 multi family units.  The multi family units can either be for sale or 
rent.  Alternative 7 also proposes 40,000 square feet of commercial development and 8 acres of 
neighborhood parks for Portola Center (Site 2).      
 
How Alternative 7’s Residential Development for Portola Center Compares With The Existing 
Development In Portola Hills 
 
The City has prepared an exhibit and chart that depicts the existing and proposed residential densities in 
Portola Hills and Portola Center under Alternative 7.  As can be seen, the overall density of Portola Hills 
is 6.25 units per acre.  Under Alternative 7, the proposed Portola Center is 6.46 units per acre overall.   
 
Commenters have expressed concerns regarding the proposed density of the Portola Center (Site 2) 
development.  When comparing densities among planning areas or projects, it is important to ensure that 
the same type of measurement is used for both properties.  Tables 8.2-3 and 8.2-4 compare the existing 
density of Portola Hills with the proposed density of the Portola Center community under Alternative 7.  
This is a simple gross density calculation which takes the total acreage for each project area excluding 
public facilities such as parks, schools, dedicated open space and arterial roadways.  The range of 
densities for the various existing communities in Portola Hills is 3.1 du/ac to 18.4 du/ac, with a total 
average density of 6.25 du/ac.  
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PORTOLA HILLS 
DENSITY COMPARISON 

 
Table 8.2-3 

Existing Portola Hills Density 

2,181 homes on 348 acres = 6.25 units per acre 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 TOTAL 
Acres 12.1 42.5 24.5 32.8 39.7 18.8 23.2 29.3 18.2 33.8 16.6 12.2 26.2 14.9 348.8 
Units 90 192 76 114 142 166 99 113 93 212 159 225 300 198 2181 
Units 
per 
Acre 

7.4 4.5 3.1 3.5 3.6 8.9 4.3 3.9 5.1 6.3 9.6 18.4 11.4 13.3 6.25 

 
As shown in Table 8.2-4, under Alternative 7 the range of densities for proposed Portola Center would 
be 3.8 to 15.3 du/ac, with a total average density of 6.46 du/ac. 
 

 
 Table 8.2-4 

Proposed Portola Center Density 

Alternative 7 

930 homes on 144 acres = 6.46 units per acre 
 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The density calculation includes internal slopes and residential streets in both the existing and proposed 
development areas. The Figure 8.2-2 shows a dark line around the limits of development and includes 
only the existing and proposed developed areas in the density calculation. 
 
A concern related to density is compatibility.  While overall density can give the reader a baseline 
comparison of the relative intensity of development, residential product types are an important 
component of compatibility.  While the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change would not mandate 
specific types of housing units, such as rental, ownership, attached or detached, a mix of product types 
has been included in the Portola Center concept plan.  These types include:  apartments, detached single 
family homes on a variety of lot sizes, and attached single family homes (condominiums).  While the 
existing Portola Hills development does not include any rental apartments, the densities of the 
apartments in Alternative 7 would not differ significantly from the existing for-sale condominium 
developments. 

 A B C D E F TOTAL 
22 51 5* 7** 24 40 144 Acres 
84 199 0 82 367 198 930 Units 

Units per 
Acre 

3.8 3.9 0* 11.7 15.3 4.9 6.46 

* Not included in density calculation. 
**Planning Area D is proposed for Mixed Use to include 40,000 sf 
of commercial space 
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Figure 8.2-2 – Alternative 7:  930 Dwelling Unit Plan 
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The Opportunities Study General Plan Amendment would allow for a variety of residential densities 
throughout the project.  The proposed Alternative 7 zoning would include unit caps that would dictate 
the maximum development on each of the project sites.   
 
In addition, the density of Alternative 7 should be considered in conjunction with the potential 
environmental impacts associated with that density in comparison to the existing entitlements.  For 
example, the trips associated with Alternative 7 are 75% less than those estimated for the existing 
entitlements at Site 2, as detailed under the heading “Traffic in the Vicinity of Portola Hills,” below. 
 
Parking For The Multi Family Units 
Parking is required in accordance with the standards contained in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  Both 
resident and guest parking is required.  For attached units, the required parking increases in relation to 
the number of bedrooms in the unit.  
 
TRAFFIC AT INTERSECTIONS: 
Several comments on the Draft PEIR expressed concerns about the traffic that will be generated by the 
proposed Portola Center development.  Many expressed additional concerns that existing traffic 
conditions are unacceptable and requested review of additional intersections within Portola Hills as part 
of the Draft PEIR. 
 
Traffic Generation  Proposed Project 
As the 250 acre parcel of land is currently vacant, obviously no traffic is generated at the present time by 
it.  The development of the currently approved land uses (Business Park and Commercial) would 
generate an additional 47,588 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to today’s traffic load.  The 2006 Proposed 
Project (1,132 units), would generate 19,226 trips, which represents a 60 % reduction in traffic compared 
to the land uses that are permitted today. This is a significant reduction in traffic.  
 
Traffic Generation  Alternative 7  
As the 250 acre parcel of land is currently vacant, obviously no traffic is generated at the present time by 
it.  The development of the currently approved land uses (Business Park and Commercial) would 
generate an additional 47,588 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to today’s traffic load.  The proposed 
Alternative 7 residential (930 unit) plan would generate 11,902 trips, which represents a 75 % reduction 
in traffic compared to the land uses that are permitted today. This is a significant reduction in traffic.  
 
Traffic Counts 
Traffic counts were taken by the City in April of 2005.  The owner of Portola Center undertook an 
additional traffic study and gathered traffic counts in July of 2006 in conjunction with the draft project-
level traffic study described below.  Although it is a commonly accepted practice to adjust summer 
counts and add in the school trips, the City notified the owner of Portola Center that new counts must 
be taken when school is in session, as a part of the project-level review.  Additional traffic counts were 
performed while school was in session, as requested. 
 
Intersections Studied 
The Draft PEIR evaluates 39 intersections in the Study Area and an additional 31 intersections in the 
Extended Study Area, for a comprehensive review of the potential transportation impacts of the 
Proposed Project.  The Study Area and Extended Study Area for the Traffic Study was determined based 
on peak hour intersection criteria; the Traffic Study includes all major intersections where the 
Opportunities Study program would increase traffic by more than one percent.  Intersections 

Chapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIRChapter 8 Responses to Comments on Draft PEIR

City of Lake Forest Opportunities Study Program EIR 8-32

 



experiencing less than a one percent increase would not be impacted by the Proposed Project.  Please see 
Draft PEIR Appendix I for a detailed explanation of the Traffic Study area. 
 
In addition, while the analysis of project level intersections is not part of the program-level analysis (See 
Topical Response 2, Program Level vs Project Level EIR), the Lake Forest Transportation Mitigation 
Program (LFTM) is a project component.  The LFTM Program requires analysis of intersections within 
each of the sites as part of project-level review, as well as analysis of a specific list of eighteen 
intersections (called “secondary improvements”) at the project level, as part of a project level traffic 
study.  Seven intersections are specified for the Portola Center applicant to study as part of the project 
level traffic study.  The seven required intersections for Portola Center are:   
 

• El Toro Road at Glenn Ranch Road,   
• Saddleback Ranch Road at Malabar Road,  
• Saddleback Ranch Road at Millwood Road,  
• Marguerite Parkway at El Toro Road,  
• Marguerite Parkway at Los Alisos Boulevard,  
• Marguerite Parkway at Santa Margarita Parkway, and  
• Los Alisos Boulevard at Santa Margarita Parkway 

 
Secondary improvements outside of Portola Center which will receive project level review as part of the 
project-level traffic studies for those sites include: 
 

• Bake Parkway & Baffin Bay (if access is taken via Baffin Bay) – (Shea/Baker) 
• Bake Parkway & Rancho Parkway (Shea/Baker) 
• Bake Parkway & Ranch Parkway South (Shea/Baker) 
• Biscayne Bay & Commercentre Drive (IRWD) 
• Dimension Drive & Commercentre Drive (IRWD) 
• Indian Ocean & Commercentre Drive (IRWD) 
• Bake Parkway & Dimension Drive (IRWD) 
• Osterman Road & Regency Lane (Whisler) 
• Lake Forest Drive & Regency Lane (Whisler) 
• Peachwood & Tamarisk (Pacific Heritage) 
• Peachwood & Trabuco Road (Pacific Heritage) 

 
The list of secondary intersections does not include Glenn Ranch Road at Saddleback Ranch Road 
because that intersection is considered a project feature and will be analyzed as such as part of project-
level review.  However, a preliminary study was conducted and while mitigation at Glenn Ranch Road 
and Saddleback Ranch Road was not warranted, the owner of Portola Center has added a project design 
feature to this intersection to improve operations, as described more fully below in the discussion of the 
Draft site-specific Traffic Study for Portola Center.  Project features are funded completely by the 
developer.  The project level traffic study will determine what improvements are necessary to the 
intersections within the project area and will determine the developer’s fair share of the improvements to 
the secondary intersections. 
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While the Level of Service (LOS) and Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) calculations indicate that 
the intersection of Glenn Ranch Road and Portola Parkway is operating at an acceptable Level of 
Service, field observations indicate that during the afternoon peak period there is a concentration of 
traffic in the left lane on the east bound section of Portola Parkway approaching Glenn Ranch Road and 
SR-241.  This is due to the heavy left turn movements at the two consecutive intersections where drivers 
prepare for making left turns onto Glenn Ranch Road or SR-241.  Additionally, an operational concern 
exists in the morning peak period due to the short southbound free right turn from Glenn Ranch Road 
to westbound Portola Parkway.  Analysis of operational solutions to the existing conditions at this 
intersection by the City are on-going.  Also, the Portola Center applicant will study this intersection at the 
project-level stage as required by the Development Agreement. 
 
Site Specific Traffic Studies  
Site specific traffic studies will be required for each of the participating properties in the Opportunities 
Study Area to determine where traffic signals, lane augmentation, stop signs and other localized 
improvements will be required.  This type of improvement is a “Project Feature”, unique to each of the 
parcels that comprise the Opportunities Study.  This level of study takes place when subdivision maps 
are submitted for the precise development of each property and a site specific environmental document 
is prepared. The intersection of Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road, which is located 
entirely within the Portola Center property, is a “Project Feature” of the proposed Portola Center 
development.   
 
The City’s General Plan and the Opportunities Study EIR include performance criteria to which all 
intersections must conform.  The exact improvements/geometrics and costs are defined at the project 
level environmental review. 
 
The focus at the current Program level analysis is system-wide cumulative impacts, appropriate for a 
General Plan Amendment.  The City’s goals are to (1) to ensure a funding mechanism is in place to pay 
for the cumulative system-wide improvements that are not Project Features tied to a single development 
(which would be fully funded by the applicant); (2) to create a benefit for all Lake Forest residents in the 
form of enhanced mitigation; and (3) to impose standards for future performance and a process to 
ensure that performance occurs. 
 
Site Specific Traffic Study – Draft Traffic Study for Portola Center 
Commenters have expressed concerns regarding project-level traffic impacts for Portola Center (Site 2), 
including impacts at the intersection of Glenn Ranch Road and Saddleback Ranch Road.  While the 
analysis of project-level intersections is not part of the program-level analysis, the Draft PEIR does 
evaluate 39 intersections in the overall Opportunity Study Area and 31 intersections in the Extended 
Study Area.  The exact improvements, potential impacts, and mitigation measures related to intersections 
and roadways for each property in the Opportunity Study Area, including the Portola Center, are 
required to be evaluated in the project-level environmental review.  Project-level environmental review 
shall occur when the subdivision maps are submitted for precise development of each property 
(Opportunities Study Program Draft EIR, p. 7-12).   
 
While the study of the project-level intersections is not required under CEQA for the Opportunity Study 
Program, a draft traffic study (“Draft Portola Center Traffic Study”), which analyzes the development of 
the Portola Center has been conducted by the applicant.  The Draft project-level Portola Center Traffic 
Study assumes that Portola Center will be developed with 915 residential units, which is consistent with 
the range of 904 to 930 units covered in the different project alternatives, 40,000 square feet of 
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commercial, and 9.8 acres of park use.  Eleven intersections were analyzed as part of the Draft Portola 
Center Traffic Study including Glenn Ranch Road and Saddleback Ranch Road, Glenn Ranch Road and 
El Toro Road, Marguerite Parkway and El Toro Road, Marguerite Parkway and Los Alisos Boulevard, 
Marguerite Parkway and Santa Margarita Parkway, Los Alisos Boulevard and Santa Margarita Parkway, 
Saddleback Ranch Road and Malabar Road, Saddleback Ranch Road and Millwood Road, Saddleback 
Ranch Road and Project Driveway #1 (N.E. Quad, W.B), Saddleback Ranch Road and Project Driveway 
#2 (N.W. Quad, E.B), Glenn Ranch Road and Project Driveway #3 (N.E. Quad, S.B).  
 
The Draft Portola Center Traffic Study analyzes the intersections using the Intersection Capacity 
Utilization (“ICU”) methodology, which is the standard methodology utilized by the City of Lake Forest 
to determine whether a project would have potential traffic impacts.   Under the ICU methodology, the 
City of Lake Forest has established a significance threshold of Level of Service (“LOS”) D as the 
minimum acceptable operating LOS at intersections during peak hours. 
 
The following table summarizes the ICU methodology analysis for the Saddleback Ranch Road and 
Glenn Ranch Road intersection under (1) existing baseline conditions, (2) near-term 2010 baseline 
condition without the development of the Portola Center, (3) near-term 2010 baseline condition with 
development of Portola Center and (4) near-term 2010 baseline condition with development of the 
Portola Center plus cumulative buildout (assumes that all vacant lands in the City would be developed). 

 
Table 8.2-5 

Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Analysis 

ICU LOS ICU LOS 
Existing Baseline Condition 0.38 A 0.31 A 
Near-Term 2010 Baseline 
Conditions (No Project) 

0.48 A 0.35 A 

Near-Term 2010 Conditions Plus 
Project 

0.64 B 0.44 A 

Cumulative Near-Term 2010 
Conditions (Buildout Plus Project) 

0.63 B 0.45 A 

 
Under all these conditions the intersection of Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road would 
operate at better than LOS D and no significant impacts would occur.   In addition, all other 
intersections studied in the Draft Portola Center Traffic Study would operate at a LOS D or better and 
no significant impacts would occur.  However, several comments have been made regarding the effective 
operation of the intersection of Saddleback Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road.  Accordingly, the 
applicant has agreed to implement a project design feature, which is the development a free-right turn 
lane on southbound Saddleback Ranch Road onto westbound Glenn Ranch Road.   Thus, although the 
intersection would operate at an LOS A or B, which is better than the City’s significance threshold of 
LOS D, this project design feature would further improve operation at the intersection of Saddleback 
Ranch Road and Glenn Ranch Road.   
 
TRAFFIC IN THE VICINITY OF PORTOLA HILLS: 
The existing Portola Hills Planned Community includes an undeveloped business park and commercial 
component on the site identified as Site 2 in the Draft PEIR.  The Opportunities Study program 
proposes to redesignate the area available for business park and commercial development for residential 
and mixed uses.  While the proposed residential uses would increase traffic as compared to current levels, 
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residential uses generate fewer trips than commercial and Business Park uses.  Tables A-2 and A-3 in 
Draft PEIR Appendix I, Traffic Study, contain a detailed trip generation comparison at the Traffic 
Analysis Zone level.  The following is a comparison of the trips that would be generated by both types of 
land uses in the vicinity of Portola Hills. 
 
 

Table 8.2-6 
Comparison of 2030 General Plan Trip Generation and 2030 Opportunities 

Study Trip Generation From Portola Hills (2006 Proposed Project) 
Land Use Units AM Peak Hour Total PM Peak Hour Total ADT 

Proposed Portola Center Program 
Single Family 
Detached 

525 DU 393 530 5,024 

Condominium 141 DU 95 110 1,149 
Apartment 466 DU 238 289 3,132 
Commercial 178.72 TSF 238 862 9,905 
Park 10 AC 0 0 16 

Totals 964 1,791 19,226 
Existing Portola Hills Planned Community 

Commercial 411.27 TSF 408 1,481 17,026 
Business Park 2,395.2 TSF 3,425 3,090 30,562 

Totals 3,833 4,571 47,588 
ADT= Average Daily Trips 
DU= Dwelling Units 
TSF= Thousand Square Feet 
AC= Acres 

 
 
 

Table 8.2-7 
Comparison of 2030 General Plan Trip Generation and 2030 Opportunities 

Study Trip Generation From Portola Hills (EIR Alternative 7) 
Land Use Units AM Peak Hour Total PM Peak Hour Total ADT 

Proposed Portola Center Program 
Single Family 
Detached 

481 DU 361 486 4,603 

Condominium 367 DU 246 286 2,991 
Apartment 82 DU 42 51 551 
Commercial 40 TSF 90 325 3,743 
Park 8 AC 0 0 14 

Totals 739 1,148 11,902 
Existing Portola Hills Planned Community 

Commercial 411.27 TSF 408 1,481 17,026 
Business Park 2,395.2 TSF 3,425 3,090 30,562 

Totals 3,833 4,571 47,588 
ADT= Average Daily Trips 
DU= Dwelling Units 
TSF= Thousand Square Feet 
AC= Acres 

 
As discussed earlier, the Proposed Project would generate sixty percent fewer trips than the currently 
allowable industrial and commercial uses and Alternative 7 would generate 75% fewer trips.  Thus, by 
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comparison, there would be fewer impacts to local streets.  The Proposed Project and Alternative 7 also 
includes implementation of the Lake Forest Traffic Mitigation Program (LFTM) which will ensure that 
necessary traffic improvements are funded.  As described in the Draft PEIR (pp. 3.14-25 to 3.14-27), the 
LFTM program is designed to maintain adequate levels of service on the City’s arterial street system to 
address 2030 traffic demands in the City with the Proposed Project.   
 
EVACUATIONS: 
Several comments expressed a concern that the proposed development would cause additional traffic 
congestion on evacuation routes during a major emergency, such as a wildfire.  The City’s Emergency 
Preparedness Plan indicates that Interstate 5, SR-241, and major arterials will be used as emergency 
evacuation routes.  The routes used during an emergency would be determined by the incident 
commander based on the nature and location of the threat.  Traffic control may be deployed in the event 
of an emergency to ease traffic congestion for an orderly evacuation. 
 
RURAL FEEL: 
The owner of the 250 acres of vacant land that remains within the Portola Hills Planned Community has 
the right to develop the remainder of the property.  The City believes that the development of the 
property with residential and open space uses and a small commercial component completes the 
development of the Portola Hills Planned Community in a manner that is far more compatible than the 
allowable commercial and Business Park uses.  The proposed plan includes the dedication of additional 
open space on the east side of Glenn Ranch Road which will preserve an open space view corridor into 
the Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park.  The Edison easement will provide a 1,300 foot wide open space 
buffer from the Oakley development to Portola Center.  The completed Portola Hills Planned 
Community will continue to be virtually surrounded by open space uses.   
 
The Portola Hills Planned Community is located among significant open space which serves both local 
and regional recreational needs.  The Whiting Ranch Regional Park is adjacent to the community on the 
west, the Southern California Edison Easement is located to the south, and the Cleveland National 
Forest is located nearby to the north.  In addition, several open space corridors are preserved within the 
community as linkages to the adjacent regional open space.  The location of the community among these 
open space resources adds to the rural feel that many commenters have identified.  
 
The proposed Portola Center project includes over 80 acres of open space.  The majority of the open 
space would be located along the boundaries of the project site, adjacent to existing open space, to 
provide a transition from the development to the existing open space resources as well as potential trail 
connections.  This concept is similar to the existing Portola Hills development where open space is 
located on the edges of the development.  This concept is illustrated on Draft PEIR Figure 2-4, which 
shows designated land uses of Open Space in green and dark green among the existing Portola Hills 
community and the proposed Portola Center concept. 
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING: 
Several comments have asked whether the proposed Portola Center development will include affordable 
housing.  The City’s General Plan Housing Element includes the following policy:  “Policy 1.10:  
Encourage residential developments to incorporate a minimum of 15 percent affordable units.”  Because 
of this policy, all residential development within the City, within the Opportunities Study or not, includes 
affordable housing.  In addition, the existing planned communities within Lake Forest that developed 
under the County’s jurisdiction included affordable housing.  For example, when the existing Portola 
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Hills community was developed, it included 370 affordable housing units, which comprised 16.8 percent 
of the 2,200 homes. 
 
As described in Section 3.11 on page 3.11-7 of the Draft PEIR, the City receives an allocation of housing 
units through Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).  The RHNA includes housing needs for all 
income groups.  The Proposed Project will help the City to meet its current and future RHNA 
allocations. 
 
A percentage of the housing units to be developed under the Proposed Project would be affordable 
pursuant to an Affordable Housing Implementation Plan (AHIP) required as part of the Development 
Agreement.   Affordable units may be for-sale or rental.  This would translate to a goal for the Portola 
Center property to include up to 140 affordable units.  The applicant has indicated that it is likely that 
many of the affordable units in Portola Center will be for seniors and moderate income households.  
Affordable units are termed as “very low”, “low” or “moderate”, depending on the income of the family 
they are made available to.  The rent or sales price is based on household size and income.  A “very low 
income” family of four could afford a monthly rental payment of $857 per month.  A “moderate 
income” family of 4 could afford a monthly rental payment of $2,216.  Affordable units have been 
incorporated throughout the City of Lake Forest, including Foothill Ranch and Portola Hills. 
  
Each of the Opportunities Study participants will be required to develop project-level AHIPs consistent 
with the General Plan Housing Element policy. As proposed, the AHIP will use a point system with a 
menu of options to enable the developers to meet the fifteen percent goal. 
 
VIEWS: 
Comments on the Draft PEIR have noted that some homes in Portola Hills enjoy views of the 
Saddleback Valley and beyond.  Some have asked how views from the existing homes along Millwood 
Road, Malabar Road, and Jasper Hill Road will be affected by the proposed Portola Center development.  
The analysis in the Draft PEIR focused on views from scenic highways and arterial streets and visual 
compatibility among existing and proposed uses and did not evaluate private views.  The homes along 
Malabar Road and Millwood Road are located along the top of a significant slope.  The northern portion 
of Portola Center, which includes the existing slope, is planned for single-family detached homes.  These 
homes would be one and two stories in height and would not block views of the existing homes along 
the top of the slope.   
 
SCHOOLS: 
A number of comment letters discussed existing issues with Portola Hills Elementary School and 
concerns that the school would become over-crowded with the addition of the proposed residences.  
Specific impacts at individual school sites are difficult to predict and would depend on the buildout year 
of specific sites, the nature of declining enrollment within the school district, whether or not a school is 
built on one of the project sites, and where the school district decides to send the new students from the 
Opportunities Study area.  A detailed demographic study based on Fall 2004 enrollment was performed 
for the Opportunities Study and is included as Appendix N to the Final PEIR.  The report, entitled “Fall 
2004 Report, Student Population Projections By Residence” by Davis Demographics and Planning for 
the Saddleback Valley Unified School District indicates that the Opportunities Study is expected to 
generate approximately 1,900 K-12 students within the district (assuming the 2006 DPEIR Proposed 
Project with 5,415 homes).  The following table applies the student generation factors used by Davis 
Demographics, and shown project-wide in Table 3.12-7 on page 3.12-12 of the Draft PEIR, to the 
Portola Center development individually. It should be noted that this is an estimate of total students at 
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buildout, not for any single year.  The Davis Demographics Report includes a detailed analysis of student 
absorption over the years during which the project is expected to be built. 
 

Table 8.2-8  
Project School Generation – Portola Hills 

  K-6 7-8 9-12 
Product Type Number 

of Units 
Student 
Generation 

Number of 
Students 

Student 
Generation 

Number of 
Students 

Student 
Generation 

Number of 
Students 

Single Family Detached 525 0.443 232 0.093 49 0.161 85
Single Family Attached 141 0.167 24 0.027 4 0.061 9
Apartments 466 0.109 51 0.031 14 0.047 22

Totals 1,132 307 67  116

 
The Saddleback Unified School District plans and operates the public elementary, intermediate and high 
schools within the City.  As discussed on page 3.12-12 of the Draft PEIR, the Saddleback Valley Unified 
School District (SVUSD) and all of the Opportunities Study participating landowners are discussing a 
school mitigation agreement to address the specific impacts of the Opportunities Study on the SVUSD 
as discussed in Topical Response 8.   
 
The Saddleback Unified School District approved the School Mitigation Agreements with Portola 
Center, Shea/Baker Ranch and IRWD on May 13, 2008.  Details of the Portola Center agreement are 
provided for informational purposes.  The City is not a party to the agreement.  That agreement obligates 
the developer to pay the district $8,410 per unit which exceeds the current statutory fee amount by 
approximately $3,300 per unit.  The Portola Center Development Agreement provides that failure of the 
owner to comply with the Portola Center School Mitigation Agreement is a material breach of the 
Development Agreement and cause for the City to halt development of the proposed Portola Center 
project. 
 
Portola Elementary School Construction Issues  
The landowner has worked with the School District to address the current concerns regarding Portola 
Elementary School.  At the present time, the Department of State Architects is reviewing data that has 
been gathered over the last several years.  It is anticipated that the results of this review and the 
identification of necessary corrective measures will soon be identified.  The Portola Center landowner 
has expressed a commitment to the District to assist in fixing issues at the school as identified by the 
studies.  While these improvements are not part of this project, the Agreement between Portola Center 
and the School District includes provisions to address the existing Portola Elementary School. 
 
The school district approved a Portola Center School Mitigation Agreement on May 15, 2008.  Details of 
that agreement are provided for informational purposes.  The City is not a party to the agreement.  That 
agreement requires the developer to pay the district $2.9 million to implement a series of 
recommendations to repair the existing school site. The Portola Center Development Agreement 
provides that failure of the owner to comply with the Portola Center School Mitigation Agreement is a 
material breach of the Development Agreement and a cause for the Cit to halt development of the 
Portola Center project. 
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PARKLAND: 
 
The Planned Neighborhood Parks In Portola Center 
The City’s Subdivision Ordinance requires that parkland be dedicated to the City and improved with 
recreational facilities in conjunction with the development of the land.  The Development Agreement 
will require the initial subdivision map and related Area Plan to address the timing and construction of 
parks, including the dedication of parkland and funding for improvements. 
 
The Portola Center Development Agreement requires the developer to provide on-site neighborhood 
parks pursuant to the City Municipal Code standards of 3/1000 residents, and include a 5 net acre 
neighborhood park.  This neighborhood park must be dedicated to the City of Lake Forest as a condition 
of approval of the Final A Map.  Additionally the developer is required to pay the City $2,375,000 to 
fund the construction of park improvements.   These details of the Development Agreement are 
provided for informational purposes. 
 
FISCAL: 
 
Community Facilities District (CFD, i.e. Mello Roos Tax Claims) 

The Portola Center Property Owner and the County of Orange are researching the benefits of 
refinancing or restructuring the existing CFD debt on properties in the Portola Hills Community 
Facilities District 87-2 in the event that proposed Opportunities Study General Plan Amendment is 
approved.  While the outcome and benefits are difficult to predict with certainty at this point, the goal is 
to explore the potential of reducing taxes for existing residents of Portola Hills.  In no event, however, 
will CFD taxes increase or be extended for existing residents because of the approval of Portola Center.  

 Topical Response 8 – Schools 
 
Project Student Generation 

As discussed more fully in Section 3.12 of the Draft PEIR, a detailed demographic study based on Fall 
2004 enrollment was performed for the Opportunities Study based on program level information and is 
included as Appendix N to the Final PEIR.   

 Text Change 

 The SVUSD’s 2004 Davis Demographics and Planning report projecting 
student population by residence is added as Appendix N of the Final PEIR. 

 
The decision as to how project-generated students will be accommodated is that of the SVUSD and is 
not within the City’s control.  The Proposed Project includes a school site as explained below. 

School-Specific Impacts  

School impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 of the Draft PEIR   Specific impacts at specific schools are 
difficult to predict and would depend on the buildout year of specific sites, the nature of declining 
enrollment in the area, and whether or not a school is built on one of the project sites.  Some of this 
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information can not be accurately predicted at this time.  In light of these constraints, and because this is 
a Program EIR, analysis of impacts to school enrollments and capacities is too speculative for analysis at 
this point.  To the extent that such impacts can be analyzed, such analysis would be proper only in 
project-level environmental documents for which specifics such as density and potential increase to 
school enrollments would be ascertainable.  Conclusions regarding the level of impact after mitigation 
would not change with this additional information as the Draft PEIR requires full mitigation of school 
impacts in the form of school mitigation fees in compliance with state law, as described below.  No 
further mitigation would, therefore, be required at the project-level. 
 
School Mitigation Fees 
As explained in Section 3.12 of the Draft PEIR, all school impacts will be fully mitigated pursuant to 
State law.  As specified in Government Code Section 65995(h): 
 

(h) The payment or satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or 
imposed pursuant to Section 17620 of the Education Code in the amount specified in 
Section 65995 and, if applicable, any amounts specified in Section 65995.5 or 65995.7 
are hereby deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative 
or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or 
development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or 
reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate 
school facilities. 

 
Both the Draft PEIR (Mitigation Measure 3.12-3) and State law require the payment of these statutory 
fees to mitigate school impacts.  This is the school mitigation required for schools as part of the project 
and, as specified in State law, constitutes full mitigation.  The way school impact fees are allocated and 
their use is under the control of the School District.  The final decision regarding the use of school 
mitigation fees is that of the SVUSD, and is not within the City’s control. 
 
SVUSD approved a School Mitigation Agreement with Portola Center Shea/Baker Ranch and IRWD on 
May 15, 2008 which provides for mitigation in excess of the State mandated level and in excess of what 
would constitute full mitigation under the law.  Any payment of fees in excess of the State mandated 
amount included in the agreement constitutes an additional public benefit of the project.   
 
School Site 
As discussed on page 2-18 of the Draft PEIR under Schools, one potential public school site has been 
proposed on Site 1.  Construction of a public school on Site 1 is included in the traffic scenario analyzed 
in the Draft PEIR.  However, construction of schools and the ultimate approval of a school site are 
within the SVUSD’s jurisdiction, not the City’s.   
 
Portola Hills Elementary School 
The conditions at Portola Hills Elementary school are existing conditions.   (See Topical Response 1 and 
7).  For this reason, existing problems at Portola Hills Elementary school are not impacts of the project, 
and mitigation of these existing conditions is not required of project landowners in the Draft PEIR as 
part of the Opportunities Study.  (However, as detailed in Topical Response 7, the landowners have 
signed a Mitigation Agreement with the SVUSD which addresses issues at Portola Hills Elementary 
school).  Similarly, the question of where existing children will go to school is not related to an impact of 
the project. 
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 Topical Response 9 – Traffic 
 
Program Level Analysis 
The traffic analysis contained in the Draft PEIR is a program level analysis.  (See Topical Response 2).  
The focus at the current Program level analysis is system-wide cumulative impacts, appropriate for a 
General Plan Amendment.  The City’s goals are: (1) to ensure a funding mechanism is in place to pay for 
the cumulative system-wide improvements that are not Project Features tied to a single development 
(which would be fully funded by the applicant); (2) to create a benefit for all Lake Forest residents in the 
form of enhanced mitigation; and (3) to impose standards for future performance and a process to 
ensure that performance occurs. 
 
The City’s General Plan and the Opportunities Study PEIR include performance criteria to which all 
intersections must conform.  The exact improvements/geometrics and costs will be defined as part of 
the project level environmental review. 
 
Ground to Plan Analysis 
The Traffic Study and Draft PEIR includes a ground to plan analysis; that is, an analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s impacts against existing conditions.  The discussion in the text of the Draft PEIR includes both 
the impact of the Proposed Project compared to the impact of General Plan development, as well as the 
impact of the Proposed Project compared to existing conditions.  The Traffic Report (Appendix I) for 
the project includes an analysis of the project compared to existing conditions, beginning on page 5-12.   
 
Table 3.14-14 in the Draft PEIR lists the net traffic effect of the Proposed Project, compared to buildout 
under the existing General Plan.  Section 3.14 of the Draft PEIR provides a detailed analysis of the 
traffic impacts of the Proposed Project.  Pages 3.14-36 to 3.14-50 address the project compared to 
existing conditions.  See also the Traffic Report contained in Appendix I, which also addresses the 
project verses existing conditions. 
 
Moreover, the LFTM improvement program is a full improvement program, starting from existing 
roadway conditions (i.e. only currently committed improvements are assumed). 
 
Intersections Included In the Analysis 
The Draft PEIR included analysis of intersections in the City’s Circulation Element where project traffic 
would increase volumes by more than one percent compared to General Plan levels.  General Plan levels 
have received prior environmental review as part of the EIR for the General Plan.  (The Traffic analysis 
for the Proposed Project also includes an analysis of the Proposed Project compared to existing 
conditions). 
 
All jurisdictions use the same set of General Plan assumptions in their long range analysis.  Whenever a 
General Plan amendment is analyzed, the question is how will its impacts differ from what has already 
been analyzed as part of the General Plan.  The sizing of roadways and intersection configurations within 
the City and adjacent cities have all been developed to address buildout under the General Plan.  (For 
example, the FCCP is an example of a long range improvement program designed to address buildout 
conditions.)  In regards to Portola Hills intersections: 
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Traffic on Glenn Ranch Road – Portola Center will have all its traffic loading onto Glenn Ranch Road.  
The traffic report provides a comparison of the trip generation for Portola Center under the current 
General Plan versus the proposed General Plan Amendment.  The comparison is as follows: 

 
Table 8.2-9 

Trip Generation Summary – Portola Center 
 

 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour  
Land Use In Out Total In Out Total ADT 

General Plan 3,123 710 3,833 1,430 3,141 4,571 47,588 
        
2006 Proposed Project 316 648 964 999 792 1,791 1,9226 
Difference From General 
Plan 

-2,807 -62 -2,869 -431 -2,349 -2,780 -28,362 

        
Alternative 7 217 522 739 667 481 1,148 11,902 
Difference From General 
Plan 

-2,906 -188 -3,094 -763 -6,660 -3,423 -35,686 

 
As can be seen, the amount of traffic accessing Glenn Ranch Road will be substantially lower under the 
Proposed Project compared to the General Plan land uses for this project area (only 25 percent of 
General Plan trips in the AM peak hour and 39 percent during the PM peak hour). 
 
The Portola Center Development Agreement identifies direct vehicular access from Portola Center’s 
north east development area to Glenn Ranch Road as the preferred access route, and requires the 
developer to study the feasibility of providing such access as part of the Area Plan submittal.  The 
Portola Center Development Agreement further commits the City to require the construction of such 
access if the City determines that its construction conforms to all applicable traffic and safety standards. 
 
Saddleback Ranch Road/Glenn Ranch Road Intersection – This intersection is surrounded on all 
four corners by the proposed Portola Center development and a concern has been raised with respect to 
the future capacity needs at the intersection.  Those capacity needs will be examined as part of the 
Portola Center project submittal.  The intersection will be reconstructed as a four-way intersection with 
sufficient lanes to accommodate the existing and future traffic.  As noted above, the trip generation for 
the Proposed Project is order-of-magnitude lower than the trip generation under the General Plan land 
uses, and the intersection will be designed and constructed to have adequate capacity.  
 
Topical Response 7 includes a discussion of the draft site-specific Traffic Study prepared for Portola 
Center.  The Portola Center Development Agreement requires the developer to construct a free right 
turn lane from Saddleback Road onto Glenn Ranch Road as a Portola Center project feature, although 
the intersection would experience a less than significant impact from project traffic. 
 
El Toro Road/Glenn Ranch Road – This intersection in the City of Mission Viejo was not included in 
the traffic study.  The approach to intersections outside the City of Lake Forest was to examine the 
differences in traffic volumes for the General Plan versus the Proposed Project.  Only those locations 
where there was an increase in traffic were included in the traffic study.  For example, two intersections 
in the City of Mission Viejo along Los Alisos Road (Muirlands Boulevard and Jeronimo Road) were 
included since the Proposed Project increases traffic.  Others to the north on Los Alisos Road were not 
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included because the Proposed Project causes a decrease in traffic compared to the General Plan.  
Similarly, intersections in Irvine and Laguna Hills were included in the traffic analysis where the 
comparison between General Plan and Proposed Project showed an increase in traffic. 
 
Examination of recent traffic counts at El Toro Road and Glenn Ranch Road shows the intersection to 
be operating at LOS “A.” The Proposed Project versus the current General Plan project would not 
adversely affect this intersection, and with the existing LOS there appears to be adequate capacity for 
future traffic, particularly with the substantially lower trip generation of the Proposed Project.  

 
Glenn Ranch Road/Portola Parkway intersection – The traffic analysis shows this intersection 
currently operating at level of service (LOS) “A” in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  
Nonetheless, some concerns have been raised regarding this intersection. 
 

Specifically, on this section of Portola Parkway, eastbound traffic has two heavy left turn movements at 
two consecutive intersections (Glenn Ranch Road and SR-241).  As a consequence, traffic does not fully 
utilize all the eastbound lanes.  Instead there is a concentration of traffic in the left lane in readiness for 
making a left turn either at Glenn Ranch Road or SR-241.  Traffic in that lane hence backs up a 
considerable distance from the intersection during the PM peak period, giving the appearance that the 
intersection, and indeed this section of Portola Parkway, is congested.  In the AM peak period, the 
southbound free right turn from Glenn Ranch Road onto westbound Portola Parkway backs up due to a 
short merge length on Portola Parkway. 
 

While these concerns do not result in a significant project impact, there may be operational 
improvements at the project-level, such as extending the existing left turn pocket and/or improving the 
right turn movement. Potential operational changes to improve existing conditions will be studied by the 
landowner at the project level.  Potential improvements would address existing conditions which are 
inhibiting the functioning of this intersection and would not change the conclusions contained in the 
traffic study regarding with-project levels of services compared to existing levels. 
 
Effect of Laguna Woods General Plan Amendment On Analysis 
The LFTM analysis uses the year 2030 OCP-2004 demographic projections maintained by the Center for 
Demographic Research on behalf of all Orange County cities and the County.  These projections do not 
include the City of Laguna Wood’s October 2002 General Plan amendment.  After discussing the issue 
with the City of Laguna Woods, the City determined that the following “sensitivity” analysis would be 
conducted to determine if the absence of this information would alter the conclusions of the traffic study 
summarized in the Draft PEIR.  The following summarizes the results of the sensitivity analysis 
conducted to evaluate the potential effects of updated information provided by the City of Laguna 
Woods relative to the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR). 
 
The version of the Lake Forest Traffic Analysis Model (LFTAM) that was applied in the Draft PEIR 
traffic study utilized the Orange County Projections - 2004 (OCP-2004) data set that was available at the 
time that the traffic study was initiated.  In August 2005 the City of Laguna Woods submitted a modified 
set of OCP-2004 employment projections to the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) for 
incorporation into the Orange County Transportation Analysis Model (OCTAM).  The modified 
projections increase the amount of future employment growth that is forecast to occur in the City of 
Laguna Woods by the following amounts: 
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Table 8.2-10 

Increase in 2030 Employment Growth 

Timeframe 
Retail 

Employment 
Service 

Employment 
Other 

Employment 
Total 

Employment 
Year 2030 346 82 212 640 

 
To evaluate the potential effect of this added employment growth in Laguna Woods on the findings of 
the project traffic study, a sensitivity analysis of with-project conditions with the added Laguna Woods 
employment growth was conducted for the following intersections: 
 

• Intersection 130 – Ridge Route & Moulton 
• Intersection 37 – Paseo de Valencia at Avd Carlota 
• Interrsection 131 – Santa Maria & Moulton 
• Intersection 144 – El Toro & Paseo de Valencia 
• Intersection 132 – El Toro & Moulton 

 
Table 8.2-11 summarizes 2030 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, for arterial roadways in the City of 
Laguna Woods with and without the additional OCP-2004 employment growth.  Table 8.2-12 
summarizes the corresponding AM and PM peak hour intersection capacity utilization (ICU) values and 
LOSs for arterial intersections in the City of Laguna Woods. 

 
According to the Draft PEIR, the only location significantly impacted by the Proposed Project is Paseo 
De Valencia at Avenida de la Carlota, which as can be seen here, is unaffected by the increased 
employment.  Improvements to this intersection are included in the LFTM as shown in Draft PEIR 
Table 3.14-15.  As a result project impacts are less than significant.  Other locations with or without 
Laguna Woods employment did not meet the significance threshold for project impacts. 
 

Table 8.2-11 

2030 ADT SUMMARY 
City of Laguna Woods 

Arterial Roadway Scenario 
Without Added Laguna 

Woods Employment 
With Added Laguna Woods 

Employment 
El Toro Road east of 
Moulton Parkway 

With-Project 40,000 42,000 

El Toro Road west of 
Moulton Parkway 

With-Project 33,000 36,000 

Moulton Parkway south of 
Ridge Route Drive 

With-Project 57,000 58,000 

Moulton Parkway south of 
Santa Maria Avenue 

With-Project 53,000 55,000 

Moulton Parkway south of 
El Toro Road 

With-Project 55,000 56,000 

Paseo de Valencia south of 
El Toro Road 

With-Project 39,000 40,000 

Santa Maria Avenue west of 
Moulton Parkway 

With-Project 11,000 12,000 
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Table 8.2-12 

2030 ICU SUMMARY 
Without Laguna Woods Employment With Laguna Woods Employment 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
City of Laguna Woods Intersection ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS 

Ridge Route & Moulton .63 B .76 C .64 B .77 C 
Paseo de Valencia at Avd Carlota .62 B 1.05 F .62 B 1.05 F 
Santa Maria & Moulton .95 E .89 D .95 E .90 D 
El Toro & Paseo de Valencia .65 B .64 B .65 B .66 B 
El Toro & Moulton 1.06 F 1.03 F 1.07 F 1.05 F 

 
 
The ADT and peak hour results summarized here for the sensitivity analysis based on the added OCP-
2004 employment growth in the City of Laguna Woods indicate that traffic levels on the City of Laguna 
Woods arterial roadway system are higher with the added employment growth, but that the added 
employment does not result in any additional project impacts or the need for additional project 
mitigation measures. 
 
Site Specific Traffic Studies 
As explained in Topical Response 7, the LFTM program specifies intersections to be analyzed as part of 
project-level site-specific traffic analysis for each site.  Site specific traffic studies will be required for each 
of the participating properties in the Opportunities Study Area to determine where traffic signals, lane 
augmentation, stop signs and other localized improvements will be required.  This type of improvement 
is considered to be a “Project Feature” that is unique to one of the parcels that comprise the 
Opportunities Study.  This level of study takes place when subdivision maps are submitted for the 
precise development of each property and a site specific environmental document is prepared.  See also 
Portola Hills Topical Response 7 which provides as list of the secondary intersections to be analyzed as 
part of site-specific traffic studies under the LFTM. 
 

 Topical Response 10 – Landslides 
 

The Draft PEIR explains on page 3.6-11, under Landslides, that parts of the uplands in the Project Area, 
particularly in Site 2 (Portola Center), are in state-designated Seismic Hazard Zones for Landslides, and 
that within these Zones site-specific investigations of landslide potential are required. On pages 3.6-15 
and -16 of the Draft PEIR, it is explained that within these Zones the City would require site-specific 
investigations to address the actual, i.e., existing, soils conditions (stability of soil slopes) at each site 
where development is proposed; would require the project (i.e., the developer or project sponsor) to 
provide appropriate treatment of those conditions (slope reconstruction, buttressing, etc.); and would 
require those treatments be made part of the construction design (project approval conditions, grading 
permit conditions, building permit conditions, etc.). In the same paragraphs about the Seismic Hazards 
Mapping Act, the Draft PEIR explains that the Seismic Hazard Zones Map for El Toro Quadrangle, 
which encompasses the Project Area, shows that the creeks and washes bounding and bisecting the 
Project Area contain Liquefaction Hazard Zones and that there are scattered Landslide Hazard Zones, 
mostly in the eastern third of the Project Area. 

Page 3.6-18 of the Draft PEIR states: 
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The important information for the City as lead agency is not the specific location and exact extent of 
unsuitable conditions at each potential construction location, but the knowledge that such conditions have 
been identified in the Project Area, that standard techniques are available for avoiding or correcting them, 
and that oversight responsibility for them is vested in the lead agency. 

On page 3.6-18 of the Draft PEIR, the narrative continues, stating that City Municipal Code 
Chapter 8.30, the Lake Forest Grading and Excavation Code portion of the City’s Building and 
Construction Code, contains specific regulations to safeguard life, limb, property, and the public welfare 
by regulating grading on private property. The narrative explains that the provisions of the Building Code 
are legal requirements, i.e., not optional activities subject to discretionary action, and that the 
investigation and treatment of geologic, soils, and seismic conditions through the use of site-specific 
suitability analyses conducted to establish design criteria for appropriate foundation type and support, are 
standard regulations applied to all projects involving grading, excavation, and construction. Because 
compliance is required, grading, excavation, and/or construction permits would be issued only when a 
site-specific project design had demonstrated that existing and/or potentially hazardous conditions had 
been remediated. 

On page 3.6-22 of the Draft PEIR, under Impact 3.6-4, the Draft PEIR narrative states specifically, 
“Parts of the Project Area, including portions of Sites 2, 3, and 4 are underlain by hillside deposits 
(colluvium) that contain active and dormant landslide features, . . .” making it clear that landsliding is an 
existing, known condition of these parts of the Project Area, not merely a condition suspected to exist 
within a broadly designated zone. 

From the information presented on the aforementioned pages of the Draft PEIR, it will be apparent to 
the reader that landsliding is known to be a major concern of the City and is particularly a concern in, 
and adjacent to, the Project Area. 

It is recognized that landsliding, whether induced by seismic, meteorological, or human activity, is a real 
and serious concern of the City and the community. Nonetheless, it is unnecessary for the Draft PEIR to 
present an extensive history of grading activities and landslide locations in, or near, the Project Area to 
substantiate the necessity for the required compliance with the City’s building and construction 
regulations or the necessity for appropriate oversight of future grading activities. 

Grading that occurred during the construction of a development adjacent to the Project Area involves 
the issue of “tiering” between a Program EIR and a Project EIR. Tiering refers to the coverage of 
general matters and environmental effects in an EIR prepared for a policy, plan, program, or ordinance, 
followed by narrower or site-specific environmental documents that (1) incorporate, by reference, the 
discussion in the earlier EIR and (2) concentrate on the environmental effects that are capable of being 
mitigated or were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the earlier EIR. As explained 
on page 1-2 of the Draft PEIR, Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires subsequent activities, 
i.e., development projects proposed in the Project Area, to be examined in light of the PEIR for the Lake 
Forest Opportunities Study to determine whether additional environmental documentation must be 
prepared. If a later activity, such as extensive slope stabilization for a specific construction site or group 
of sites, would have significant effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, subsequent 
environmental documentation is required to be prepared. That subsequent environmental documentation 
would be tiered from the Program EIR. The tiering process allows for large-scale planning approval of 
the Proposed Project and the legal deferment of the analysis of detailed, site-specific information that is 
not presently available. That analysis would occur when the City, or other lead agency, prepared future 
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environmental documents dealing with site-specific development proposals within the Project Area, 
consistent with the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project, in itself, does not authorize any grading, excavation, or construction; however, it 
prepares the planning and zoning groundwork for the City to entertain site-specific development 
proposals that would involve these types of activities. Although slope stabilization activities (grading, 
buttressing, etc.) are a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the Proposed Project, without a site-specific 
project design (which would include site-specific geotechnical investigation and a detailed development 
proposal), slope-stability analysis of particular locations or contemplating about how they would comply 
with City regulations would be speculative.  Such activities would be examined during project-level 
review when site-specific plans are submitted to the City.   

 

 Topical Response 11 – Alternatives 
 
The PEIR for the Opportunities Study is a program EIR.  The alternatives evaluate different densities for 
the program as a whole.  Two of the alternatives in the Draft PEIR reduce housing densities from the 
number included in the Proposed Project.  In general, the alternatives are designed to help the City’s 
decision makers select from among the competing facilities locations, and to understand the relative 
impact of the alternative locations.  The decision-makers have the option to reduce project densities; 
however, substantial density reductions would be required to reduce all of the significant unmitigatible 
impacts to less than significant and a revised project which accomplished this level of impact reduction 
would not meet the objectives of the project, since it would make provision of the desired public 
amenities fiscally infeasible. 
 
The OSA Draft PEIR is a program-level EIR which analyzes the impacts of a proposed General Plan 
Amendment and zone change to address a change in land use from predominantly commercial/industrial 
uses to residential, commercial and civic uses.  How exactly those land uses are configured within each of 
the covered properties is not addressed as part of this PEIR as that is a level of analysis that is more 
appropriate to a project-level analysis when specific issues of site design and property-specific planning 
can be conducted. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: 
 

describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 
will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to 
consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a 
range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for 
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 
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As described in Chapter 5 and Section 7.2.6 of the Recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR, the project 
would result in the following significant unmitigated impacts: 

 
• Light and glare impacts due to development on vacant land. 
• Agricultural resources impacts on Site 1 and a portion of Site 7 primarily due to the loss of prime 

farmland. 
• Construction and operational air quality impacts. 
• Pesticide-related water quality impacts 
• Cumulative noise impacts 
• Population growth 
• Traffic and transportation (cumulative) 
• Global climate change 
 
Biological resource impacts were less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures 
included in the PEIR. 
 
Reduced development alternatives may reduce, but would eliminate only some of the significant 
unmitigatible project impacts.  In addition, substantially reduced development alternatives would not 
achieve key objectives of the Proposed Project, specifically the generation of public benefits in the form 
of a developer financed sports/park complex and a civic/community center.  This is why a reduced 
density alternative did not receive comprehensive analysis in the PEIR, but was one of the alternatives 
rejected as infeasible in the PEIR (see discussion in Section 4.4.5 of the PEIR).   
 
Although substantially reduced project alternatives would not achieve the key objectives of the project, 
the City’s decision-makers have the option, as part of their consideration of the project, to consider 
modifications to the Proposed Project, such as reductions in site densities, as such modifications would 
be within the range of alternatives analyzed in the PEIR, and would not result in additional impacts, 
beyond those analyzed in the environmental document for the project. 
 
As noted in Section 4.4.5 of the Draft PEIR, the Proposed Project represents a reduced density 
alternative, as compared to the Landowner Concept Plan, put forth by the owners of the seven parcels 
included in the Opportunities Study.  The City had the option to analyze the Landowner Concept Plan 
and to include the Proposed Project as a density-reducing alternative, but chose to elevate the density-
reducing alternative to project status prior to release of the Draft PEIR. 
 
Following the close of the public comment period on the Draft PEIR, the City identified a new lower-
intensity alternative.  This new alternative is a combination of several of the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft PEIR, and therefore is referred to as the “hybrid alternative” or “Alternative 7.”  This alternative is 
described and analyzed in Chapter 7 of the PEIR.   
 
It should be further noted that the Draft PEIR analyzes the Proposed Project at a program-level.  (See 
Topical Response 2).  Subsequent environmental review will be required for the separate developments 
which would occur on Opportunities Study project sites.   
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 Topical Response 12 – Notice 
 

A number of comments requested information regarding how residents were notified of public meetings 
regarding the Opportunities Study and of the availability of the DPEIR.  Noticing for public meetings 
was done via the posting of City Council agendas by the City Clerk.  Additional information was 
provided to via e-mail the Opportunities Study interest list and on the City’s website.  The Opportunities 
Study has been well publicized by the City with a dedicated website, extensive mailing list, coverage in the 
Citywide newsletters as well as the Orange County Register and Saddleback Valley News.  Notices 
regarding the DPEIR were provided as required by CEQA. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 specifies noticing requirements as follows: 
 

(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR at the 
same time it sends a notice of completion to the Office of Planning and Research.  
This public notice shall be given as provided under Section 15105 (a sample form is 
provided in Appendix L).  Notice shall be mailed to the last known name and address 
of all organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in 
writing, and shall also be given by at least one of the following procedures: 
  
(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the area affected by the Proposed Project. If more than one area is 
affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from 
among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas. 
  
(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the 
project is to be located. 
  
(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel 
or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified 
as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll. 
  
(b) The alternatives for providing notice specified in subdivision (a) shall not preclude 
a public agency from providing additional notice by other means if such agency so 
desires, nor shall the requirements of this section preclude a public agency from 
providing the public notice required by this section at the same time and in the same 
manner as public notice otherwise required by law for the project. 

The City complied with these noticing requirements by publishing a notice regarding the availability of 
the Draft PEIR in the Saddleback Valley News.  In addition, the City provided both notice and the 
DPEIR on the City’s website and at local public libraries and City Hall.  Direct mailing is only one of the 
options available to Lead Agencies when providing notice to the public.  CEQA allows cities to choose 
one of three methods for the required public notice.   
The City did not notify the residents of Portola Hills, or any other property owners adjacent to the 
project sites, via direct mailing.  However, the City did exceed the statutory requirements of CEQA when 
providing public notice of the Public Scoping Meeting and Draft PEIR.  Information was posted on a 
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dedicated website, mailed and e-mailed to the Opportunities Study interest list, and directly mailed to 
those who requested copies during the review of the Notice of Preparation. 
 
Many City residents have been involved in the three year planning effort.  Residents were involved on the 
Public Education and Outreach Program which took place in the summer of 2005.  Some residents have 
attended and spoke at the over 20 public meetings on the Opportunities Study; and all residents have 
received the City’s quarterly newsletter, “The Leaflet”, which has featured numerous stories on the 
Opportunities Study. 
 
The Opportunities Study was initiated to ensure the well-planned completion of development within the 
City.  The project has comprised nearly four years of methodical planning with more than twenty public 
meetings, workshops and hearings, and public outreach including: 
 
• August 6, 2002- City Council authorizes start of Opportunities Study 
 
• September 17, 2002 – City Council authorizes release of RFP for consultants 
 
• November 19, 2002 – Phase 1 Consultant Hired 
 
• May 20, 2003 – Phase 1 Conclusions and Recommendations Report to City Council 
 
• June 3, 2003 – Phase 2 Commences, City Council adopts project objectives and authorizes MOU 

with participating landowners 
 
• August 19, 2003 – Phase 2 Technical Consultants Hired 
 
• September 11, 2003 – Planning Commission reviews public facilities site selection criteria 
 
• September 17, 2003 – Community Workshop on Public Facilities 
 
• September 30, 2003 - City Council reviews public facilities site selection criteria 
 
• October 21, 2003 – Informational update provided to City Council 
 
• January 27, 2004 – Phase 2 Public Workshop 
 
• March 30, 2004 – Phase 2 Conclusions and Recommendations Report to City Council 
 
• May 4, 2004 – Phase 3 Commences, City Council authorizes MOU with participating landowners 
 
• May 27, 2004 – Presentation to Planning Commission 
 
• June 1, 2004 – City Council approves Contracts & RFPs for Phase 3 
 
• July 7, 2004 – Draft PEIR Notice of Preparation Issued 
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• August 3, 2004 – Draft PEIR and GPA Consultant Hired 
 
• August 11, 2004 – Draft PEIR Public Scoping Meeting 
 
• August 19, 2004 –Presentation to Parks and Recreation Commission 
 
• April 19, 2005 – Public Education and Outreach Consultant Hired 
 
• August 10, 2005 - Dedicated Opportunities Study Website Launched 
 
• May 24, 2005 – Workshop on Traffic Analysis and Public Facilities Funding 
 
• January 31, 2006 – Draft PEIR Released for 45-day Public Review 
 
• March 15, 2006 – Open House 
 
• March 15, 2006 - Draft PEIR Review Period extended to March 27, 2006 
 
• March 27, 2006 - Draft PEIR Public Review Period Closes 
 
• January 2007 – Portola Hills Ad Hoc Committee 
 
Following receipt of all DEIR comment letters and additional inquiries from the Portola Hills 
Community, an Ad Hoc Committee was formed consisting of:  the Mayor, City Staff, Representatives 
from Portola Hills homeowner associations, Friends of Portola, and the developer/landowner.  The 
Committee met three times during January 2007 to discuss the primary issues of concern to Portola Hills 
Residents:  traffic, density, and schools. 
 
The City held two community meetings prior to the public hearings on the Opportunities Study.  The 
Community meetings were held in Portola Hills on March 31, 2008 and at El Toro High School on April 
14, 2008. 
 

8.2.2 Responses to Comments from Government Agencies and 
Nongovernment Organizations 

This section contains responses to comments on the Draft EIR that were received from government 
agencies and non-governmental organizations. All of the original comment letters, in their entirety, are 
provided before the responses. Consistent with Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, comments that raise significant environmental issues are provided with responses. 
Comments that are outside of the scope of CEQA review (i.e., where a comment does not raise an 
environmental issue, or where it expresses the subjective opinion of the commenter) will be forwarded 
for consideration to the decision-makers as part of the project approval process; these comments are 
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answered with the phrase, “Comment noted,” but no response is provided. All comments will be 
considered by the City when making a decision on the project. 

The comments and responses are organized by acronym as shown in Table 8.2-13.  For an alphabetical 
listing by agency see Table 8.1-1. 

 

Table 8.2-13  

List of Commenters on the Draft EIR  

Government Agencies and Nongovernmental Organizations 

(by Acronym) 
Commenter Comment Letter  Date  

Caltrans CALT 3/23/2006 
Caltrans  CALT2 3/29/2006 
US Fish and Wildlife - Fish and Game CDFG 3/17/2006 
City of Irvine COIR 3/27/2006 
City of Laguna Woods COLW 3/16/2006 
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt COOR 3/27/2006 
Public Utilities Comission CPUC 3/22/2006 
California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance CRPA 3/13/2006 
Department of Toxic Substance Control DTSC 3/16/2006 
Endangered Habitats League ENHL 3/27/2006 
Hawkins, Robert (Golden Rain Foundation) GRFO 3/27/2006 
Irvine Ranch Water District IRWD 3/27/2006 
City of Mission Viejo MIVI 3/28/2006 
Orange County Fire Authority OCFA 3/9/2006 
County of Orange - Resources & Development Mgmt RDMD 4/13/2006 
SCAG SCAG 3/17/2006 
Irvine Ranch Water District - Loomis, Terrell TELO 3/27/2006 
Regional Water Control Board - Santa Ana WQCB 3/20/2006 
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