
To avoid risking further impairment, the APPLICANT must integrate an AWT BMP 
into the cistern filtration inline system. Installed after the CDS unit reduces coarse 
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sediment and debris, plus performs minor hydrocarbon residue reductions. This will 
necessitate a   stand alone (separate) NPDES Permit as approved by the SDRWQCB 
Region 9, Cal/EPA. 

The detention basin presently online is at or near approximate existing groundwater 
table level. This explains its constant dampness even during extended drought 
periods. Adams-Streeter Engineering proposed that the groundwater level is about 
40 feet below the existing open-air parking lot and that was sustained recently by 
ponded or pooled water not attributable, not replenished by the PROJECT’S 
nuisance water down gradient migration. 

Presently, natural surface hydrology when coupled with the detention basin 
overflows, conveys sediment down-slope in a southeasterly direction. A stasis has 
been reached that abandonment alters without mitigation. 

By abandoning and redirecting the APPLICANT assumes a right to discharge gross 
volumes of surface runoff, still containing pollutants, without proof that it has or 
under what circumstances it shall obtain that/those easement right(s). 
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A brief overview of easements leads to several more unanswered questions based 
upon information the APPLICANT has not offered or included in its PROJECT 
analyses regarding the detention basin BMP: 

Easement 
An easement is the grant of a non-possessory property interest that grants the 
easement holder permission to use another person's land.  

There are different kinds of easements. 

If an easement appurtenant is granted, it involves two pieces of land, where one 
serves as the servient tenement that bears the burden, and the other the dominant 
tenement, which benefits from the grant of the easement and has permission to use 
the servient land in some manner. 

There are two types of easements: Affirmative and Negative.  
An affirmative easement gives the easement holder the right to do something on 
the grantor of the easement's land, such as travel on a road through the grantor's 
land. 

A negative easement, on the other hand, allows the easement holder to prevent the 
grantor of the easement from doing something on his land that is lawful for him to 
do, such as building a structure that obscures light or a scenic view. 

Easements can be created in a variety of ways. They can be created by an express 
grant, by implication, by necessity, and by adverse possession. Easements are 
transferrable and transfer along with the dominant tenement. 

Additionally, easements can also be terminated. An easement can be terminated if 
it was created by necessity and the necessity ceases to exist, if the servient land is 
destroyed, or if it was abandoned. 

If the APPLICANT is allowed to abandon the historic detention basin, is the present 
easement therefore terminated, will the necessity no longer be there, hence said 
abandonment permanent?   

This could become an issue if the v-ditch system next to MBVHOA the APPLICANT 
intends to begin using doesn’t suffice for either peak flow control and/or BMP 
pollutant reduction purposes. There is no fallback, no “what if” Plan B in the DEIR. 

How will the APPLICANT comply with the NPDES and HMP if it can no longer avail 
itself of what is now a functional BMP, what it agreed to some 20 years ago as 
mitigation? 

Nowhere can CWN find the APPLICANT mentioning this conundrum let alone 
analyzing the ramifications of the PROJECT’S new configuration. It does represent 
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significant hydromodification alterations that violate the HMP the APPLICANT’S 
offered. 

Will the detention basin be remediated or just be left as is, a visual blight with 
contaminants unabated? If the APPLICANT is not allowed, is forbidden or enjoined 
from altering the existing BMP system, then when and under what circumstances 
will they bio-remediate and/or finally perform more than cursory maintenance upon 
this critical ESA nexus, where urbanized runoff meets biota? 

Is the APPLICANT allowed to discharge directly into an underground storm drain 
system (Monarch Pointe terminus) if it has no easement or contractual rights to do 
so?  

Where has the APPLICANT provided photos and/or documentation, hydrology 
engineering calculations, etc., sustaining its position that the terminus before 
undergrounding, i.e., the catchbasin and intake conveyance system above Pointe 
Monarch, is capable of 100% containment without topping when CF/S flows from 
both MBVHOA and the PROJECT arrive? 

If the APPLICANT’S calculations are to be believed, are credible, then a Q-100, 
post-construction, would evacuate approximately 10.0 CF/S=6,500,000 gd.  
Moreover, if allowed to build the parking structure in the latter, near completion of 
buildout phases, at what PROJECT point will the diversion take place? 

MBVHOA is approximately 4.56 acres according to a title search. Of that perhaps 2 
acres is impervious and semi-impervious acreage, broken up and not contiguous. 
CWN estimates the MBVHOA contribution to be (allowing for 10% freeboard 
allowance) in the neighborhood of 2 CF/S. The PROJECT will therefore quadruple v-
ditch flows.  

Nowhere in the DEIR does the APPLICANT discuss, analyze or admit this. The 
APPLICANT has presumed a null hypothesis, to whit: “In statistical inference of 
observed data of a scientific experiment, the null hypothesis refers to a 
general statement or default position that there is no relationship between 
two measured phenomena.” 

The v-ditch currently dedicated to MBVHOA drainage HAS a relationship to the 
proposed PROJECT strategy, and that is their distinct, primary characteristic not 
being addressed: That relationship is that these measurable flows are separate 
phenomena and shouldn’t be assumed to be considered as one seamless multi-
faceted system already in existence.  

There is no physical connectivity between the two systems, and today there are 
presently no joined drainages. 

As the APPLICANT has failed to supply projected MBVHOA contributions @ Q-100, 
including v-ditch APPLICANT (Manning’s Formula et al) it is impossible to assess this 

I-29

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-29-65

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-29-66



redirected strategy: 

“The Manning formula is also known as the Gauckler–Manning formula, or 
Gauckler–Manning–Strickler formula in Europe. In the United States, in 
practice, it is very frequently called simply Manning's Equation. The Manning 
formula is an empirical formula estimating the average velocity of a liquid flowing 
in a conduit that does not completely enclose the liquid, i.e. open flow channel. 

All flow in so-called open channels is driven by gravity. It was first presented by the 
French engineer Philippe Gauckler in 1867 and later re-developed by the Irish 
Engineer Robert Manning in 1890.”             Source: Wikipedia 

LAND USE: 

A. The General Plan goals include prioritizing and assisting resident serving 
commerce. The APPLICANT should be required to provide verifiable names 
and addresses of attendees to determine if the PROJECT will truly serve Dana 
Point residents, or if it’s a type of corporate franchise. 
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B. The recent merging with another religious facility in San Juan Capistrano on 
Del Obispo brings into question whether the majority of attendees at various 
church functions are in fact local residents. 

NOISE: 

A. The APPLICANT has admitted that there will not only be an increase in 
visitations, but that they seek new entitlements, extended hours for the 
PROJECT’S sundry activities due to site modernization and upgrades that will 
take place. Yet the DEIR inexplicably and with dismissive verbiage purports that 
this increase is insignificant.  

B. This Corridor is renowned for its natural amphitheater acoustics. Sound carries 
to great distances and nowhere does the DEIR address the accumulation, the 
cumulative effects of multiple contributions. The intensified use of the PROJECT 
site WILL surpass present decibel levels exhibited, even the DEIR admits that 
albeit obliquely. 

Once again, under what circumstances, once built out, will Salt Creek Corridor 
residents have recourse for decibel exceedances?  Creating a complaint-driven 
re-development conundrum, levels could subside by the time code enforcement 
(City and/or Sheriff’s Department) arrives on scene.  

It is unclear as to whether these Sheriff’s Deputies or CITY code enforcement 
employees even carry decibel meters. This places the onus or burden of 
monitoring upon locals. 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: 

“Crown Valley Parkway and PCH are both designated as part of the 
Congestion Management Plan (CMP) Highway System. Because the 
proposed project does not directly access a CMP facility, does not 
generate 2,400 or more daily trips, and would not result in, or 
contribute to, a significant impact on Crown Valley Parkway or PCH, 
the proposed project would not conflict with the Orange County CMP 
and impacts would less than significant. No mitigation measures are 
required.”  

The Lumeria Lane entrance to Monarch Bay Villas is shown on the maps in 
the study, but minimal consideration to ingress or egress requirements for 
Lumeria Lane were considered let alone addressed.  

The volume of traffic currently on Crown Valley Parkway (CVP) at the same 
time as the APPLICANT host’s events and services makes it dangerous for 
both egress and ingress traffic at CVP via Lumeria Lane due to both the slope 
and curvature of the street. 
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Additionally when all the cars are parked on or backing up on CVP there is a 
very dangerous situation with bicyclists required to come into the street as 
the vehicles are parked in the dedicated bike lane going north.  

Line of sight going north from Coast Highway is critical and this DEIR fails to 
confront that fact. It also lacks the aforementioned “Real time, real use” 
aspect. I have driven this section (from Coast Highway to Del Avion, just past 
the PROJECT) for decades as a 42-year resident of South OC.  

Vehicles, as they pass the 35 mph sign near the Salt Creek Grille on CVP 
begin speeding up, actual speeds I’ve observed are already at 45 mph 
BELOW Lumeria Lane, the MBVHOA entrance.  

If commuters not going to the PROJECT as their destination see a green light 
on their approach to Sea Island Drive, they are usually traveling well over 
the 45 mph speed limit as they pass the sign just past the site.  

So the in situ, the existing usage hasn’t been provided hence not assessed, 
analyzed or addressed by the APPLICANT. Consultants that are in love with 
modeling need to actually use the basics of the scientific method: Hang 
around there from a Friday afternoon through Sunday evening.  

Seeing is not only believing, it’s the difference between desk jockey 
projections and real time safety, hazards and adverse conditions for MBVHOA 
and PROJECT visitors near the Sea Island/CVP chokepoint. 

Another ignored significant adverse impact is the Chinese fire drill 
potential, the eventuality being created: Both during and post-construction 
the Sea Island signal will be provoked into changing off and on, off and on, 
left turn on, no left turn on, over and over and over. It will exacerbate 
gridlock, become confusing and bring chaos into an already over-whelmed 
intersection. 

This is another flaw in CEQA: Only notifying residents within a few hundred 
feet is asinine when those living in Monarch Terrace (west of CVP with Sea 
Island as their access/egress) will be significantly impacted but possibly 
unaware of the increased size and intensification of use due to the PROJECT. 

Many vehicles emerging from Lumeria Lane choose not to run the gauntlet of 
CVP, instead turn right (northerly), go to the Sea Island signal, make a U-
turn and double back in a southerly direction. 

The mitigation measure of the previously proposed offsite parking and trams 
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does not seem realistic and should be reevaluated as to actual projected usage in 
other similar situations. This will require lengthy times to arrive and leave the 
Project.  

Further study is necessary to completely evaluate the construction traffic planned 
for the 5 phases over the 10-year period, as this will aggravate an already unsafe 
situation.  

The OCTA should do the following immediately for this arterial regardless of the 
PROJECT’S status or progression: 

(1) Immediately replace the relatively small, barely noticeable 35 mph speed 
limit sign near the CVP/Coast Highway intersection for northerly traffic with 
an appreciably larger one. 

(2) A second sign of similar size (large) to be placed just below Lumeria 
Lane on the right side to remind drivers of the 35 mph restriction. 
Perhaps include a lower, second sign on the pole that exclaims the 
speed limit is radar monitored, patrolled and strictly enforced. 

(3) Begin ephemeral, unpredictable and random enforcement during 
peak commuter hours and weekends by placing a motorcycle officer 
tucked back into the Lumeria Lane entrance or similar pocket. Once 
drivers begin seeing police presence and/or tickets being written the 
speeding will subside. Due to the limited line of sight dynamic at this 
rising curve, many vehicular speed violators will be cited. 

The APPLICANT has the ability to affect what is already a negligent condition that it 
contributes to by its activities and site visitors. 

Additionally and more importantly, currently when the PROJECT lot is not full many 
attending the project events do park on the CVP, they then block the bike lanes 
north and south. They choose to not get stuck in the existing lot after 
services/activities, opt for a quick exit. 

This is another disturbing existing condition that the DEIR fails to discuss, confront 
proactively or offer post-completion mitigation below a level of significance. At 
present, and nowhere in the DEIR does the APPLICANT offer to demand, to require 
off-street parking of its attendees or vendors to reduce, to mitigate intensification. 

Visitors to the PROJECT are exacerbating an already unsafe and hazardous arterial. 
If allowed, this PROJECT’S intensification of use condition could be used, could be 
construed by personal injury litigants as a form of contributory negligence.  

Saturday and Sunday afternoon traffic backs up repeatedly past MBV entrance at 
Lumeria Lane as the light at Sea Island is red. Gridlock is already occurring yet the 
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traffic study provided by the APPLICANT ignores actual events, actual traffic 
patterns and beach commuter habits. 

As for Lumeria Lane, added traffic for PROJECT future events will aggravate, will 
exacerbate already unsafe and hazardous access and egress merging conditions, 
making them worse with no mitigation(s) offered within the DEIR.  

It’s presently difficult, and will be impossible after buildout, to exit Lumeria Lane 
without a traffic light or other physically controlling device being installed. There 
was an original proposal to provide a left turn pocket at Lumeria Lane but 
apparently was abandoned by the OCTA.  

Has the APPLICANT contacted the OCTA to ascertain if any proposed CVP/Lumeria 
Lane alterations, basically mitigations that benefit the area, can be integrated into 
the PROJECT build-out and at what phase can they take place? 

Unfortunately, a traffic light at Lumeria Lane might act as a traffic-calming device 
but create yet more gridlock. 

It is requested that LSA complete a more thorough and up to date, real time not 
modeling-based, traffic study. It must analyze the impact on both traffic flow at the 
Lumeria Lane intersection and the safety aspects of forcing bikers to enter fast 
moving traffic on a cresting, curved hill with limited site.  

CWN would request particular attention be directed to weekend afternoon traffic on 
CVP as traffic migrates north from the beach areas. 

WASTEWATER: 

A. The subterranean cistern as presented has no diversion capability, that is divert 
low flow nuisance runoff to the South Coast Water District controlled wastewater 
system. It can and must procure a 50,000 gd written agreement with the South 
Orange County Wastewater Authority (SOCWA---JPA) to allow said diversion to 
sewer system. 

B. It should procure, before certification of the Final EIR, a separate NPDES Permit 
for an onsite Advanced Waste Treatment (AWT) plant before discharging. Once 
the first 50,000 gd are diverted, the remainder of the cistern volumes each day 
should receive AWT to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP), then discharged 
into the existing detention basin for increased bio-filtration and groundwater 
recharge.  The CDS unit as previously explained is inadequate to meet reduction 
and/or removal standards. 

C. The PROJECT needs a Notice Of Intent and NPDES Permit regarding Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Low Threat Discharges due to construction activities 
(deep pits excavated, should include soil pollutant unknowns). The depth and 
width of excavations will acquire significant volumes during rainy events. 
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Borings for caissons and other stabilizing mechanisms will hit the groundwater 
table. The APPLICANT should therefore have such an NOI and Permit in place for 
these potential threats to a 303 (d) listed waterbody. 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

CEQA Article 5 Section 15064(d)(3)  
“An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a 
reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project. A 
change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably 
foreseeable.”  

CWN feels that the quandary over the diversion of runoff and new discharge pattern 
regarding the detention basin results in reasonably foreseeable yet unmitigated 
impacts as proposed in the DEIR.  

By ignoring the ramifications of this significant change, the burden should be upon 
the APPLICANT to disprove CWN’s assertions, and that our analyses are speculative 
or unlikely to occur. 

The APPLICANT hasn’t addressed its own strategy, it’s not anywhere to be found, 
and basically it is the APPLICANT which speculates that it can and will divert 
significant CF/S peak flows without causing harm to either the environment or 
adjacent parcels. 

CWN feels that it has proven that direct AND indirect changes will occur, caused by 
the PROJECT’S program if embraced and certified.  

The cumulative impacts of this recently-proposed (post MND 2009, post Scoping 
Session 2010) tactic haven’t been mentioned, analyzed, mitigated or even 
considered.  

CWN believes that the PROJECT does not comply with CEQA Article 5 Section 
15065 either, irrespective of the mitigations offered in the DEIR: 

    “(2) The project has the potential to achieve short-term environmental 
 goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. 

(3) The project has possible environmental effects that are individually 
limited but cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.” 
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The APPLICANT and the Lead Agency DEIR ignore not only cumulative significant 
adverse impacts but the incremental ones as the buildout occurs. The PROJECT’S 
goals will be met but at the diminishment of other parties affected.  

PART III: ALTERNATIVE #3 

CWN would like to offer its own Master Plan, one that pursues a 5 year buildout and 
fulfills the APPLICANT’S duly noted present and future use.  

The APLICANT has stated throughout the past 5 years that occupancy, i.e., 
visitation numbers will not increase significantly/appreciably, and that only mild 
intensification of existing uses will occur. 

The APPLICANT has repeatedly feigned resentment towards critics of the PROJECT, 
shown disdain at public hearings over the allegation that this is to become a “Mega-
church.”  

The APPLICANT has objected to that Mega-church sobriquet, expansion on steroids 
metaphor, taking umbrage when in fact it has failed to provide a reasonable, 
sustainable and low-impact PROJECT that provokes no opposition. 

PREFACE 

The APPLICANT has stated that there are two primary objectives regarding the 
PROJECT: 

(A) The site is presently under-parked and spillover onto Crown Valley 
Parkway (CVP) results in visitors taking risks by using spaces 
along a County arterial that has a 45 mph speed limit, a limit 
typically ignored by vehicles.  

The over-whelming majority of commuters, once seeing a green 
light at Sea Island intersection, begin driving 5-10 mph faster in 
anticipation of the next section, a 50 mph zone beginning at Del 
Avion and CVP.  

Building a 3-350 vehicles stall parking structure attempts to keep 
parking exclusively onsite, the vastly superior option to the 
continuing hazards of parking along Crown Valley Parkway. 

Monarch Bay Villas residents and guests are already running a 
gauntlet regarding access and egress. The smaller the parking 
structure, the more vehicles visiting the PROJECT encouraged or 
guided towards the traffic light the safer it will be in this 
neighborhood. 
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(B) The dominant majority of the buildings onsite are sorely 
antiquated, in need of complete rehabilitation, are of circa 1950s 
construction ---some (23,000 sq. ft.) need demolition and 100% 
complete rebuilding. Some (19,000 sq. ft.) can apparently be 
significantly rehabbed, salvaged somewhat.  

From the Introductory Remarks: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
Volume I, Page 1-1, Page 13 in the PDF: 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

"With the exception of the Sanctuary built in the 1990s, the 
current buildings on site have become dated and less than 
optimal for accommodating existing church activities and 
functions. The preschool utilizes several buildings including 
temporary classrooms that are over 40 years old.  

Christian education classes and church committees meet in 
various rooms not specifically intended as meeting spaces, 
including the Pastor’s office. 

The existing Fellowship Hall space is too small for Church 
wide gatherings such as luncheons and celebratory 
events. Consequently, the buildings proposed as part of the 
Master Plan will be used to accommodate existing church 
activities and functions. 

The Church does not intend to increase the pre-school 
enrollment or expand the capacity of the Sanctuary for 
Sunday services. The Sunday services will 
continue as currently scheduled.  

Other than the Community Life Center building discussed 
below, the proposed Master Plan facilities essentially replace 
current outdated facilities and provide dedicated spaces for 
ongoing church activities that currently occur in spaces not 
necessarily intended or well-suited to accommodate such 
activities. 

Upon completion, the Community Life Center building will 
accommodate a larger percentage of the congregation for 
church wide events but any such event will not be held during 
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times that conflict with Sunday services or the Church’s peak 
weekday activity, the Wednesday Women’s Bible Study 
Fellowship." 

ALTERNATIVE #3 

CWN is proposing what the APPLICANT should have been forthcoming with in the 
first place.  

CWN is following CEQA guidelines regarding “Rule of reason” as identified and 
quoted directly:  
See CEQA GUIDELINES 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, 
Chapter 9, Section 15126.6 below. 

By omitting, by not mentioning or including the ALTERNATIVE #3 CWN is proposing 
(or a PROJECT of similar size and limited impacts), the Lead Agency has failed to 
implement specific CEQA guidelines. 

APPLICANT (and Lead Agency, the CITY) have not complied with CEQA guidelines, 
and as expressed in Chapter 9, Section 15126.6, an alternative that accomplished, 
i.e., feasibly attained MOST of the goals and objectives should have been offered
and analyzed at greater length and in greater depth. 

CEQA goes on to say “even if these alternatives would impede to some 
degree the attainment of the project objectives…..”  Our 25% Solution does 
not impede any of the APPLICANT’S own stated necessities in pursuing this 
redevelopment. (See full CEQA text and context below).  

CWN believes that this failure to include an alternative similar to ours herein, this 
lapse regarding a more modest PROJECT that could easily be accomplished in far 
less time (hence less neighborhood disruption), for far less money, with far fewer 
significantly adverse impacts reflects our contention that the Local Lead Agency 
(The CITY) has provided a biased and pre-disposed atmosphere regarding CEQA 
oversight for the APPLICANT: 
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“Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from 
detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts.” 

For want of a better descriptive phrase, CWN believes that this ALT.#3 is the “25% 
Solution,” that it is achievable, less environmentally destructive/invasive and 
fulfills the goals and objectives the APPLICANT themselves described in their 
Executive Summary. 

CWN is disturbed that an alternative similar to what we’re proposing wasn’t offered, 
let alone broached or discussed anywhere by the APPLICANT during the past 5 
years we’ve been engaged in review along with the Voices of Monarch Beach 
(VoMB).  

The 2009 MND, The 2010 Scoping Session, and this DEIR failed to offer what would 
satisfy, would attain the APPLICANT’S needs. 

Although an EIR need not consider every alternative, both the PROJECT as 
described in the NOA and ALT. #2 are deficient, do not provide the range, the 
gamut of alternatives CEQA mandates.  

CEQA doesn’t propose undue flexibility, the language is of a legally binding, 
mandatory nature: The EIR  “must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation.” (See below) 

The APPLICANT should be required to answer why our “25% Solution” or 
something of similar size and site design wasn’t included in the DEIR. It is 
within a reasonable range, it’s feasible logistically, it doesn’t bankrupt the 
APPLICANT trying to finance such gross sums, it doesn’t dislocate or 
disrupt biota, it doesn’t impact beyond significant levels that cannot be 
mitigated easily via existing technologies or other BMPs, etc. etc. etc. 

Where CEQA carries legal language (“must,” “shall”, etc.) that precludes voluntary 
options, the APPLICANT fails to conform to simple mandated language.   

It is the contention of CWN that the APPLICANT and Local Lead agency intentionally 
avoided these CEQA prescriptions via an offering we’ve provided continuously since 
2009. 

CWN attempted to meet privately, one-on-one with the APPLICANT’S representative 
(G.G. Kohlhagen) and the APPLICANT’S attorney (Mark McGuire Esq.), plus we 
testified at public hearings in 2009—2010 proposing what it is offering herein. 

In fact, contemporaneously, Mr. Robert and Mrs. Deanna Saint-Aubin eventually 
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brokered then hosted what we thought was to be an informal arbitration gathering 
with Mssrs. Kohlhagen and McGuire at the Saint-Aubin residence across the corridor 
from the PROJECT during the MND/Scoping Session review period. 
Mr. Saint-Aubin is a retired environmental attorney of great renown, with a very 
impressive career portfolio that features his ongoing commitment to negotiated 
settlements.  

He is now actively working as a professional arbitrator, and coupled with his astute 
knowledge of environmental law and its nuances, was an ideal candidate to help 
work out a compromise. He asked for no compensation regarding his services and 
neither did CWN. 

Together, CWN and the Saint-Aubins offered to both champion what is basically 
being proposed as ALTERNATIVE #3 and assist the APPLICANT in progressing their 
desires without neighborhood acrimony. A truce that allowed the APPLICANT to 
achieve what CEQA acknowledges: The South Shores Church’s future goals and 
objectives. 

The APPLICANT’S representatives summarily rejected that olive branch, 
that offer, as without merit and not subject to debate. Said Mssrs. 
Kohlhagen and McGuire refused to discuss anything other than the 
PROJECT as described in the MND, i.e., what is still proposed today. 

 Our “Master Plan” is a viable alternative, one that is far less physically 
invasive, complies readily with the California Coastal Act, SDRWQCB NPDES 
Permit R9-2015-001, CEQA, and other protectionist regulations that apply 
to this PROJECT. 

Section 15126.6. Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project. 

(a) Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project, 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 decision making 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. 
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 
andLaurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
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California(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376). 

(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the 
significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public 
Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus 
on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding 
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly. 

(c) Selection of a range of reasonable alternatives. The range of potential 
alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.  

The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives 
to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the 
scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead 
agency's determination. Additional information explaining the choice of 
alternatives may be included in the administrative record.  

Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed 
consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet most of the basic project 
objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. 

(f) Rule of reason. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed 
by a "rule of reason" that requires the EIR to set forth only those 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. 

 Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that 
the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be 
selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision-making.” 

Here then is our 25% solution, what we’re offering as ALTERNATIVE #3, including 
mandates and requirements the APPLICANT be rigidly held to if and when the 
PROJECT is ratified by the Local Lead Agency under CEQA, if and when the CUP is 
approved, and if and when the CDP is certified and accepted without alterations by 
the California Coastal Commission:  

(1) Absolutely no administration building (no edifices) shall be built in the 
southeast quadrant. That quadrant will only feature an updated (to present industry 
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and regulatory standards) the existing onsite, natural feature detention & bio-
filtration basin, a pollutant/peak flow reduction BMP. It should be required to be 
in harmony (compliant) with the NPDES Permit circa 2014-15.   

This is both an aesthetically and functionally superior alternative, with no building 
improvements in this southeast quadrant this reduces visual blight and the  
imposing, Scenic Corridor view-blocking, proposed PROJECT 2 story edifice. It’s 
eventual presence hovering over the rear yards and looking into the bedrooms of 
Pompeii residents (MBVHOA) cannot be mitigated under present APPLICANT site 
design. 

(2) CWN would support an approximate 25% floor area increase above the existing 
42,000, dispersed among the rehabbed edifices sorely needing upgrades, even if a 
variance is required. (Hence our ALTERNATIVE #3 typified as the 25% Solution). 

This roughly equals a completed PROJECT in the 52–55,000 sq. ft. range 
(increased by 10–13,000 sq. ft.). At approximately 50% of what the 
APPLICANT wants in its ALT.#2, this is not only a fair argument standard 
compromise, but provides more than ample achievement of the PROJECT’S 
own purported goals and objectives. 

The Sanctuary stays as is, and as a suggestion, combining the Administration and 
Education complex originally proposed for the southeast quadrant, placing it in the 
northern quadrant, has a great deal of merit. It leaves the green buffer as we’ve 
proposed intact and not intruded upon. 

(3) The APPLICANT must promise, must guarantee a MAXIMUM (excavation to 
occupancy) 5-year cap on their Master Plan buildout.  

Meanwhile, the APPLICANT must retain the three (3) indemnification and 
performance bonds that Mr. Rod Hatter of MBVHOA introduced in testimony at the 
DPPC SS on 10/13/2014. 

These covenants and deed restrictions were previously broached, noted and 
analyzed in detail by Ms. Pat McCarroll (MBVHOA) & Ms. Kerri Krasher (Corniche Sur 
Mer) 4.5 years ago during the MND/Scoping Session. They do not, therefore, come 
as any surprise to the APPLICANT or the CITY.  

Inexplicably overlooked, not mentioned, addressed or responded to in the DEIR is 
another reason why CWN has alleged blatant dismissive behavior on the 
aforementioned two (2) entities part. By not addressing these indemnification and 
construction bonding requests these two entities intentionally avoid a critical topic. 

Massive, monolithic projects in known hazardous slide zones should require such 
items to assure other residents that they as tax paying citizens, i.e., the CITY, 
aren’t left “holding the bag,” become the “deep pockets” if the PROJECT either 
stalled, runs out of funds or something catastrophic occurs that is either directly or 
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contributory in nature. 

Regardless, the project still has catastrophic potential, hence the indemnification 
metrics (amounts). SSC alleges it has a very deep pocket, $$$ is no object—Then 
building it out in 5 years should be no problem.  

Although estimates in the $25—35 million dollar range have been rumored, the 
APPLICANT has repeatedly boasted of readily available funds, of the economic 
viability of funding without fiscal deficiency delays 

This maximum 5 year buildout proposition puts the PROJECT into 
compliance with CEQA Chapter 9 Section 15126.6 (C)(f)(1): 

(1) Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic 
viability…..” 

(4) The APPLICANT must procure off-site parking at construction’s inception, 
openly divulged contractual agreements with satellite stalls that travel with these 
properties for the duration of the buildout as deed covenants. 

NO ministerial (over-the-counter) or “As Built” internal building department 
changes, signed off by inspectors, without a public hearing.   

(5) The APPLICANT shall build a dual level parking structure, but an approximately 
2/3 sized one than presently proposed. Setbacks of approximately 40 ft. should 
suffice from the slope, those setbacks made continuous and parallel to Pompeii, 
i.e., nearest to MBVHOA’s property line.  

(6) The open space or buffer zone should feature a tiered and terraced effect.  
This greenscape, should be unbroken, physically linked and connected. It then 
becomes an extension of the lower existing ONSITE detention basin in the 
southeast quadrant (already described) plus OFFSITE  basin already in place below 
MBVHOA as proposed in my previous comments.   

This strategy fulfills many CEQA and Cal/EPA prescriptions regarding the minimizing 
disturbances to land forms and altering existing surface hydrology characteristics 
(hydromodification et al). 

The PROJECT shall reflect site design that includes swales with mini-
detention and pollutant reducing depressions, sloped away from the crib 
wall behind MBV. An aerial view provided by the APPLICANT reveals the 
potentiality, the easily achieved mitigation buffer zone (see below).  

The APPLICANT shall remove about 25 feet from the existing open-air lot, 
NOT to be replaced with impervious surfaces of any nature or composition 
(for point of reference see bow-shaped, painted white insignias closest to 
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those existing spaces adjacent to MBVHOA property line). 

To assist analysts, draw a line upwards, away from the existing walkway 
down-gradient (below the lot), the new buffer zone ALTERNATIVE #3 
offers basically aligns with, is consistent and is a logical extension of this 
buffers dedicated demarcation.  

It keeps, it retains both biological and surface hydraulic connectivity, thus 
performing multiple mitigations in compliance with not only CEQA but with 
the NPDES Stormwater Permit mandates themselves—regardless if the R9-
2009-0002 or R9-2015-0001 version is eventually deemed applicable. 

The APPLICANT shall replace the concrete stalls the PROJECT proposes 
with about a 40-foot wide greenscape swath (an extension of the 
southeast quadrant) and all of the NPDES performance metrics are met 
without further need for mitigation: 

That sets aside a green swath (known as a buffer), mid-value habitat, but still 
uninterrupted down to the ESA (WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT PROJECT AREA). 
Plus grass/drought tolerant native plantings are cooler in moderating ambient high 
temperatures, do not exhibit “solar gain” (the heating aspect of asphalt/concrete). 

This reconfigured parking structure will need to be offset from the current 
centralized dynamic feature to maximize setback from MBVHOA (Pompeii homes). 
Shrubs and small trees will also buffer lighting and noise.  
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The APPLICANT should eliminate the ramp altogether. It is unnecessary and rife 
with impacts  that  do not comply with mitigation standards. The APPLICANT can, 
through advisory and warning signs, require  drivers to access and egress the upper 
level via CVP.  

The lower level access/egress configuration via an onsite, mid-point intake/outlet 
for traffic is possible. This results in keeping vehicular intrusions (light, noise and 
pollution) much further away from the MBVHOA property.  

With both access/egress points for the 2 levels centrally placed in the parking 
structure site design layout, a mitigated buffer zone occurs. Migratory air pollutants 
will be captured or reduced in part by shrubs and greenscape in the buffer. 

It also mitigates impacts by providing more distance between Lumeria Lane and 
PROJECT access/egress facilities. 

The present configuration as proposed is too close to Pompeii residents bedrooms, 
most of which are in the rear of their homes. This reduced structure, coupled with a 
green buffer and relocated traffic pattern would constitute true mitigation, fulfills 
reduction below levels of significance metrics. 

Peak flow retention cistern sub grade should still be required, but the flow & 
amounts stored will be significantly reduced because the open space suggested 
could take surface runoff from the upper tier of the parking lot. 

This onsite bio-filtration, the retention potentialities, coupled with flooding plus 
erosion reduction complies with Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) parameters for 
meeting water quality objectives under the R9-2009-0002 NPDES stormwater 
Permit. 

It also, to the MEP, assists compliance with the South Orange County 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) as agreed upon (October 25, 
2012) by copermittees.  

It should be noted and firmly emphasized that this is another instance of antiquated 
analyses being introduced as applicable metrics. The APPLICANT’S vendor, Adams-
Streeter Engineering was well aware of the nuances and updates for the negotiated 
HMP in South OC.  

Adams-Streeter’s Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) is in fact dated 
November 21, 2012, verbiage includes compliance so sufficient time was left to 
amend or revise before the DEIR was completed and released.  

As the DEIR wasn’t launched until September 15, 2014, additional time was ample. 

The parking structure must be constructed first, not as the penultimate and 
ultimate phases as proposed below: 
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· Phase 1A (Construction of New Preschool/Administration Building): 20
workers, 4 delivery trucks, 25 dump trucks, 25 concrete trucks, and 13-
month duration 

· Phase 1B (Demolition of Existing Buildings [Preschool, Administration and
Fellowship Hall, and the Chapel]): 15 workers, 4 dump trucks, and 3-month 
duration 

· Phase 1B-E1 (Earthwork): 15 workers, 8 dump trucks, and 3-month
duration 

· Phase 1B-E2 (Grading): 15 workers, 4 delivery trucks, 12 dump trucks, 12
concrete trucks, and 3-month duration 

· Phase 1C (Construction of New Community Life Center Building): 20
workers, 4 delivery trucks, 25 dump trucks, 25 concrete trucks, and 12-
month duration 

· Phase 2 (Construction of New Christian Education Building 1): 20
workers, 4 delivery trucks, 25 dump trucks, 25 concrete trucks, and 12-
month duration 

· Phase 3 (Construction of New Christian Education Building 2): 20
workers, 4 delivery trucks, 25 dump trucks, 25 concrete trucks, and 12-
month duration 

· Phase 4 (Construction of the South Half of the Parking Structure): 15
workers, 4 delivery trucks, 20 dump trucks, 20 concrete trucks, and 7-
month duration 

· Phase 5 (Construction of the North Half of the Parking Structure): 15
workers, 4 delivery trucks, 20 dump trucks, 20 concrete trucks, and 7-
month duration 

The following is the written testimony submitted to the Dana Point Planning 
Commission. CWN feels that it has relevance and needs to be part of the DEIR 
record.  

PART IV: City of Dana Point Planning Commission Comments 

Re:            “Study Session” for South Shores Church Project 
 Master Plan DEIR  SCH#2009041129 

Date:     October 13, 2014 
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Time:     6 pm 

Venue:     34052 Del Obispo Street  Dana Point, CA 92629 

I am Roger E. Bütow. I’m a 42-year resident of Laguna Beach, a 42-year builder of 
residential and commercial projects plus the founder and Executive Director of 
Clean Water Now. I’ve been a land use and regulatory compliance advisor for the 
past 16 years. 

“The basic tool for the manipulation of reality is the manipulation of words. 
If you can control the meaning of words, you can control the people who 
must use the words.” 
— Philip K. Dick 

(1) Why wasn’t this “Study Session” called what it is, a "Scoping Session”? 
Yes, Scoping Sessions are voluntary but are always held in advance for fact-
finding, procuring the concerns of stakeholders: That’s why they’re called SCOPING 
SESSIONS! Ever heard of “BACKWARD PLANNING”? 

(2) Why wasn’t this meeting held well in advance, PRIOR to the release of the 
DEIR, honoring the spirit of CEQA?  

(3) Why, although amended/revised several times between the rescinded 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), previous Scoping Session in the spring of 
2010, weren’t any AMENDED Master Plan, publicly noticed revisions placed on a 
City docket?  

There were at least 2 such revisions (March of 2012 & December of 2013), 
including NEW Geotechnical information/tactics  & the significantly revised 
HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY analyses & construction/post-construction Water 
Quality Management Plan (WQMP).  

Holding a Scoping Session 2/3 of the way through a DEIR comment period is un-
professional, it limits public review & input due to time restraints. We call this 
“jumping the algorithm,” it’s like a recipe/formula, things are being done out of 
order. 

(4) Why was the 10-year build-out typified as a MASTER PLAN instead of what it 
is, either a Tiered, Program or Master EIR (MEIR)? This isn’t “nitpicking”, how 
the Project is categorized is a critical CEQA element ignored by the City and LSA. 

Nomenclature decides not only the analysis arc, but the review prioritization, the 
oversight attention from Trustee & Resource agencies. This is why initially filed as 
an MND it got so little response. 

(5) Why is this project getting preferential treatment regarding timelines and 
updated Industry & Regulatory Performance Standards? 10-year or more 
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MEIRs are acceptable for public works projects, specific area management plans, et 
al.  

Private projects are usually on a 5-year limit to completion, to occupancy…I can’t 
find any examples other than large subdivisions, major private development 
corporation projects, etc. that need more than 5 year. 

This Commission should mandate, if ratified, as a condition of approval that the 
Applicant SHALL agree to a second, subsequent “de novo” EIR, commensurate 
with updated Performance Standards. It MUST be required near the end of the 1st 
EIR’s lifespan, whenever that may be. 

Last, no one doubts the intrinsic, the spiritual rectitude, the inherent non-material 
good deeds of this religious group’s history and its contributions to the community. 
No one questions or challenges that. As a Vietnam-era Marine myself, I appreciate 
their commitment to the Marine Corps. 

But it IS a commercial, a corporate endeavor; it has a business and revenue model. 
Expanding this site so grossly is no doubt part of that long-term portfolio strategy. 
It’s a significant, monolithic site re-development project, declaring it an 
“expansion” is also misleading. 

This project should be judged by its extrinsic, its invasive physical and material 
impacts, the same metrics this Commission would use for any other commercial 
enterprise. To do otherwise is to treat this Project with biased, pre-disposed 
favoritism, something other Dana Point businesses do not receive. 

The following is the corrected CEQA Checklist that CWN submitted regarding the 
now rescinded MND of 2009. It provided our assessment then and the present DEIR 
offering is as fatally flawed  in our opinion 

Neither the PROJECT as described and/or proposed in the more recent NOA, or the 
ALT. #2 offered yet barely described in the DEIR, persuades CWN that anything has 
changed in 5 years. Both PROJECTS are objectionable and should be summarily 
rejected. 

CWN profoundly believes that numerous CEQA notification violations by the CITY 
have taken place. The September 15, 2014 PROJECT description fails any 
reasonable, fair or substantial issue argument standard.  

That NOA falsely identifies the PROJECT in a minimalist manner and CWN believes 
with intent via glaring omissions and incorrect project component sizes. 

Failing to offer what CWN has in ALT. #3, the APPLICANT needs to re-think its 
master strategy.  
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V. CEQA CHECKLIST AS ANALYZED BY CWN (Submitted on 
March 22, 2010) Original analyst’s determinations carry 
checkmarks, ours are inked out solidly: 
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From the desk of: 

Roger E. Bütow   
Founder & Executive Director  
Landline Office Phone: (949) 715.1912   (No texting) 
Mailing Address: PO Box 4711 Laguna Beach CA 92652  
Email:  roger@clean-water-now.org or rogerbutow@me.com 
Web: www.clean-water-now.org 

CLEAN WATER NOW (est. 1998) is an innovative, science-based 
organization committed to solution-oriented collaboration as a means of 
developing safe, sustainable water supplies and preserving healthy 
ecosystems. 
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CLEAN WATER NOW (ROGER BUTOW)  

 

LETTER CODE: I-29 

DATE: October 30, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-1 

This comment is introductory and requests that the City or LSA Associates respond to the 

comments on the Draft EIR submitted on October 30, 2014. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-2 

This comment states that previous comments by Clean Water Now (CWN) and other commenters 

were not answered or directly addressed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the comment asserts that 

comments from the previous 2009 Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and 2010 Scoping 

Session were cut and pasted into the Draft EIR. The comment expresses concern that these 

comments were intentionally omitted despite the requirements of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA).  

 

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this Final EIR includes responses 

to comments on the Draft EIR. As discussed in Common Response No. 2, after the MND was 

prepared, the City decided to table the project and prepare an EIR. Therefore, any comments on 

the IS/MND have no bearing on the EIR and are not required to be included in the Draft EIR. 

 

Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR includes a summary of comments received at the March 4, 2010 

Scoping Meeting. The comments are addressed, as applicable, in the environmental analysis 

sections in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. The oral comments and comment letters are included in 

Appendix A of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 15084(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines 

“…The Lead Agency must consider all information and comments received. The information or 

comments may be included in the draft EIR in whole or in part.” While CEQA does not require 

that comments received at public forums and made prior to the release of the Draft EIR be 

formally responded to, every effort has been made to respond to any and all comments made by 

members of the public.  (See, pp.1-4 of Draft EIR, Executive Summary.)      

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-3 

This comment cites Section 1.5, Areas of Controversy, from the Draft EIR and states the 

commenter’s opinion about the Draft EIR’s responses to the cited areas of controversy. The 

comment also notes that the commenter has reviewed the Draft EIR and finds it to be deficient 

and flawed.  

 



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
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This comment does not include any specific concerns with respect to how Areas of Controversy 

were addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment does not contain any substantive comments or 

questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-4 

This comment suggests that the October 13, 2014 Planning Commission was a “scoping session” 

in disguise. The comment also expresses concern for the manner in which the City has fulfilled its 

requirements as a Lead Agency.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 1. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-5 

This comment expresses concern about the information presented in the Draft EIR and the 

responsiveness of the document to previous submissions. The comment notes that insufficient or 

non-existent studies were cited in the document, and that stakeholders cannot understand the 

proposed project as it is described in the Draft EIR. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 2 regarding previous submissions and the new or updated 

technical studies prepared for the Draft EIR. The comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-6 

This comment includes an excerpt from State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.3, Consideration 

and Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts. It appears that the commenter is suggesting 

that the discussions of significant impacts were not adequately analyzed according to the CEQA 

Guidelines. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the 

Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-7 

This comment states that the Applicant violated CEQA requirements because the Pointe Monarch 

Homeowner’s Association (HOA) and property management company were not notified of the 

proposed project’s intention to abandon a 20-year old detention basin. The comment asserts that 

the effects of hydrological changes have not been addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment also 

asserts that the detention basin does not connect, transport, nor convey runoff down-gradient to 

Pointe Monarch. The comment concludes in asserting that engineering reports indicated that 

millions of gallons of runoff will be directly conveyed to the detention basin exclusively from the 

project site.  
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The residents of Pointe Monarch were all notified by mail of the preparation and availability of 

the Draft EIR. The purpose of a Draft EIR is to inform the public about a proposed project and its 

potential environmental impacts. Section 4.8.2 of the Draft EIR describes the existing drainage 

pattern on the project site. Section 4.8.6 of the Draft EIR describes changes to the drainage 

system including the on-site retention system which would replace the drainage basin in the 

southeast corner of the property. Section 4.8.6 of the Draft EIR also explains that the underground 

detention system would reduce peak flows to below that of existing conditions, reducing the 

potential for downstream flooding or erosion. Flows leaving the detention system would 

discharge directly into the existing concrete v-ditch. Therefore, the Draft EIR has adequately 

described future hydrologic conditions resulting from implementation of the proposed project. 

  

As explained in the Draft EIR, to implement the requirements of the MS4 Permit, the 

copermittees developed a Drainage Area Master Plan (DAMP) that includes a Model New 

Development and Redevelopment Program (Model Program). The DAMP identifies measures 

intended to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the Maximum Extent Practicable level (MEP) 

using BMPs, control techniques and systems, engineering methods, and other appropriate 

provisions. Per the requirements in the DAMP and the MS4 Permit, the City has adopted a Local 

Implementation Plan (LIP) implementing the DAMP and MS4 Permit in its jurisdiction. Chapter 

15.10 of the City’s Municipal Code, in turn, implements the DAMP and LIP, by requiring the 

developers of “priority development projects” to submit a Water Quality Management Plan 

(WQMP) to the City for approval. “All Water Quality Management Plans must be consistent with 

the City’s Model WQMP, including demonstrating compliance with all applicable WQMP 

requirements and low impact development and hydromodification requirements provided for in 

the City’s Local Implementation Plan.” (DPMC § 15.10.060(e).) Among other requirements, the 

WQMP must identify BMPs to prevent pollutants from entering the storm sewer system, to the 

maximum extent practicable. (DPMC § 15.10.060(d).) Further, it must ensure the long-term 

maintenance and performance of such BMPs. (DPMC § 15.10.060(i).)   

 

See Common Response No. 6 and also Common Response No. 13 for additional information 

regarding hydrologic and water quality issues related to the proposed project.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-8 

This comment asserts that the existing detention basin reduces pollutant loading in the Wildlife 

Enhancement Project Area under the Monarch Beach Resort Specific Plan. The comment asserts 

that the project will not reduce Fecal Indicator Bacteria. Additionally, the comment indicates that 

vortex separation systems have the potential to create vectors for disease.  

 

The Monarch Beach Resort Specific Plan (MBRSP) does not designate the lot located to the east 

and south of the project site as “Wildlife Enhancement Project Area.” It is designated as 

MBR/RSF-14 in the MBRSP to allow for residential projects with a maximum density of 14 

dwelling units per acre. This property was later dedicated as “Open Space” at the time of 

approval of discretionary permits for residential neighborhood currently referred to as “Pointe 

Monarch.” 

 

Section 4.8.6 of the Draft EIR states that the primary pollutant of concern is indicator bacteria. 

The proposed project’s Retention/Biofiltration BMPs include roof drain planter boxes, storm 
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water planters, proprietary biofilters, and biofiltration swales/depressed landscape to address 

indicator bacteria. Regular BMP maintenance is required and specified in Mitigation Measure 

4.8.3 in order to ensure that the systems continue to operate properly over time and do not serve 

as vectors for diseases.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-9 

This comment asserts that the existing detention basin has biological sustainability functions. It 

appears that the commenter is asserting that removal of the detention basin will create impacts to 

both flora and fauna down gradient from the project site. 

 

The existing detention basin was constructed for drainage control, not for bio retention. The 

existing detention basin was constructed by the Applicant and was always envisioned to be 

temporary. The vegetation within the basin is removed on a regular basis, nor is there any basis 

for a claim that the basin makes significant contributions to the growth of vegetation down 

gradient of the basin. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts 

on biological resources as a result of eliminating the basin. The existing detention basin will be 

removed with the proposed project due to the establishment of a new larger detention basin on the 

project site. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-10 

This comment expresses concern that property managers for Pointe Monarch were not notified 

about the re-direction of runoff, and therefore, allowing the project Applicant to divert runoff that 

may cause or create flooding or erosion near the Pointe Monarch property line. 

 

As described in Response to Comment I-29-7, Section 4.8.6 of the Draft EIR describes changes to 

the drainage system including the on-site retention system which would replace the drainage 

basin in the southeast corner of the property. Section 4.8.6 of the Draft EIR also explains that the 

underground detention system would reduce peak flows to below that of existing conditions, 

reducing the potential for downstream flooding or erosion. Flows leaving the detention system 

would discharge directly into the existing concrete v-ditch. Therefore, the Draft EIR has 

adequately described future hydrologic conditions resulting from implementation of the proposed 

project. 

 

See Common Response No. 6 and also Common Response No. 13 for additional information 

regarding hydrologic and water quality issues related to the proposed project.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-11  

This comment states that CWN supported the hiring of LSA Associates and suggests that the 

Draft EIR is a recycling of the previous environmental review. The comment also suggests that 

the project Applicant has ignored the project site’s neighbors’ quality of life and has received 

preferential treatment in interactions with the City. The comment expresses concern that the time 

spent on the proposed project does not necessarily ensure a quality product.  
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Please refer to Common Response No. 1 and No. 2 regarding the comment related to previous 

environmental review. The remaining portion of the comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-12 

This comment states that there have been seven Master Plan iterations since 2003, and the words 

Draft Master, Tiered, or Program EIR have not been utilized in the environmental document.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 7. The comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-13 

This comment expresses concern as that project has not been described as a Tiered, Program, or 

Master EIR. The comment further asserts that the label of “Master Plan” has been used 

incorrectly and suggests that description is removed. The comment suggests that the transition 

from an MND to an EIR indicates both favoritism and prejudice by the City.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 2 and Common Response No. 7. The comment does not 

contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further 

response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-14 

This comment gives background on the 1989 South Shores Baptist Church renovation and CEQA 

documentation prepared by the County of Orange Environmental Management Agency 

(OCEMA). The Coastal Development Permit and OCEMA documentation are attached to this 

comment. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the 

Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-15 

This comment expresses the commenter’s concern on many topics. The comment stated that the 

City should have done more to facilitate oversight and review of the proposed project by state and 

federal Public Trustee and Resource Agencies. Additionally, the comment also suggests that 

money and time were wasted where Alternative No. 2 also contains too much expansion on a 

questionable unstable location. The comment concludes in expressing CWN’s plan to challenge 

to the 9/12/14 Notice of Availability (NOA), 2009 MND, and 2010 Notice of Preparation (NOP). 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 1 and Common Response No. 12. The comment does not 

contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further 

response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-29-16 

This comment expresses CWN’s objection to the use of “Master Plan” to describe the proposed 

project. Additionally, the comment requests the use of a Master EIR to evaluate the project under 

CEQA requirements.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 7. The comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-17 

This comment states that the Draft EIR describes the project site as a 6-acre parcel, which is 

based on the total size of the parcel owned by the Applicant. The comment requests that the 

parcel be described according to the amount of buildable land, which the commenter asserts to be 

5 acres.  

 

In an EIR, it is typical to describe a project site based on the acreage of the parcel and then to 

describe the area of project features on the site, which is provided in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR. 

As shown on the project plans and described in the Title Report for the project site dated March 

28, 2006, the project site is 6.0 acres. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-18 

This comment requests that the Applicant demonstrate sufficient capital to finance the entire 

project before proceeding. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the 

Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-19 

This comment expresses concern about the potential for construction delays that might extend the 

build-out period beyond the 10-years outlined in the Master Plan and Draft EIR. The comment 

suggests a 5-year build out to reduce what the commenter refers to as “exploitation by the 

Applicant.” The comment also recommends that the Applicant is not exempted from updated 

building standards during the 10-year construction period.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 3. The comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-20 

This comment expresses concern that the utilization of the “Master Plan” designation will exempt 

the project from certain legal and development requirements. The comment uses hydrology and 
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storm water runoff requirements as an example of this concern. The comment requests the use of 

the Master EIR format.  

 

As indicated on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR and described further in Common Response No. 7, 

according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, a Project EIR is appropriate for specific 

development projects in which information is available for all phases of the project, including 

planning, construction, and operation. Because this type of information was available for the 

proposed project at the time of the preparation of the Draft EIR, the City made the decision to 

prepare the Draft EIR as a Project EIR. The Draft EIR is a project specific planning document, 

and should not be construed as a conceptual or programmatic planning document.  

 

The proposed project is required to comply with all applicable water regulations, inclusive of 

NPDES requirements, effective at the time building permits are issued. Therefore, the Draft EIR 

does not function as a Development Agreement or other vested right that precludes the proposed 

project from future Regional Board MS4 and NPDES permit changes. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-21  

This comment states that the project should not be allowed more than a 5-year construction 

period. The comment expresses concern that the project Applicant will stretch out construction 

the construction phase to be 4-5 years of construction during the 10-year period. The comment 

concludes in stating that since only 72 months of actual demolition and construction is required, a 

5-year timeline to project completion would not be impossible to achieve.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-22 

This comment suggests that the Study Session held on October 13, 2014 was in fact a Study 

Session. The comment also states that scoping sessions are voluntary under CEQA, but should 

have occurred prior to beginning the Draft EIR process.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 1. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-23  

This comment states that there was much confusion about the “project” as portrayed at the 

October 13, 2014 Study Session meeting. The comment notes that Alternative No. 2 was 

presented as the preferred project, and the commenter requests clarification on the meaning of 

that designation. In addition, the comment expresses concern why the study session occurred 

during the public review period, rather than prior to the posting of the Draft EIR. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 1. Alternative 2 is an alternative to the proposed project in 

the Draft EIR and is therefore discussed in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. The 

Applicant has indicated its willingness and preference for the City to approve a revised version of 

Alternative 2. While Alternative 2 and Revised Alternative 2 do not avoid any significant 
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unmitigated impacts of the proposed project because there are no significant unmitigated impacts 

associated with the proposed project, Alternative 2 and Revised Alternative 2 are reduced 

development alternatives that attempt to respond to certain comments and concerns associated 

with the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-24  

This comment expresses concern for the reason why the October 13, 2014 study session occurred 

during the public review period and not prior to the posting of the Draft EIR. The comment 

questions if the Master Plan updates and revisions were shared with the stakeholders.  

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 1. The comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-25 

This comment expresses concern that amendments to the Master Plan were not fully disclosed to 

the stakeholders, specifically regarding revisions to geotechnical information, hydrology/water 

quality analyses, and the Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). 

 

The implied assertion that somehow the proposed project has not been subjected to public review 

is false.  The revisions to the proposed project related to geotechnical, water quality and 

construction issues (which preceded the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR) were a direct 

result of the comments received during the public processes.  The members of the public have 

had and will continue to have extensive public participation opportunities with respect to the 

proposed project.  

 

As stated, proposed construction methods resulting from revised geotechnical approaches were 

modified over the past several years as a result of the Applicant wanting to ensure that the 

proposed project would result in the least impacts possible and reflect state of the art best 

management practices. However, it should also be noted that the proposed project analyzed in the 

Draft EIR is nearly identical to the project described in the Notice of Preparation (NOP). Further, 

there is no requirement that revisions be brought forward for public review prior to releasing a 

Draft EIR. The proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR now includes several modifications to 

geotechnical information and water quality issues. See also Response to Comment I-8-4 and 

Common Response No. 1. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-26 

This comment suggests that the avoidance of a Master EIR, holding a study session after the 

posting of the Draft EIR, and the allowance of a South Shores Church member to prepare the 

original MND indicate wrongdoings by the City. 

 

Please refer to Common Responses No. 1, Common Response No. 5, and Common Response No. 

7. The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the 

Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-29-27  

This comment states that the square footage cited in the NOA does not include the 19,000 square 

feet that will remain intact on the project site. The comment also states that the project Applicant 

stated preference for Alternative No. 2 during the October 13, 2014 Study Session meeting, and 

the commenter requests clarification about the accuracy of the project description. 

 

The NOA includes a discussion of the new building space in order to describe how the project 

site would change. Please refer to Response to Comment I-29-23. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-28 

This comment states that all vehicular parking stalls should be completed at the initiation of 

construction during Phase I. 

 

The Applicant has modified the construction phasing of Alternative 2 in response to comments 

requesting that the Parking Structure be constructed sooner in the Master Plan. As described in 

Section 1.4, Refinements to Alternative 2, of this Final EIR, the Applicant now proposes 

construction of the southern half of the parking structure as Phase 2 (this was formerly Phase 4).  

 

While Revised Alternative 2 would not construct the Parking Structure as Phase 1A and would, 

therefore, not create all of the parking stalls at the initiation of construction, it would increase the 

number of parking spaces available on-site during all subsequent phases of construction and 

eliminate the need for off-site parking following the first 2 months of construction of Phase 1C 

for the remainder of Phase 1C. Further, no on-site parking deficits would be anticipated during 

the two-year pause in construction activities between Phase 1.C and the newly proposed Phase 2. 

Refer to Section 1.4, Refinements to Alternative 2, of this Final EIR for additional discussion 

regarding the specific elements of Revised Alternative 2.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-29  

This comment expresses CWN’s preference for Alternative No. 3, despite the need for 

clarification about the time needed for completion. The comment also states that the project’s 

square footage should include both the parking structure and the occupied building space. The 

comment asserts that the parking structure is not adequately described in the NOA. 

 

Common Response No. 8 addresses comments regarding the way the Parking Structure is 

described in the Draft EIR’s Project Description. As discussed in Common Response No. 8, it is 

standard planning practice to describe parking facilities in terms of the number of stalls they 

provide rather than their square footage. This practice is based on the fact that most jurisdictions, 

including the City of Dana Point, set forth parking requirements in their Zoning Ordinances that 

require the provision of a minimum number of parking stalls based on the proposed uses to be 

included as part of a project. Because such parking requirements are primarily concerned with the 

number of stalls provided to serve the planned uses, the gross square footage of a parking facility 

is considered an ancillary use and is not calculated as building square footage. 
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Therefore, the description of the proposed project’s Parking Structure included in the NOA and 

the Draft EIR is consistent with standard planning practice. Pages 3-13 and 3-14 in Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, of the Draft EIR include a detailed description of the various design features 

of the Parking Structure, including its access points, building materials, and the heights of its 

elevator tower and perimeter walls. 

 

The environmental impacts related to the proposed Parking Structure are analyzed throughout the 

Draft EIR. The CalEEMod emissions model prepared in support of the Draft EIR’s air quality and 

greenhouse gas analysis considered the demand for electricity generated by the Parking 

Structure’s lighting and ventilation systems. The aesthetic impacts of the proposed Parking 

Structure are analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4.1-14 

of the Draft EIR, although the height and massing associated with the proposed project would be 

an increase from the existing structures on the project site, the proposed project would not be 

visually inconsistent with the heights and massing of the current development in the surrounding 

area which is generally characterized by low- to medium-density uses comprising one and two-

story buildings.   

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-30 

This comment inquires why Alternative No. 2 did not receive equal attention in the Draft EIR if it 

is the project Applicant’s preferred alternative. The comment asks if entitlements will be granted 

for the entire Master Plan even if Alternative No. 2 is chosen. The comment concludes in stating 

CWN’s objection to the October 13, 2014 Study Session. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment I-29-23. The comment does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-31 

This comment states that if Alternative No. 2 is preferred, CWN opposes the preferred alternative 

due to its “monolithic” design, inadequate mitigation, and negative environmental impacts.  

 

This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. Please 

refer to Common Response No. 10. The comment does not contain any specific substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-32 

This comment states that while Alternative No. 2 reduces the building square footage, increased 

hardscape would continue to impact site hydrology and water quality.  

 

Please refer to Responses to Comments I-29-7 and I-29-8. As discussed in Chapter 5.0 of the 

Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would create less impervious area than the proposed project; therefore, 

the potential for hydrology and water quality impacts is less than that of the proposed project. 
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Under Revised Alternative 2, the alternative that the Applicant now seeks City approval of, the 

impervious area on the project site would increase by a lesser amount than the proposed project 

(0.87 acre increase rather than 1.25 acre increase) and the total peak flows from the project site 

would be further reduced. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-33 

This comment expresses concern that the square footage of Alternative No. 2 is not presented 

clearly in the Draft EIR.  

 

As shown on page 5-10 of the Draft EIR, Table 5.C identifies the square footage of Alternative 2 

and delineates the square footage by new construction (51,651 sf) and total master plan building 

area, which includes the existing sanctuary building (71,729 sf).  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-34 

This comment describes the Applicant’s project as a minimalist offering that merely complies 

with the California Green Building Code. The comment also notes that the California Green 

Building Code is not mitigation; rather, it is the law.   

 

The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the 

Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-35 

This comment questions why the Applicant did not pursue Leadership in Energy & 

Environmental Design (LEED) certification if the goal of the project is to rehabilitate the 

buildings on the project site. The comment includes a description of the benefits of LEED 

certification. 

 

The City does not require any projects to be LEED certified, and the proposed project was not 

designed to achieve LEED certification. The proposed project would meet or exceed the 

California Green Building Code requirements, and would not result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-36 

This comment expresses concern why there is not mechanism to recycle the storm water runoff or 

volumes collected in the subterranean cistern, in addition to other practices to reduce the 

proposed project’s carbon footprint.  

 

These optional requests have been considered. The Revised Preliminary WQMP indicates that 

there is not sufficient landscape irrigation needs to justify rainwater harvesting and reuse. 

Disinfection treatment and plumbing code regulations would make indoor use economically 

infeasible. Redundant systems would be required to address uncertainty in rainwater supply is 



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15» 2-494 

also prohibitive. Drought tolerant and native landscaping is required to reduce water 

requirements. 

 

Therefore, the proposed project was not designed to recycle storm water. Further, as described on 

page 4.6-13 of the Draft EIR, the total net increase in GHG emissions from the proposed project 

would be less than the SCAQMD interim tiered GHG emissions threshold for mixed-use projects 

(the land use category most applicable to the proposed church use). The total net increase in GHG 

emissions from the proposed project would include both direct (amortized construction, area 

source, and mobile) and indirect (electricity, solid waste, and water usage) GHG emissions. 

Therefore, the operation proposed project would not result in significant generation of GHGs, 

either directly or indirectly, would not have a significant impact on the environment due to GHG 

emissions, and no mitigation, including storm water recycling, is required.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-37 

This comment expresses concern why LEED certification was not pursued by the project 

Applicant in the efforts to “modernize” the buildings.  

 

See Response to Comment I-29-35. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-38 

This comment expresses concern about who will monitor and enforce the conditions of the 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 

 

The CUP will allow for specific pre-school enrollment levels and the occupancy of the Sanctuary 

building/size of Sunday services is controlled by the size of the building itself. The City will 

enforce the conditions of approval via its Code Enforcement staff. If there are any violations in 

use in the future, the CUP can be brought back to the Planning Commission for further review or 

to amend provisions of the permit. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-39 

This comment asks why the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) and the California 

Coastal Commission (CCC) were not included in Table 3.F, Probable Future Actions by 

Responsible Agencies. 

 

OCTA has no jurisdiction over the project site and is not a responsible agency under CEQA. As 

discussed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, the City of Dana Point has the authority to approve the 

proposed project and issue the Coastal Development Permit under its Local Coastal Program. 

Because the site is not within the CCC appeal jurisdiction, discretionary actions made by the City 

are not appealable to the CCC and the CCC is not a responsible agency under CEQA. However, 

both the OCTA and the CCC were included in the distribution of the NOA for the Draft EIR in 

order to solicit their comments. 
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RESPONSE I-29-40 

This comment expresses concern that the project would block scenic ocean and inland views from 

the Scenic Vista along Crown Valley Parkway. The comment also expresses concern that the 

project would block natural sunlight from the Monarch Bay Villas HOA.  

 

As discussed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would partially obstruct/block 

views of the surrounding hills from nearby roads and sidewalks, including the City-designated 

scenic roadway (i.e., Crown Valley Parkway), but would include architectural design elements 

that would help to enhance the visual character of views from Crown Valley Parkway. The Draft 

EIR found that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts on views of 

the Pacific Ocean from Crown Valley Parkway and that motorists along Crown Valley Parkway 

would continue to enjoy dramatic ocean views as they head west toward Pacific Coast Highway 

following project implementation. The City has not adopted a threshold under CEQA for impacts 

to natural sunlight. See also Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-41 

This comment expresses concern that the project design is not consistent with surrounding 

development and will dominate the bluff from the perspective of viewers along the Salt Creek 

Corridor. 

 

As discussed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, no views of the open space or undeveloped Salt 

Creek Canyon or Salt Creek Trail would be obstructed by the proposed project. The proposed 

project would be architecturally consistent with the existing surrounding development, and views 

of the Salt Creek Canyon and the Salt Creek Bike Trail would continue to be visible. See also 

Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-42 

This comment expresses concern for new nighttime light sources and extended use of those 

sources due to the proposed project. The comment also cites concern for nighttime light to 

contribute to urban light pollution, interfere with night sky views, and inhibit wildlife migration. 

The comment also states concern for the use of LED lighting within new fixtures on the project 

site. The comment asserts that light impacts are under-valued and that the Draft EIR does not 

mitigate these impacts below a level of significance.  

 

As discussed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, lighting on the project site would not illuminate 

areas off site because it will be shielded and directed downward. Therefore, it is anticipated that 

lighting associated with the proposed project would not create a substantial new source of light 

affecting nighttime views in the area or illuminate areas outside the project boundary.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-43 

This comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR did not consider the possibility that breeding 

gnatcatchers, which were formerly acknowledged in the MND (2009), retreated to the 
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northeastern quadrant of the site. The comment is concerned that the gnatcatcher could be 

affected by the new sources of light and noise.  

 

As discussed in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, it was determined that the coastal California 

gnatcatcher is known to occur in coastal sage scrub east of the project site, at least occasionally 

utilizes the undisturbed coastal sage scrub in the lower northeastern corner of the project site, and 

may use the disturbed coastal sage scrub further up the slope on the project site. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I-29-42 regarding nighttime lighting.  

 

As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, potential on-site noise sources generated by the 

proposed project would primarily include activities associated with the children’s play areas. This 

would be a similar type of noise as that generated by children playing in the existing preschool 

courtyard.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-44 

This comment states that the reaction wall at the base of the project is monolithic and physically 

intrusive.  

 

As shown in Figures 3.6 a through 3.6 c, Site Plan Cross Sections, in Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, of the Draft EIR, the reaction wall would be below grade and is not visible. The 

comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft 

EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-45 

This comment states that the cumulative impacts of the new lighting installations will not be 

reduced below a level of significance. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment I-29-42. Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR states none of the 

cumulative projects considered in the Draft EIR are in the area surrounding the project site; 

therefore, they would not contribute to a cumulative lighting impact. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-46 

This comment expresses concern for the origins of the topsoil on the project site and whether it 

will be imported from an off-site location. Additionally, the comment asks if there will be 

stockpiling or hauling off-site, and whether these construction activities will affect air quality 

over the 10-year construction phase. 

 

Import and export of soil is discussed for each phase of construction in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft 

EIR. These values were used in calculating emissions associated with construction activities in 

Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR. No exceedances of any criteria pollutants are expected during 

construction activities for the proposed project and therefore no significant impacts would occur. 
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RESPONSE I-29-47 

This comment questions potential California gnatcatcher and cactus wren habitat disruptions in 

light of previous biological studies conducted for the MND. The comment expresses opposition 

to the use of an in-lieu fee for disruption of the area.  

 

The statewide NCCP program was developed with the guidance of a Scientific Review Panel, 

with the coastal California gnatcatcher and San Diego cactus wren as target species. The specific 

Central/Coastal Orange County NCCP/HCP was developed with extensive input and concurrence 

by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 

subject to analysis and public input through a joint Environmental Impact 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report. The Plan as originally adopted included preservation of 

over 18,500 acres of Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) habitat; approximately 300 acres of additional 

CSS have been included in the Nature Reserve of Orange County since that time and the Irvine 

Company has dedicated more than 15,000 acres of preserved open space in addition to the 

NROC. The purpose of the identified mitigation fee is to provide additional funding to NROC for 

the management and enhancement of the preserved open space. Utilization of the mitigation fee 

option is limited to impacts on land that is not considered by the wildlife agencies to essential to 

the conservation of the target and identified species. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.1 is 

consistent with the requirements of the adopted NCCP/HCP for the area that includes the project 

site, and will reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-48 

This comment express concern that the restored habitat established in the Monarch Beach Resort 

Specific Plan has failed to be monitored and maintained over the years. The comment adds that 

runoff from the existing site has contributed to these conditions in the restored habitat. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the 

Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. See Common Response No. 6. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-49 

This comment states that the NPDES permit recommends minimal compaction, and the project 

and Alternative No. 2 essentially excavate the entire top of the hillside. 

 

The general NPDES permit encourages minimizing soil excavation and compaction, which can 

reduce the potential for sediment remaining offsite and allow percolation of water in less densely 

compacted soil.  However, that general recommendation is no substitute for geotechnical 

engineering analysis and bluff construction where stability is critical. The geotechnical 

recommendations regarding compaction of soils discussed in the Geotechnical Reports (refer to 

Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR) are intended specifically for development 

activities associated with the proposed project and Alternative 2 on the project site. Adherence to 

the specific recommendations of the Geotechnical Reports in Appendix E, as described in 

Mitigation Measure 4.5.1, will be necessary. 
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As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 

will comply with the City’s Model WQMP, which is consistent with the Municipal NPDES 

Permit for the San Diego Region, Order No. R9-2009-0002, and will be updated to comply with 

the most recently adopted NPDES MS4 Permit, R9-2015-0001, adopted on February 11, 2015 

and becomes effective on April 1, 2015. The proposed project will comply with the requirements 

set forth in the most recent Permit, R9-2015-0001 as well as future updates. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-50 

This comment expresses concern that the soil borings did not test for subterranean pollutants.  

 

The purpose of the geological subsurface borings was to determine the geologic and engineering 

characterization of the subsurface conditions that may affect the proposed development of the site 

from a geotechnical standpoint. Specific stratigraphic and structural geologic features were 

stratigraphically and structurally identified in order to create a refined geologic model for 

engineering analysis (see Appendix E of the Draft EIR). A Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the proposed project (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) in 

conformance with the scope and limitations of American Society for Testing and Materials 

(ASTM) Practice E 1527-05, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 312. The Phase I ESA 

reviewed standard regulatory record sources which included Federal, State and local 

environmental databases, pertaining to documented and/or suspected releases of regulated 

hazardous substances and/or petroleum products within specified search distances. The Phase I 

ESA revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection with the project 

site. Therefore, additional environmental investigation at the site, including soil borings, was not 

warranted. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-51 

This comment cites the Hydrology Report and Section 4.8 from the Draft EIR, and states that the 

acreage of the parcel, as described, is misleading. As a result, the comment asserts that the 

hydrology and impervious area calculations are incorrect. 

 

The hydrology and impervious acreage calculations discussed in the Master Plan Hydrology 

Report and the Draft EIR for the proposed project are correct. In addition, a Supplemental 

Hydrology Report and a Revised Preliminary WQMP have been prepared by Adams-Streeter 

Engineers to address Revised Alternative 2, the reduced development alternative that the 

Applicant seeks City approval for at this time (refer to Attachments A and B to this Final EIR for 

copies of these reports). The impervious area on the project site would increase by a lesser 

amount under Revised Alternative 2 than the proposed project (0.87 acre increase rather than 1.25 

acre increase) and the total peak flows from the project site would be further reduced. 

 

 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  

C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15 2-499 

RESPONSE I-29-52 

This comment asserts that the hydrology analysis included in the Draft EIR is incorrect and 

misleading due to lack of evidence and quantifiable information. The comment states that the 

Draft EIR in its entirety lacks the supporting evidence necessary to arrive at the conclusions.  

 

Project-specific technical studies were prepared in support of the Draft EIR. A complete list of 

these is provided in Common Response No. 2. Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

Draft EIR relied on the Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (Adams-Streeter Civil 

Engineers, Inc., November 21, 2012) and the Master Plan Hydrology Report (Adams-Streeter 

Civil Engineers, Inc., February 29, 2012), which are included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. 

Both hydrology documents contained specific evidence and quantified analysis, including 

calculations of before and postproject runoff discharge rates and durations.  

In addition, a Supplemental Hydrology Report and a Revised Preliminary WQMP have been 

prepared by Adams-Streeter Engineers to address Revised Alternative 2, the reduced 

development alternative that the Applicant seeks City approval for at this time as well as to 

address certain hydrology and water quality questions raised in comments to the Draft EIR (refer 

to Attachments A and B to this Final EIR for copies of these reports).  Included in the 

Supplemental Hydrology Report is a detailed assessment of the capability of the off-site v-ditch 

and Pointe Monarch flow-through retention basin to handle adequately the storm water proposed 

to be discharged at the north east corner of the project site. Additional analysis at the time of final 

engineering to ensure that the on-site detention system is constructed in a manner that ensures 

that the drainage system adequately conveys all storm water up to and including during 100-year 

storm events will be required as a part of the permit process. See Common Response No. 6. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-53 

This comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR’s CEQA threshold significance 

determinations are made through circular reasoning rather than evidentiary support.  

 

This comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. This comment will be 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-54 

This comment states that the Draft EIR’s reliance on the Boyle Engineer (1991) hydrology report 

and lack of in situ field observations result in an inadequate analysis of peak discharge impacts to 

stormwater drainage facilities and downstream networks. 

 

See Response to Comment I-29-52 above.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-55 

This comment asserts that the intake system near Point Monarch has not been adequately 

analyzed as to whether it could handle peak drainage flow from the existing Monarch Bay Villas, 
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the nearby habitat area, and the proposed project. The comment also inquires as to the peak flow 

containment potential of the v-ditch. The comment further suggests that the Applicant does not 

have easement rights to the v-ditch in its title documents. 

 

See Response to Comment I-29-52 above. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-56 

This comment inquires as to when the project site was rezoned from a residential to a commercial 

use for the purposes of determining the appropriate jurisdictional and regulatory review and 

compliance parameters for a land use of its type.  

 

The project site is designated Community Facilities (CF) on both the City’s General Plan Land 

Use Map and the zoning map, which are the adopted, current City planning documents applicable 

to the project site. See also Response to Comment I-21-9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-57 

This comment inquires as to whether or not the Applicant retains any entitlement/easement rights 

to the v-ditch adjacent to the Monarch Bay Villas for drainage flows from the project site, as the 

Monarch Bay Villas are currently the only discharge contributor to this storm water conveyance 

system.  

 

As documented in the Master Plan Hydrology Report, dated February 29, 2012, the Applicant has 

an easement agreement with the owner of the property on which the v-ditch in question is located 

that permits the Church to discharge up to all six acres of the project site’s storm water runoff at 

the southeast corner of the project site. Included in the Supplemental Hydrology Report, dated 

February 17, 2015, is a detailed assessment of the capability of the off-site v-ditch and Pointe 

Monarch flow-through retention basin to handle adequately the storm water proposed to be 

discharged at the northeast corner of the project site. Additional analysis at the time of final 

engineering to ensure that the on-site detention system is constructed in a manner that ensures 

that the drainage system adequately conveys all storm water up to and including during 100-year 

storm events will be required as a part of the permit process. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-58 

This comment addresses the proposed Continuous Deflection System (CDS unit) and suggests 

that the CDS unit has been mischaracterized in the Draft EIR as having greater pollutant 

treatment potential and capacity than the unit is able to provide. Furthermore, the comment states 

that allowing the Applicant to divert flows into the v-ditch currently designated for the Monarch 

Bay Villas will violate the Priority Development Project (PDP) of the National Pollutant 

Discharges Elimination System Permit (NPDES) in relation to Maximum Extent Practicable Best 

Management Practices (BMPs). 

 

The CDS/hydrodynamic separation unit is proposed to provide pre-treatment of the underground 

detention basin only, which is industry standard. The biofiltration BMPs, which are the only 
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acceptable BMPs, as mandated in the NPDES MS4 Permit, where infiltration is not feasible, will 

address the priority pollutant, indicator bacteria. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-59 

This comment asserts that postponing construction of the proposed project’s parking structure 

will only extend the proposed project’s non-compliance with previously discussed stormwater 

discharge standards and entitlement to use the v-ditch that has shared use with Monarch Bay 

Villas.  

 

In response to public comments, the construction phasing has been updated to provide for 

construction of the southern half of the Parking Structure earlier in the Master Plan construction 

sequence (refer to Revised Alternative 2). The proposed on-site underground detention system 

and modular wetland treatment system are proposed to be constructed in Phase 1 of the proposed 

project to assure compliance with water quality objectives. See Common Response No. 6 and the 

construction phasing plans for Revised Alternative 2, which are provided in Figures 2a through 

2c of this Final EIR. 

 

See also Response to Comment I-9-8. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-60 

This comment states that Salt Creek is designated federally as a 303(s) impaired water body, and 

as such, the Applicant has failed to reduce or remove fecal bacterial indicators (FIB) under Total 

Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) on-site before discharging run-off to this water body. 

Furthermore, the comment asserts that the proposed project would result in violations to the 2009 

NPDES Permit (R9-2009-0002), and alteration of surface flows on the bluff would result in 

impacts to the detention basin.  

 

See Response to Comment I-12-11 for a list of potential BMPs that may be implemented as part 

of the proposed project. The Construction BMPs provided are industry standard and have been 

shown to be effective at reducing or eliminating sediment and other pollutants in storm water as 

well as nonstorm water discharges and that implementation of all applicable water quality 

requirements will reduce the discharge of storm water pollutants from the MS4 to the maximum 

extent possible and prevent runoff discharges from the MS4 from causing or contributing to a 

violation of water quality standards. Therefore, compliance with applicable water quality 

requirements will thus mitigate all potential impacts to water quality to less than significant 

levels. The Applicant’s Preliminary WQMP provides for an on-site detention basin to reduce 

surface flows and biofiltration BMPs to address bacteria (for which the federal 303 impairment is 

listed) to address these concerns and reduce impacts to a level below significance. 

 

See Common Response No. 6 and also Common Response No. 13 for additional information 

regarding hydrologic and water quality issues related to the proposed project.  
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RESPONSE I-29-61 

This comment suggests implementation of an on-site Advanced Waste Treatment (AWT) facility 

that would reduce to the Maximum Extent Practicable all potential pollutants that could affect 

Salt Creek. The comment also requests that this AWT facility utilize reverse osmosis, ultraviolet, 

and ozone treatment potential.  

 

This optional request has been considered. See Response to Comment I-29-60 above. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-62 

This comment provides supporting water quality monitoring and testing information for the South 

Coast Water District (SCWD) Salt Creek Beach facility, and asserts that the facility has 

performed poorly due to the Best Management Practices (BMPs) and the Best Emerging 

Technology (BET) utilized at the facility.  

 

This comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-63 

This comment asserts that due to the poor performance of the SCWD Salt Creek Beach facility in 

treating water flows to prevent impacts to water quality, the Applicant must utilize AWT BMPs 

in its cistern filtration system to avoid further impacts to water quality, and to do so, the 

Applicant must obtain a NPDES permit from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 

Board (SDRWQCB). 

 

Results for the Salt Creek Treatment facility have been completely effective in treating bacteria 

coming from Salt Creek. The commenter’s assertion is inaccurate in that any test results for 

bacteria that have failed are due to beach-related bird and other influences after leaving the 

treatment facility. That said, appropriate selection and design of treatment BMPs would be in 

accordance with the requirements set forth in the NPDES MS4 Permit, R9-2015-0001, adopted 

on February 11, 2015 and effective April 1, 2015. The City’s Model WQMP, dated December 

2013 will be updated to reflect these requirements that will apply to the proposed project. 

Because of the timing of the proposed project, the Applicant has been following the new NPDES 

MS4 development requirements and has planned and designed the proposed project accordingly 

so that the project would comply with the appropriate Federal, State and City regulations. The 

Revised Preliminary WQMP for Revised Alternative 2, which is included as Attachment B to this 

Final EIR, takes into account the new rules that will be in effect April 1, 2015, and, therefore, the 

proposed project is in compliance with the most current and up-to-date regulations for 

development. Since infiltration has been determined to be infeasible on the project site, the 

Applicant has included various biofiltration BMPs for bacteria that meet the pre-filter detention 

and volume sizing as dictated by R9-2015-0001. See Response to Comment I-12-11 for a list of 

potential BMPs that may be implemented as part of the proposed project. The Construction BMPs 

provided are industry standard and have been shown to be effective at reducing or eliminating 

sediment and other pollutants in storm water as well as nonstorm water discharges and that 

implementation of all applicable water quality requirements will reduce the discharge of storm 
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water pollutants from the MS4 to the maximum extent possible and prevent runoff discharges 

from the MS4 from causing or contributing to a violation of water quality standards. Therefore, 

compliance with applicable water quality requirements will thus mitigate all potential impacts to 

water quality to less than significant levels. There is no regulatory requirement to utilize AWT 

BMP in its cistern filtration system.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-64 

The comment suggests that the current detention basin drainage system allows sediments to 

overflow downslope and that the Applicant does not have rights to discharge runoff to the 

adjacent v-ditch system. 

 

The current detention system is being replaced with a larger detention basin on-site. The reduced 

flow from storm water will utilize the existing v-ditch on the adjacent property for which the 

Applicant has an easement. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-65 

This comment describes different types of easements and contractual rights as they pertain to the 

Applicant’s potential abandonment of its historic detention basin for utilization of the v-ditch 

system that is also utilized by the Monarch Bay Villas.  

 

See Common Response No. 6 regarding the v-ditch. This comment does not contain any 

substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. 

Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-66 

This comment asserts that the Applicant has not provided adequate supporting documentation or 

evidence in reaching its conclusion that the catch basin and intake conveyance system would be 

able to handle runoff from both the Monarch Bay Villas and the proposed project.  

 

The Draft EIR relied on the analysis contained in the Preliminary Water Quality Management 

Plan and the Master Plan Hydrology Report, both prepared by Adams-Streeter Civil Engineers, 

Inc., in 2012.  These reports concluded that the proposed an on-site detention system consisting of 

a pretreatment Continuous Deflection Separation (CDS) Unit and underground detention system 

would reduce peak flow during storm events to below that of existing conditions. 

 

Also included in the Supplemental Hydrology Report is a detailed assessment of the capability of 

the off-site v-ditch and Pointe Monarch flow-through retention basin to adequately handle the 

storm water proposed to be discharged at the northeast corner of the project site. Additional 

analysis at the time of final engineering to ensure that the on-site detention system is constructed 

in a manner that ensures that the drainage system adequately conveys all storm water up to and 

including during 100-year storm events will be required as a part of the future permit process.  

See Common Response No. 6. 

 



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15» 2-504 

 

RESPONSE I-29-67 

This comment requests that the name and addresses of church attendees be taken to determine 

whether the project will serve Dana Point residents, or whether it is a corporate franchise. 

 

This comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-68 

This comment questions whether attendees at South Shores Church functions are residents of 

Dana Point, or if these attendees are from another religious facility in San Juan Capistrano that 

recently merged with South Shores Church.  

 

This comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-69 

 

This comment suggests that there may be potential increases in noise levels as a result of the 

proposed project. The comment further asserts that the Salt Creek Corridor amplifies and carries 

sound, thereby increasing decibel levels in the surrounding area. The commenter seeks to clarify 

how residences in the surrounding area will address excessive noise impacts.  

 

See Response to Comment I-11-5. 

 

As stated in the Draft EIR, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10.1 and compliance 

with Standard Condition 4.10.1, all long-term traffic and operational impacts would be reduced to 

a less than significant level. Additionally, the City’s Code Enforcement staff carries sound 

monitors to measure noise levels and would be responsible for the enforcement of the Noise 

Ordinance. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-70 

 

This comment re-states language from Section 4.12 Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR.  

 

The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-71 

This comment asserts that the Lumeria Lane entrance to the Monarch Bay Villas from Crown 

Valley Parkway could result in safety hazards at this ingress/egress point due to the slope and 
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curvature of the street. Furthermore, the comment suggests that these safety hazards could 

increase and states the potential danger to cyclists along Crown Valley Parkway. 

 

See Responses to Comments I-17-3 and I-20-13. The existing slope and curvature of Crown 

Valley Parkway is not due to the existing church or the proposed project. However, at project 

completion, parking along Crown Valley Parkway will be removed/restricted, resulting in 

improved safety and sight distance for both drivers and bicyclists.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-72 

This comment asserts that the northern line of sight from Pacific Coast Highway is not adequately 

addressed in the Draft EIR, and that the Draft EIR also lacks a “real time, real use,” 

consideration.  

 

See Response to Comment I-25-37. The TIA was prepared using real-life, real-time data for 

weekday a.m. peak-hour, weekday p.m. peak-hour, and Sunday peak-hour traffic conditions 

(refer to Appendix J of the Draft EIR). These observations were conducted by an independent car 

count company. Based on the results of the TIA, the project would not create any significant 

impacts along Crown Valley Parkway, including Sea Island Drive–full-access project driveway. 

Therefore, excessive delay or gridlock would not result from the project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-73 

This comment suggests that the traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR is in adequate due to a 

reliance on modeling instead of in situ real-time observation of traffic conditions near the Sea 

Island and Crown Valley intersection. The comment asserts that the potential for changing of the 

signal at Sea Island Drive could result in a significant adverse impact that will adversely impact 

traffic patterns in the surrounding area.  

 

See Responses to Comments I-25-37 and I-29-72. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-74 

This comment asserts that more residents, especially those living in Monarch Terrace, should 

have been notified about the proposed project. The comment also states that vehicles do not 

typically turn left onto Crown Valley Parkway, but rather turn right onto Lumeria Lane, and make 

a U-turn.  

 

Appropriate notification of the project was provided, in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15082 and 15087. 

 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the proposed project (and included as Appendix J 

of the Draft EIR) evaluated the Monarch Bay Villas access intersection (i.e., Crown Valley 

Parkway/Lumeria Lane). Based on the LOS analysis of Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane, 

the project (both project construction and typical project operations) would not create a 

significant impact at this intersection or any of the study area intersections. Therefore, the project 
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would not impair the ability to make left turns, right turns, or proceed straight through any 

intersection or street in the project vicinity.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-75 

This comment states that the proposed off-site parking mitigation measure should be evaluated 

for actual projected usage. The comment also asserts that further traffic analysis is needed to 

evaluate the construction traffic during the 10-year construction period. 

 

The Applicant submitted a Parking Management Plan to the City in December 2014. The Parking 

Management Plan indicates that the Applicant has received a “Letter of Intent” for use of nearby 

parking facilities during construction of the proposed project. 

 

St. Anne School has provided the Applicant with a “Letter of Intent” for the use of their parking 

lot located off of Camino Del Avion in the City of Laguna Niguel. St. Anne School is 

conveniently located to the project site and has acknowledged that ninety (90) parking spaces 

would be available for future use during construction of the proposed project. The City of Laguna 

Niguel has also acknowledged an amenable understanding of this future consideration. 

 

In addition, the County of Orange has provided the Applicant with a “Letter of Intent” for the use 

of the parking lot in Laguna Niguel located off of Pacific Island Drive near the vicinity of the 

signalized intersection with Alicia Parkway for Phase 1A construction as well. This property is 

also conveniently located in route to South Shores Church. The County of Orange has 

acknowledged that one hundred (100) parking spaces would be available for future use during 

construction of the proposed project. 

 

Both the St. Anne School and the County of Orange “Letter of Intent” provide substantiation that 

obtaining satellite parking would be possible for Phase 1A. 

 

Formal agreement(s) for Phase 1A, as well as future agreements for the remaining phases will be 

submitted as required with the construction permitting process for each respective phase. South 

Shores Church will submit as necessary phase-by-phase documentation showing off-site 

location(s), parking counts as related to each phase shown herein, and documentation showing 

off-site parking counts needed as necessary to mitigate any deficits derived. 

 

As described above, both potential off-site parking locations would be convenient to the project 

site. Further, the frequency of shuttle bus pick-ups and drop-offs would be determined based on 

the needs of the Applicant’s congregation. Because the proposed project would include 

conveniently located off-site parking and frequent shuttle headways as part of the off-site parking 

program, there is no reason to believe it would not be successful.  

 

The project will be required to develop a Construction Management Plan in coordination with the 

City to ensure impacts to the surrounding street system are kept to a minimum (refer to page 4.12-

18 of the Draft EIR). See Response to Comment I-17-4 for further description of the Construction 

Management Plan. 
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RESPONSE I-29-76 

This comment suggests that the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) should replace 

speed limit signage near the Crown Valley Parkway/Coast Highway intersection, install speed 

limit signage along the right side of Lumeria Lane, and implement increased speed-limit 

enforcement along Lumeria Lane. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-77 

This comment asserts that potential hazards to bicyclists exist along Crown Valley Parking due to 

the tendency of South Shores Church attendees to park in the designated bikeway along the street. 

The comment further states that the Draft EIR failed to address or provide mitigation for this 

potential hazard.  

 

Parking is currently permitted along portions of Crown Valley Parkway between Camino Del 

Avion and PCH and has been since before the City incorporated in 1989.  The City Bicycle 

Master Plan shows installation of a Class II bicycle lane on Crown Valley Parkway, which would 

simply be a change of function in the roadway. Any decision to eliminate public parking on 

Crown Valley Parkway is not part of the proposed project and would be considered independently 

by the City.  

 

Some visitors to South Shores Church currently utilize on-street public parking near the project 

site; however, the Applicant has prepared a parking management plan that does not assume public 

street parking will be available and capable of meeting part of the Church’s parking demands, 

either during construction or at buildout of the Master Plan. Further, there is no history of 

accidents or evidence from the traffic study that supports the contention. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-78 

This comment asserts that the proposed project could potentially worsen unsafe and/or hazardous 

condition along Crown Valley Parkway, especially on weekends during South Shores Church 

peak periods. The comment suggests that the traffic study does not adequately address traffic 

concerns that could result from intensification of uses on the project site.  

 

See Response to Comment I-25-37. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-79 

This comment expresses concern regarding increased traffic impacts and safety hazards along 

Lumeria Lane as a result of the proposed project. The comment also inquires as to whether or not 

the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) has been contacted to determine if 

improvements to Crown Valley Parkway and/or Lumeria Lane would be possible as part of 

potential mitigation for the proposed project.   
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As demonstrated in the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J of the Draft EIR) the project would 

not create a significant impact to Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane. Therefore, the proposed 

project is not required to provide improvements/alterations to this intersection, and is not required 

to contact OCTA regarding unrelated improvements.  

 

The proposed project is not responsible for reconciling or constructing any improvements (i.e., 

median/turn-out lane or traffic signal) related to these perceived issues along Crown Valley 

Parkway or Lumeria Lane. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-80 

This comment suggests that additional traffic analysis be conducted based on real-time 

observations and not modeling. The comment further requests assessment of safety hazards for 

bikers and weekend afternoon traffic on Crown Valley Parkway traveling north. 

 

See Responses to Comments I-29-71 and I-29-73. Traffic modeling is the accepted professional 

methodology to assess potential traffic impacts. The Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J of the 

Draft EIR) utilized Traffix (Version 8.0 R1) computer software to determine the study area 

intersection LOS based on the intersection capacity utilization (ICU) methodology for signalized 

intersections and the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology for unsignalized 

intersections. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-81 

This comment asserts that the subterranean cistern does not have diversion capacity and asserts 

that a written agreement with the South Orange County Wastewater Authority is required to allow 

diversion to the sewer system. 

 

No diversion to sewer is proposed as the Applicant is not proposing nuisance dry weather flows 

to run off the project site. Therefore, no written agreement with the South Orange County 

Wastewater Authority would be required.   

  

 

RESPONSE I-29-82 

This comment suggests that the Applicant obtain a separate NPDES Permit for an on-site 

Advanced AWT due to the inadequacy of the CDS unit in meeting pollutant removal/reduction 

standards.  

The CDS is not proposed to meet pollutant removal standards, it is proposed as a pre-treatment 

component to the underground detention basin. No Advanced AWT is proposed and no separate 

NPDES permit is required.  
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RESPONSE I-29-83 

This comment asserts that the project requires a Notice of Intent and NPDES Permit for Low 

Threat Discharges due to construction activities that may affect a federally listed 303 (d) water 

body.  

 

This comment claims that coverage under the Waste Discharge Requirements for Low Threat 

Discharges would be required. As discussed on page 4.8-14 in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the Draft EIR, due to the depth to the groundwater table (approximately 90 ft bgs), 

groundwater dewatering during construction would not be required. Minor amounts of 

groundwater seepage may be present at the bottom of the deepest proposed caissons. However, 

any displaced groundwater would be minor and would be collected and evaporated on site. 

Therefore, coverage under a groundwater discharge permit would not be required. 

 

Stormwater discharge is authorized under the State Water Resources Control Board National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated 

with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit). The 

Construction General Permit also authorizes non-storm water discharges, including those from 

de-chlorinated potable water sources such as: fire hydrant flushing, irrigation of vegetative 

erosion control measures, pipe flushing and testing, water to control dust, and uncontaminated 

ground water dewatering. As specified in Mitigation Measure 4.8.1 on page 4.8-25 of the Draft 

EIR, coverage under the Construction General Permit will be obtained prior to issuance of a 

grading permit. 

 

Coverage under the Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for Discharges to 

Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality is required for low volume discharges with minimal 

pollutant concentrations discharges, such as discharges from wells/boring waste; clear water 

discharges from pipelines, hydrants, storage tanks, and water mains; and small or temporary 

groundwater dewatering during excavation. As stated above, groundwater dewatering during 

construction would not be required. In addition, the proposed project would not require 

discharges from wells/boring waste and clear water discharges from pipelines, hydrants, storage 

tanks, and water mains. Any non-storm water discharge during construction of the proposed 

project would be covered under the General Construction Permit. Therefore, coverage under the 

WDRs for low threat discharges would not be required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-84 

This comment suggests that the hydrological impacts of the proposed project have not been 

adequately mitigated as proposed in the Draft EIR, and that the burden is upon the Applicant to 

disprove the commenter’s assertions.  

 

The comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. This comment will be 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
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RESPONSE I-29-85 

This comment states that the commenter, Clean Water Now, finds that the project does not 

comply with Article 5, Section 15065 of CEQA due to the Lead Agency’s and Applicant’s failure 

to address both cumulative and incremental significant adverse impacts. 

 

Cumulative impacts were discussed for each topical section in the Draft EIR and specifically for 

water quality and hydrology under Section 4.8.7 (page 4.8-24) of the Draft EIR. As stated in 

Section 4.8.7, cumulative impacts are the incremental effects of an individual project when 

viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects within the 

cumulative impact area for hydrology and water quality. Cumulative projects were listed in Table 

4.A (page 4-3) and these projects were considered in each cumulative discussion, as required in 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065. The cumulative study area for hydrology and water quality is 

the Salt Creek Watershed. The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to hydrology and 

water quality was determined to be less than significant. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-86 

This comment is an introduction to Clean Water Now’s (commenter’s) proposed Alternative 

No. 3, which has a 5 year buildout. 

 

The commenter’s suggestion of an alternative does not contain any substantive statements or 

questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-87 

This comment states the Applicant’s primary objectives for the proposed project.  

 

The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-88 

This comment cites language from the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR. It appears that the 

commenter has placed emphasis on the description of the proposed Community Life Center in 

reference to its location and proposed activities.  

 

The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary.   

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-89 

This comment asserts that that the Lead Agency has failed to implement the State CEQA 

Guidelines expressed in Chapter 9, Section 15126.6 regarding the consideration of alternatives. 
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The comment suggests that their proposed 25 percent Alternative still meets the Applicant’s goals 

and objectives of the project with fewer impacts to the environment and surrounding community.  

 

The Draft EIR complied with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 that requires discussion of 

alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening 

any significant effects of the project. As discussed in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, 

Alternative 2 reduces the square footage associated with the Proposed Project and therefore 

reduces physical impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 2 meets the 

requirements to consider a reduced project that would lessen the environmental impacts of the 

proposed project, while attaining the basic project objectives, but to a lesser extent than the 

original proposed project. 

 

In January 2015, the Applicant submitted a refined version of Alternative 2 to the City in 

response to public input on the Draft EIR. As described in Section 1.4, Refinements to 

Alternative 2, of this Final EIR, the Applicant now proposes construction of the southern half of 

the parking structure as Phase 2 (this was formerly Phase 4); provision of 12 additional parking 

spaces during Phases 1C and 2 that were not included in the proposed project or Alternative 2; 

temporary discontinuation of two Sunday bible study classes that run concurrent with the 2nd and 

3rd worship services, respectively, during the first two months of Phase 1C, and the entire 

duration of Phases 2 and 5; and relocation of the proposed Landscaped Meditation Garden on the 

southeast corner of the project site approximately 30 feet further north from its previously 

proposed location under the proposed project and Alternative 2. The size and location of all other 

buildings, parking, and other features included in each construction phase would remain the same 

as Alternative 2. 

 

While Revised Alternative 2 would increase the number of parking spaces available on-site 

during all subsequent phases of construction and eliminate the need for off-site parking following 

the first 2 months of construction of Phase 1C for the remainder of Phase 1C, it would also allow 

the Applicant to complete all construction nearest the Monarch Bay Villas during the first two 

phases, thereby eliminating the need for construction near the Monarch Bay Villas at a later date. 

Refer to Section 1.4, Refinements to Alternative 2, of this Final EIR for additional discussion 

regarding the specific elements of Revised Alternative 2. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-90 

This comment discusses the commenter’s previous meeting with the Applicant’s representative 

(G.G. Kohlhagen), the Applicant’s attorney (Mark McGuire Esq.), testimony at public hearings in 

2009-2010, and arbitration with Mr. Robert and Mrs. Deanna Saint-Aubin. The comment also 

discusses Mr. Saint-Aubin’s qualification as an arbitrator and environmental attorney.  

 

The comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-29-91 

This comment discusses the commenter’s collaboration with Mr. Saint-Aubin in developing and 

proposing Alternative No. 3 to the project Applicant. The comment further asserts that their 

alternative was summarily dismissed by the Applicant. The comment also includes a citation of 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

 

The comment does not contain any substantive, specific statements or questions about the Draft 

EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-92 

This comment introduces the commenter’s proposed Alternative No. 3. The comment requests 

that no Administration building or Meditation Garden should be constructed in the southeast 

quadrant of the project site as part of the suggested alternative.  

 

As described in Response to Comment I-29-89, the Applicant submitted a refined version of 

Alternative 2 to the City in response to public input on the Draft EIR. While Revised Alternative 

2 would still construct the Preschool/Administration Building and Meditation Garden in the 

southeastern portion of the project site, it would allow the Applicant to complete all construction 

nearest the Monarch Bay Villas during the first two phases, thereby eliminating the need for 

construction near the Monarch Bay Villas at a later date. Refer to Section 1.4, Refinements to 

Alternative 2, of this Final EIR for additional discussion regarding the specific elements of 

Revised Alternative 2. 

 

The commenter’s suggested alternative design will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

review and consideration.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-93 

The comment states support for a 25 percent increase in floor area and further suggests 

combining the Administration and education buildings.  

 

Although the Draft EIR did not identify any unavoidable significant impacts, a Reduced Project 

Alternative (Alternative 2) was developed that would, overall, have less impacts than the 

proposed project but would still attain the basic objectives of the project (though to a lesser extent 

than the original proposed project). Alternative 2 (Reduced Project) would reduce the proposed 

new building square footage from 70,284 sf to approximately 52,651 sf (an approximately 25 

percent reduction from the proposed project).  

 

The commenter’s suggested alternative design will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

review and consideration. 
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RESPONSE I-29-94 

This comment states that the Applicant must comply with a maximum 5-year construction period 

for the Master Plan build-out per Alternative No. 3.  

 

See Common Response No. 3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-95 

The comment requests indemnification/performance bonds to protect adjacent homeowners from 

potential damages.  

 

See Common Response No. 3 and Common Response No. 4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-96 

This comment suggests that the project would comply with CEQA Chapter 9 Section 15126.6 if a 

5 year build-out period is adopted.  

 

The length of construction or implementation of a project is not addressed in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6; this section discusses the purpose, range and evaluation of alternatives. The 

Draft EIR did include a reduced project alternative that would attain the basic project objectives. 

Refer to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, for a discussion of the alternatives to the proposed project that 

were considered and analyzed. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-97 

This comment requests that the Applicant obtain its off-site parking arrangement at the start of 

construction. Furthermore, this comment requests that no ministerial building permits are issued 

without a public hearing.  

 

The Applicant submitted a Parking Management Plan to the City in December 2014. The Parking 

Management Plan indicates that the Applicant has received a “Letter of Intent” for use of nearby 

parking facilities during construction of the proposed project. 

 

St. Anne School has provided the Applicant with a “Letter of Intent” for the use of their parking 

lot located off of Camino Del Avion in the City of Laguna Niguel. St. Anne School is 

conveniently located to the project site and has acknowledged that ninety (90) parking spaces 

would be available for future use during construction of the proposed project. The City of Laguna 

Niguel has also acknowledged an amenable understanding of this future consideration. 

 

In addition, the County of Orange has provided the Applicant with a “Letter of Intent” for the use 

of the parking lot in Laguna Niguel located off of Pacific Island Drive near the vicinity of the 

signalized intersection with Alicia Parkway for Phase 1A construction as well. This property is 

also conveniently located in route to South Shores Church. The County of Orange has 
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acknowledged that one hundred (100) parking spaces would be available for future use during 

construction of the proposed project. 

 

Both the St. Anne School and the County of Orange “Letter of Intent” provide substantiation that 

obtaining satellite parking would be possible for Phase 1A. 

 

Formal agreement(s) for Phase 1A, as well as future agreements for the remaining phases will be 

submitted as required with the construction permitting process for each respective phase. South 

Shores Church will submit as necessary phase-by-phase documentation showing off-site 

location(s), parking counts as related to each phase shown herein, and documentation showing 

off-site parking counts needed as necessary to mitigate any deficits derived. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-98 

This comment suggests that the proposed project’s parking structure should be two-thirds of its 

current proposed size, with 40 ft setbacks.  

 

See Common Response No. 11 regarding the project’s compliance with setbacks. 

 

Although the Draft EIR did not identify any unavoidable significant impacts, a Reduced Project 

Alternative (Alternative 2) was developed that would, overall, have less impacts than the 

proposed project but would still attain the basic objectives of the project (though to a lesser extent 

than the original proposed project). As described in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, 

Alternative 2 would reduce the proposed new building square footage from 70,284 sf to 

approximately 52,651 sf (an approximately 25 percent reduction from the proposed project). In 

addition, under Alternative 2, the Parking Structure would be moved 10 ft to the north, farther 

away from the Monarch Bay Villas bordering the southern perimeter of the project site, and 

would also provide fewer parking spaces than the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-99 

This comment suggest an open space/buffer zone with nexus to basins both on and off the project 

site in order to fulfill requirements to reduce disturbances to land forms and decrease alterations 

to existing hydrological patterns.  

 

The commenter’s suggestion of an alternative design does not contain any substantive statements 

or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-100 

This comment requests that the site design include pollutant reducing depressions mini-detention 

basins and swales in an easily achieved mitigation buffer zone.  
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The commenter’s suggestion of an alternative design does not contain any substantive statements 

or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-101 

This comment suggests a green swath (buffer zone) as part of suggested Alternative No. 3 in 

order to maintain biological and hydrological connectivity. The comment also includes an aerial 

photograph. 

 

The commenter’s suggestion of an alternative design does not contain any substantive statements 

or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-102 

This comment suggests redesign of the proposed project’s parking structure, including removal of 

the proposed ramp from the parking structure plans, maximized setbacks from the Monarch Bay 

Villa Homes along Pompeii Avenue, and provision of vegetation within the buffer zone in order 

to minimize impacts to Lumeria Lane and residents of Monarch Bay Villas along Pompeii 

Avenue.   

 

Although the Draft EIR did not identify any unavoidable significant impacts, a Reduced Project 

Alternative (Alternative 2) was developed that would, overall, have less impacts than the 

proposed project but would still attain the basic objectives of the project. As described in Chapter 

5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would reduce the new proposed building square 

footage from 70,284 sf to approximately 52,651 sf (an approximately 25 percent reduction from 

the proposed project). In addition, under Alternative 2, the Parking Structure would be moved 10 

ft to the north, farther away from the Monarch Bay Villas bordering the southern perimeter of the 

project site, and would also provide fewer parking spaces than the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-103 

This comment suggests that the proposed below ground retention cistern basin should still be 

required along with implementation of the suggested  green swath/buffer zone in order to comply 

with the R9-2009-0002 NPDES Stormwater Permit and the HMP.  

 

See Response to Comment I-29-104 below. 

 

Further, the commenter’s suggestion of an alternative design does not contain any substantive 

statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response 

is necessary. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 
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RESPONSE I-29-104 

This comment suggests that the Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prepared by Adam-

Streeter for the proposed project is outdated.  

 

The Preliminary WQMP included in the Draft EIR (Appendix G) addressed the proposed project 

components as analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

 

A Revised Preliminary WQMP has been prepared by Adam-Streeter in order to address Revised 

Alternative 2, the reduced development alternative that the Applicant seeks City approval for at 

this time and to address certain Draft EIR comments concerning water quality management 

measures. The Revised Preliminary WQMP, which is included as Attachment B to this Final EIR, 

supports the same conclusions concerning water quality impacts that were reached in the Draft 

EIR, namely that water quality will be improved from existing conditions and that all water 

quality impacts of the proposed Master Plan will be mitigated to a level of insignificance and 

consistent with all applicable laws and regulations. The Revised Preliminary WQMP has been 

prepared to comply with the most recent NPDES MS4 Permit, R9-2015-0001, adopted February 

11, 2015. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-105 

This comment requests that construction of the parking structure occur prior to the proposed 

project’s other construction phases.  

 

The Applicant has modified the construction phasing of Alternative 2 in response to comments 

requesting that the Parking Structure be constructed sooner in the Master Plan. As described in 

Section 1.4, Refinements to Alternative 2, of this Final EIR, the Applicant now proposes 

construction of the southern half of the parking structure as Phase 2 (this was formerly Phase 4).  

 

While Revised Alternative 2 would not construct the Parking Structure as Phase 1A and would, 

therefore, not create all of the parking stalls at the initiation of construction, it would increase the 

number of parking spaces available on-site during all subsequent phases of construction and 

eliminate the need for off-site parking following the first 2 months of construction of Phase 1C 

for the remainder of Phase 1C. Further, no on-site parking deficits would be anticipated during 

the two-year pause in construction activities between Phase 1.C and the newly proposed Phase 2. 

Refer to Section 1.4, Refinements to Alternative 2, of this Final EIR for additional discussion 

regarding the specific elements of Revised Alternative 2. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-29-106 

This comment provides the commenter’s testimony to the Dana Point Planning Commission 

dated October 13, 2014.  

 

This comment is a duplicate of comment letter I-15. See Responses to Comments I-15-1 through 

I-15-7. 
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RESPONSE I-29-107  

This comment provides a corrected CEQA checklist prepared in association with the 2009 MND. 

The comment further asserts that there have been CEQA noticing violations, and that the project 

description in the Notice of Availability falsely represented the project’s true size. 

 

The Draft EIR did not rely on the checklist contained in the MND, and preparation of an 

environmental checklist is not required when an EIR is being prepared. See Common Response 

No. 2 and Common Response No. 10. Appropriate notification of the project was provided in 

compliance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15082 and 15087. See Common Response No. 8 

regarding the description of the Parking Structure and the project components. 
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GARY AND LYNNE FRYE  

 

LETTER CODE: I-30 

DATE: October 22, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-1 

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter may provide additional comments at 

a later date.  

 

As indicated in the Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 

South Shores Church Master Plan, the Draft EIR was made available for public review and 

comment between September 15, 2014 and October 30, 2014. In accordance with CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088, a lead agency is only required to respond to comments received during 

the public comment period and any extensions thereto, but may respond to late comments. 

Therefore, the City may, but is not required, to respond to any comments submitted by the 

commenter following the close of the public comment period on October 30, 2014.   

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-2 

This comment is introductory and states that the proposed project will result in impacts over a 

period of 10 years and will result in aesthetics, noise, vibration, air quality, geology, hydrology, 

and traffic issues during construction and operation.  

 

See Common Response No 3. This comment does not contain any specific statements or 

questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-3 

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter is providing comments for many 

issue areas where the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would result in less than 

significant impacts. The commenter also contends that the mitigation included in the Draft EIR 

may not adequate reduce all of the identified significant impacts to less than significant levels.  

 

Because this comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR 

or the analysis therein, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-4 

This comment states that the size of the proposed project has been misrepresented as smaller than 

its actual size because the square footage of the parking structure was not included in the 

calculation of the total project square footage.  

 

See Common Response No 8.  
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RESPONSE I-30-5 

This asserts that an alternative project of smaller size and scale, including a reduction in the size 

of the parking garage with greater setbacks and no garage ramp, would reduce environmental 

impacts associated with the proposed project.   

 

The alternative suggested by the commenter is not required to impact any unmitigated significant 

environmental impacts, as all impacts from the proposed project are able to be mitigated to a level 

of insignificance. This alternative also appears to preclude a key objective of the proposed 

project: continuation of existing operations, including the pre-school, during the remediation of 

geotechnical issues on the northeastern corner of the project site. As described in Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project involves the construction of a caisson 

and tieback system to address geological hazards on the project site. Construction of the planned 

caisson and tieback system cannot commence until the existing structures on the northern portion 

of the project site are demolished, which would result in the loss of critical building space used 

for preschool, meeting, and administrative functions. In order to compensate for the temporary 

loss of such space, the Applicant has proposed the construction of the proposed Preschool/

Administration building on the southeastern portion of the project site, which would remain 

unaffected by the construction of the geotechnical features on the northeastern portion of the 

project site. If the Preschool/Administration building were to be combined with the Christian 

Education Building(s), the Applicant would be forced to find suitable off-site locations for the 

preschool, meeting, and administration functions for several years while the new facilities on the 

northern portion of the project site are being constructed. 

 

Further, the Applicant has designed the proposed Parking Structure in an effort to provide 

adequate on-site parking and circulation for the church congregation and visitors of the new 

South Shores Church facilities. Reducing the size of the Parking Structure would reduce the 

number of available parking stalls and may affect the Applicant’s ability to comply with City 

parking requirements and result in parking shortages during peak attendance periods. 

 

In addition, a Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2) was analyzed in Chapter 5.0, 

Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Under Alternative 2, the Parking Structure would be moved 10 ft 

to the north, farther away from the Monarch Bay Villas bordering the southern perimeter of the 

project site, and would also provide fewer parking spaces than the proposed project. The 

Applicant has subsequently submitted a revised version of Alternative 2 (Revised Alternative 2) 

that moves the landscape garden away from the northeast corner of the project site and moves 

forward completion of the southern half of the Parking Structure in the project phasing.  

 

The alternative suggested in this comment will be forwarded on to the Applicant and decision 

makers for their consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-6 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR has not adequately addressed the environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed project.  
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The proposed project’s environmental impacts on the Monarch Bay Villas are identified 

throughout the Draft EIR. This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any specific, 

substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this 

comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review 

and consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-7 

This comment asserts that a 10-year construction period is unreasonable for the proposed project, 

and that if the proposed project cannot be completed within 3-4 years, it should not be 

implemented.  

See Common Response No. 3.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-8 

This comment is a Plot Plan rendering of the commenter’s location relative to the project site.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-9 

This comment indicates that the Draft EIR landscape drawing incorrectly identifies the types and 

locations of the trees on the project site.  

 

The Draft EIR includes the Preliminary Landscape Plan provided by the Applicant as Figure 4.1.9 

on page 4.1-39 of the Draft EIR. This comment claims that the location and type of some of the 

trees shows in Figure 4.1.9 are incorrect; however, the commenter fails to identify which trees are 

labeled incorrectly on the figure. Figure 4.1.9 provides an inventory of the proposed landscaping 

as well as the existing landscaping to remain on the project site. Because the commenter does not 

identify which trees are labeled incorrectly, it is possible that the “incorrectly labeled” trees 

represent proposed rather than existing landscaping.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-10 

This comment provides photographs of the commenter’s view north towards the project site in 

order to demonstrate the commenter’s concerns regarding visual impacts associated with the 

proposed project. This comment requests that the Final EIR provide calculations identifying 

impacts to light reduction as a result of the proposed project.  

 

See Common Response No. 9.  
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RESPONSE I-30-11 

This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project, and asserts that the Draft EIR 

contains errors and omissions that should be addressed in the Final EIR in order to eliminate any 

oversights or incorrect evaluations.  

 

This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any specific, substantive statements or 

questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this comment is noted for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. No 

further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-12 

This comment describes the location of the commenter’s property in relation to the structures 

associated with the proposed project, and indicates that the structure nearest to the commenter’s 

property will be the parking garage ramp, parking garage, and HVAC maintenance room. 

 

Figure 3.5, Proposed Master Plan, in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, shows 

the ultimate layout of the project site upon completion of the Master Plan, including the locations 

of the proposed Preschool/Administration building, Christian Education buildings, Community 

Life Center, and Parking Structure. This comment does not contain any specific, substantive 

statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response 

is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-13 

This comment states that the construction fencing and wall at the south west end of the parking 

garage will obstruct view of the church and hills for passenger vehicles and pedestrians, similar to 

a large commercial building.  

 

Aesthetic impacts related to view obstructions and massing are analyzed in Section 4.1, 

Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 4.1-11 through 4.1-21, the proposed project 

would result in less than significant impacts with respect to views during construction and 

operation, including those from Crown Valley Parkway (refer to key View 3). Further, the third 

paragraph on page 4.1-14 of the Draft EIR notes that the height and massing associated with the 

proposed project would be an increase from the existing structures on the project site, but would 

not be visually inconsistent with the heights and massing of the current development in the 

surrounding area, which is generally characterized by low- to medium-density uses comprising 

one and two-story buildings. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-14 

This comment asserts that the Preschool/Administration building and southeast garage tower 

would block ocean views from southbound Crown Valley Parkway.  

 

Refer to Response to Comment I-30-13 above. 
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RESPONSE I-30-15 

This comment requests that LSA analyze views of the southwest corner of the project site, and 

that the Project Architect provide renderings of the southwest corner of the project site. 

 

Refer to Response to Comment I-30-13 above and Common Response No. 9. The Draft EIR 

already includes one representative visual simulation from Crown Valley Parkway. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-16 

This comment asserts that construction fencing during the duration of the proposed project’s 10-

year construction period would result in a significant impact to the City of Dana Point and 

residences of the Monarch Bay Villas. This comment requests that LSA define the type, height 

and location of construction fencing by phase for the next 10-years, and describe how this 

construction fencing will affect Scenic vista views. 

 

The potential visual impacts during construction of the proposed project are analyzed in Section 

4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 4.1-12 and 4.1-14, the installation of 

temporary construction fencing during demolition, grading, and construction activities would 

minimize potential visual impacts to scenic vistas and the visual surroundings during 

construction. Construction fencing is typically erected to screen construction activities from 

nearby viewers and is widely regarded in the planning field as a solution to, rather than a source 

for, visual impacts on a construction site. Construction fencing, such as, but not limited to, six 

foot high chain link with green vinyl mesh, would be erected around the construction site and all 

staging areas during each construction phase. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-17 

This comment discusses the location of the proposed project’s parking garage ramp and tower in 

relation to the commenter’s property, and suggests that the garage setbacks be increased to 

minimize impacts shade and shadow impacts to the commenter’s property. 

 

The proposed project meets or exceeds required setbacks. See Common Response No. 9 and 

Common Response No. 11. 

 

Although the Draft EIR did not identify any unavoidable significant impacts, a Reduced Project 

Alternative (Alternative 2) was developed that would, overall, have less impacts than the 

proposed project but would still attain the basic objectives of the project (though to a lesser extent 

than the original proposed project). As described in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, 

Alternative 2 would reduce the proposed new building square footage from 70,284 sf to 

approximately 52,651 sf (an approximately 25 percent reduction from the proposed project). In 

addition, under Alternative 2, the Parking Structure would be moved 10 ft to the north, farther 

away from the Monarch Bay Villas bordering the southern perimeter of the project site, and 

would also provide fewer parking spaces than the proposed project. 
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RESPONSE I-30-18 

This comment asserts that the Preschool/Administration and Parking Garage structures would 

block views of the hills and ocean, thus resulting in a permanent adverse visual impact. This 

comment provides a photo of the commenter’s view looking north. This comment requests that 

LSA evaluate views looking north, northwest, and northeast and the view impact to Crown Valley 

Parkway looking south and east.  

 

See Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-19 

This comment suggests that the proposed project would impact a city scenic highway, and 

indicates that if the city scenic highway were to be designated as a State Scenic Highway in the 

future, the proposed project would result in a visual impact.  

 

Refer to Response to Comment I-30-14 above. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-20 

This comment asserts that fencing during the 10-year construction period would degrade views 

from both Crown Valley Parkway and the Monarch Bay Villas, and requests that LSA provide a 

specific plan to minimize impacts from construction fencing.  

 

Refer to Response to Comment I-30-16 above. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-21 

This comment asserts that the two-level parking garage and landscaping associated with the 

proposed project would result in shade and shadow impacts to residences south of the project site. 

This comment also states that the area between the proposed project’s property line and retaining 

wall is not well-maintained. This comment requests that LSA quantify the shade and shadow 

impact associated with the proposed project and also provides plans for maintaining the area 

between the commenter’s property and the existing crib law. This comments also restates that the 

landscape plans are incorrect, and requests that LSA ensure that the landscape plans be revised to 

accurately reflect tree types.  

 

Refer to Response to Comment I-30-9 above. See also Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-22 

This comment asserts that the construction fencing associated with the proposed project would 

impact views from the Monarch Bay Villas as well as the view from Crown Valley Parkway, and 

would also degrade the entrance to the City of Dana Point.  
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See also Common Response No. 9. 

 

Temporary construction fencing would only be required around the construction site and staging 

areas used during each construction phase. Therefore, temporary construction fencing would only 

be erected along Crown Valley Parkway where construction or staging activities would occur. 

Similarly, temporary construction fencing would only be required on the southern portion of the 

project site during Phases 1A, which involve the construction of the Preschool/Administration 

building and the south half of the Parking Structure. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-23 

This comment states that the Draft EIR indicates that no nighttime construction would occur, and 

as such, there would be no impacts to nighttime views. This comment suggests that nighttime 

construction lighting could for the purposes of security could potentially result in impacts to 

adjacent properties during Phase 1 of the construction period. This comment requests that LSA 

analyze any impacts from night lighting, and provide a night lighting plan.  

 

While not explicitly described in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not require nighttime 

security lighting on the project site. The staging area would be fenced and screened from public 

view. Compliance with the construction hours specified in the City’s Noise Ordinance and 

Standard Condition 4.10.1 would ensure that nighttime construction or servicing of vehicles 

would be prohibited on the project site. Therefore, due to the absence of anticipated light sources 

at night, a night time lighting plan is not required.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-24 

This comment asserts that the proposed project would result in additional lighting and glare 

impacts from the Administration building, parking lot, and parking garage; therefore, this 

comment requests that LSA analyze and provide mitigation for reflected light and glare from 

these sources.  

 

The potential light and glare impacts during operation of the proposed project are analyzed in 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 4.1-20 and 4.1-21, lighting on 

the project site would not illuminate areas off site because it will be shielded and directed 

downward. Additionally, no reflective (glass) surfaces or structures are proposed as part of the 

project. Therefore, it is anticipated that lighting associated with the proposed project would not 

create a substantial new source of light or glare affecting day or nighttime views in the area or 

illuminate areas outside the project boundary because the proposed project would be required to 

comply with City Zoning Code restrictions pertaining to light and glare. Therefore, the proposed 

project would have a less than significant impact with regard to light and glare in the project area, 

and no mitigation is required. 
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RESPONSE I-30-25 

This comment states that cars entering and exiting the parking garage via the garage ramp at night 

would result in light and glare impacts without hardscape or foliage to block light emitted from 

car headlamps. This comment asserts that the Draft EIR has not evaluated this potential light and 

glare impact, and requests that LSA evaluate impacts from car headlamps in the Final EIR. 

 

As shown in Figure 3.5, Proposed Master Plan, in the Draft EIR, the proposed Parking Structure 

would be set back approximately 20 feet from the property line separating the project site from 

the neighboring Monarch Bay Villas to the south. The design of the proposed Parking Structure 

includes a wall along the south side of the ramp. Further, the Preliminary Landscape Plan for the 

proposed project, which is included as Figure 4.1.9 in the Draft EIR, indicates that the existing 

mature trees along the southern border of the project site would remain. Together, the setback, the 

proposed Parking Structure wall, and the mature trees would shield the Monarch Bay Villas to the 

south of the project site from glare impacts associated with headlights from cars and trucks using 

the ramp to access the Parking Structure. No mitigation would be required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-26 

This comment states that the commenter does not currently have enough data or information to 

respond at this time. 

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-27 

This comment suggests that fugitive dust impacts during construction of the proposed project 

have not been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR, and that the proposed mitigation measure 

would not sufficiently address fugitive dust emissions given the amount of soil disturbance and 

timeframe for the proposed project.  

 

See Response to Comment I-13-4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-28 

This comment asserts that parking garage ramp traffic during peak periods has not been analyzed, 

and requests that LSA provide analysis of impacts as a result of traffic on the parking garage 

ramp, and determine whether or not it would result in an air quality violation.  

 

See Response to Comment I-9-5. The Traffic Impact Analysis included traffic during all peak 

periods and included traffic entering and exiting the project site. Therefore, the air quality 

analysis included these vehicle trips when analyzing air quality impacts.  While not explicitly 

included in the air quality analysis, the Operational Localized Impacts Analysis does analyze if 

the on-site emissions could result in a significant concentration of NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5 at the 

nearest off-site location at which someone might be exposed (refer to Table 4.2.H on page 4.2-20 
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of the Draft EIR). This analysis is a very conservative (meaning that it overestimates the impacts 

to protect people living nearby) method of including all operational emissions, including vehicle 

emissions. As the analysis showed that none of these pollutants would reach even 10 percent of 

the thresholds, it is clear that the operational emissions would be less than significant.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-29 

This comment asserts that localized construction and grading emissions to residences south of the 

project site have been evaluated.  

 

The Draft EIR analyzed the construction emissions and found that at no point throughout the 

multiyear and multiphase construction process would any pollutant exceed the thresholds set by 

the SCAQMD. Additionally, the Construction Localized Impacts Analysis analyzed if the 

construction emissions could result in a significant concentration of NOX, CO, PM10 or PM2.5 at 

the nearest off-site location at which someone might be exposed (either the actual distance or at 

the minimum distance of 25 meters as specified by the SCAQMD, whichever is further). All 

pollutants would be well below the thresholds set by the SCAQMD (refer to Table 4.2.H on page 

4.2-20 of the Draft EIR). 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-30 

This comment states that garage ramp peak traffic volumes would increase air pollution and 

exhaust emissions from vehicles, and requests that LSA provide and analyze actual data that may 

be extrapolated to determine impacts to residences in close-proximity to parking garage ramp 

traffic. This comment also suggests locating the parking ramp further to the west in order to 

provide a larger buffer to decrease impacts to air quality and noise.  

 

See Response to Comment I-30-28. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-31 

This comment asserts that localized operational emissions and construction equipment emissions 

have not been analyzed for residences south of the project site, and requests that LSA provide 

analysis and peak emissions predictions for both cases.  

 

While not explicitly included in the air quality analysis, the Operational Localized Impacts 

Analysis does analyze if the on-site emissions could result in a significant concentration of NOX, 

CO, PM10, or PM2.5 at the nearest off-site location at which someone might be exposed (refer to 

Table 4.2.H on page 4.2-20 of the Draft EIR). This analysis is a very conservative (meaning that 

it overestimates the impacts to protect people living nearby) method of including all operational 

emissions, including vehicle emissions. As the analysis showed that none of these pollutants 

would reach even 10 percent of the thresholds, it is clear that the operational emissions would be 

less than significant.  
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RESPONSE I-30-32 

This comment suggests that the proposed project would result in objectionable odors to 

residences in close proximity to potential construction activities during the duration of the 10-

year construction period, and requests that LSA analyze odor impacts to residents south of the 

project site using construction data and with consideration of prevailing southerly wind direction.  

 

The impacts of odor are difficult to quantify, as the effects are subjective. While the exhaust of 

construction equipment will have an odor component, whether that odor will be such that nearby 

residents would consider it unpleasant or worse would depend on numerous factors, including the 

wind speed and direction, and distance from the equipment to the person, as well as the exhaust 

control technologies on the construction equipment. All construction equipment will comply with 

State regulations limiting idling to 5 minutes and newer exhaust control requirements that 

certainly reduce pollutant emissions and generally also reduce the odor levels. Even if nearby 

residents do experience odors from the construction equipment that they consider unpleasant, the 

period of time this might occur is expected to be intermittent and brief. Thus, the impacts from 

construction-related odors are not considered to be significant. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-33 

This comment asserts that the proposed project would result in objectionable odors due to 

inefficient operation of the parking garage ramp, and requests that LSA evaluate potential 

objectionable odors as a result of the parking garage ramp traffic.  

 

See Response to Comment I-25-29.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-34 

This comment sates that the commenter currently has insufficient data or information regarding 

the future plan to respond at this time.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-35 

This comment expresses concern over water quality impacts to Salt Creek and the Pacific Ocean 

as a result of the proposed project, and requests that LSA ensure that the proposed project would 

be in compliance with the Waters of the United States rule change and additional regulations 

during the proposed project’s 10-year construction period.  

 

As discussed in the Facts About the Waters of the U.S. Proposal and Questions and Answers- 

Waters of the U.S. Proposal (available at http://www2.epa.gov/uswaters), the proposed rule 

would not expand waters subject to jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act, instead it clarifies 

which waters are protected under the Clean Water Act. When the proposed rule is compared to 

existing regulations, the proposed rule reflects a substantial reduction in waters protected by the 

http://www2.epa.gov/uswaters
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Clean Water Act as a consequence of recent Supreme Court decisions. In addition, the proposed 

rule change would not change the definition of headwaters, as claimed in the comment. As stated 

on page 4.3-5, in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, there are no jurisdictional 

drainages or associated riparian habitat or adjacent wetlands within the study area, which consists 

entirely of upland vegetation. The proposed rule change would not change the conclusion that 

there are no jurisdictional waters on the project site. See also Common Response No. 13 for a 

discussion of water quality protection measures for the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-36 

This comment sates that the commenter currently has insufficient data or information regarding 

the future plan to respond at this time. This comment additionally inquires as to whether after the 

initial survey if nesting status would be continuously surveyed during the 10-year construction 

period.  

 

Mitigation measures 4.3.1 and 4.3.3 are designed to protect nesting birds during the clearing and 

grading processes, especially during the nesting season associated with initial grading and 

construction activity. Following establishment of the construction limits, vegetation clearing and 

the initial nesting season, birds will presumably nest in suitable locations relative to ongoing 

construction activity and no further monitoring of nesting activity is required. Nevertheless, if any 

nesting activity occurs within the construction limits, it is still subject to the protections of the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-37 

This comment sates that the commenter currently has insufficient data or information regarding 

the future plan to respond at this time.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-38 

This comment inquires as to the cumulative habitat loss impact, and where discussion of 

cumulative habitat loss impacts is discussed in the EIR.  

 

The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project with respect to biological resources, 

included habitat losses, are analyzed on page 4.3-16 of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4.3-

16, implementation of the proposed project would not result in potentially significant adverse 

cumulative impacts to native habitats and associated wildlife. The discussion also notes that 

payment of NCCP/HCP in-lieu fees as required in Mitigation Measure 4.3.1 has been deemed 

acceptable mitigation for the cumulative loss of habitat within the NCCP/HCP planning areas. 
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RESPONSE I-30-39 

This comment inquires as to alternate plans for completion of the project on–schedule if an 

archaeological find delays the proposed project.  

 

The portions of the project site that will be graded as part of the proposed project have largely if 

not entirely been subject to previous ground disturbance, so it is unlikely that significant 

archaeological remains will be discovered during project construction.  Nevertheless, monitoring 

will occur and should any artifacts be discovered, the monitor will be authorized to flag off the 

area containing deposits until they are recovered. Temporary containment areas typically do not 

delay project construction for prolonged periods. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-40 

This comment expresses concern regarding slope stability for areas surrounding the project site in 

Laguna Niguel and Dana Point, especially in regards to the potential for the proposed parking 

structure, water detention basin, and preschool/administration building to result in slippage above 

the Monarch Bay Villa Residences. This comment requests that LSA evaluate the total load on 

the soil and consider the geologic history and actual conditions of the soil. This comment also 

requests that LSA analyze the impact of the proposed project construction on residents to the 

south of the project site, especially construction impacts associated with grading and contouring 

and ground shift and stability. 

 

The technical criteria used to analyze the proposed project’s impacts related to seismic and 

geologic hazards are described in detail in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed 

project (refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR). 

 

As described under Thresholds 4.5.2 and 4.5.4 in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, potential landslide 

impacts associated with the proposed project would be addressed through proper site preparation 

and design, including on-site geotechnical observations/testing and implementation of site-

specific grading recommendations and structural engineering design criteria. Incorporation of the 

recommendations included in the Geotechnical Evaluation, as described in Mitigation Measure 

4.5.1, and the ongoing implementation of slope maintenance procedures on the unimproved 

slopes on the project site, as described in Mitigation Measure 4.5.2, would reduce the proposed 

project’s impacts related to landslides to a less than significant level. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-41 

This comment requests that LSA provide the method of review for the Geotechnical Evaluation 

included in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, and asserts that the southeast corner of the project site 

be evaluated in detail. This comment states that the commenter has insufficient data or 

information regarding future plan, to respond in detail at this time.  

 

Differences in the geologic conditions between the northeast and southeast portions of the project 

site and the hillside terrain adjacent to the project site are described and supported with detailed 
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geotechnical analyses in the Geotechnical Reports (refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of 
the Draft EIR). The Geotechnical Reports address site geotechnical concerns and demonstrate an 
acceptable Factor-of-Safety with respect to the southeast slope adjacent to the Monarch Bay 
Villas. 

See Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-30-40. 

RESPONSE I-30-42 

This comment states that overflow from the existing parking on the project site erodes the 
existing crib wall and subsequent downstream topsoil, and asserts that the parking lot collection 
point is not well-maintained which could result in additional erosion during the proposed 
project’s construction period until the detention system is in place. The comment requests that 
LSA provide mitigation to minimize topsoil erosion in this area during operation of the proposed 
project.  

The Preliminary WQMP included as Appendix G to the Draft EIR and the Revised Preliminary 
WQMP included as Attachment B to this Final EIR require control of erosion to meet NPDES per 
unit requirements. This document goes into effect at the time a project is approved, so it would 
apply throughout the proposed project’s construction period and will be updated if NPDES permit 
regulations require. This is in addition to the specific erosion control plan requirements contained 
in Mitigation Measure 4.8.2. 

See Common Response No. 6. 

RESPONSE I-30-43 

This comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss potential for slippage or damage on the 
southern portion of the project site, and inquires as to whether the City of Dana Point would be 
liable if properties adjacent to the proposed project become unstable as a result of approval of the 
soil report prior to the start of construction. This comment requests that LSA assess liability for 
potential damage or slippage.  

Hydrology issues were addressed in detail in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 
Draft EIR. Specifically, as stated on Page 4.8-22 of the Draft EIR, the project would increase 
impervious area by 1.25 acres, which would increase the runoff volume and velocity from the 
site. However, the underground detention system would reduce peak flow to below that of 
existing conditions. A Supplemental Hydrology Report further addressing this important issue has 
been provided as Attachment A to this Final EIR. As described in the Supplemental Hydrology 

Report, under Revised Alternative 2, the alternative that the Applicant now seeks City approval 
of, the impervious area on the project site would increase by a lesser amount than the proposed 
project (0.87 acre increase rather than 1.25 acre increase) and total peak flow from the site would 

decrease from 26.6 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 11.3 cfs for a 25-year storm and from 33.9 cfs 
to 14.4 cfs for a 100-year storm. Because the project would reduce off-site discharge, and the 
downstream areas are not currently prone to flooding or erosion, the proposed project would not 
contribute to off-site flooding, erosion, or siltation. Therefore, project impacts related to runoff or 
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changes in runoff flow rates or volume would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 
 
Further, differences in the geologic conditions between the northeast and southeast portions of the 
project site and the hillside terrain adjacent to the project site are described and supported with 
geotechnical analyses in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to 
Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR). The Geotechnical Reports address site 
geotechnical concerns and demonstrate an acceptable Factor-of-Safety with respect to the 
southeast slope adjacent to the Monarch Bay Villas. 
 
See also Common Response Nos. 4 and 12 and Response to Comment I-30-3. 
 
 
RESPONSE I-30-44 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not address impacts to expansive soil on properties 
to the south of the project site, and requests that LSA provide adequate data and mitigation to 
ensure that properties are not affected by this potentially significant impact.  
 
The investigation and evaluation of expansive soil conditions within properties located beyond 
the limits of the project site are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. The Geotechnical Reports 
prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR) 
contain specific geotechnical recommendations to reduce project impacts associated with 
expansive soils to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure 4.5.1 incorporates the 
recommendations related to expansive soils from the Geotechnical Evaluation and would reduce 
project impacts related to expansive soils to a less than significant level. The proposed project 
reduces the impacts of storm water runoff to adjacent properties with the new detention basin. 
 
 
RESPONSE I-30-45 

This comment states that no monitoring plan or data to determine peak greenhouse gas emission 
is provided, and requests that peak emission are analyzed. 
 
GHG emissions are not measured as peak period emissions. Although the proposed project is 
expected to emit GHGs, the emission of GHGs by any single project into the atmosphere is not 
itself necessarily an adverse environmental effect. Rather, it is the increased accumulation of 
GHGs from more than one project and many sources in the atmosphere that may result in GCC. 
The resultant consequences of that climate change could cause adverse environmental effects. A 
project’s GHG emissions typically would be very small in comparison to State or global GHG 
emissions and, consequently, they would, in isolation, have no significant direct impact on 
climate change. Due to the complex physical, chemical, and atmospheric mechanisms involved in 
GCC, it is speculative to identify the specific impact, if any, to GCC from one project’s 
incremental increase in global GHG emissions. As such, a project’s GHG emissions and the 
resulting significance of potential impacts are more properly assessed on a cumulative basis. 
Thus, the project-specific analysis conducted in the Draft EIR is essentially already a cumulative 
analysis because it takes into consideration statewide GHG reduction targets and demonstrates 
that the proposed project would be consistent with those targets. 
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RESPONSE I-30-46 

This comment requests that LSA identify a plan to notify the residents near the project site of 

hazardous material transport. 

 

As stated on page 4.7-16 of the Draft EIR, with the implementation of standard BMPs for water 

quality and Mitigation Measure 4.7.1, which requires pre-demolition surveys, any risks associated 

with the storage, handling, or disposal of hazardous materials would be reduced to a level that is 

less than significant during construction. In addition, there are no reported releases on-site or off-

site that would pose a potential concern during construction activities. Mitigation Measure 4.7.2, 

outlining the use of a contingency plan, would reduce impacts related to the possible discovery of 

unknown wastes or suspect materials during construction activities. 

 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7.1 and 4.7.2, the proposed project would 

result in a less than significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

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

environment during construction. Therefore, there is no need to prepare a plan notifying residents 

near the project site of hazardous material transport. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-47 

This comment states that the Monarch Bay Villas are closer to the project site than any schools 

discussed in the Draft EIR, and indicates that school-aged children within the Monarch Bay 

Villas are presently on site (i.e., at the Monarch Bay Villas) during the day.  

 

As described on page 4.7-17 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 would 

reduce any risks associated with the storage, handling, or disposal of hazardous materials during 

construction to a level that is less than significant, while implementation of Mitigation Measure 

4.7.2, which outlines the preparation and use of a contingency plan, would reduce impacts related 

to the possible discovery of unknown hazardous materials, substances, or waste during 

construction activities. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7.1 and 4.7.2, 

the proposed project would result in a less than significant hazard to the public or the 

environment, including Monarch Bay Montessori Academy and South Shores Christian Preschool 

& Kindergarten as well as all other adjacent uses, including the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

Page 4.7-17 of the Draft EIR also states that the proposed project would involve the use of 

potentially hazardous materials (e.g., solvents, cleaning agents, paints, and pesticides) typical of 

church and education facilities that, when used properly, would not produce hazardous emissions 

or handle acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, compliance with 

applicable regulations would ensure that operation of the proposed project would result in a less 

than significant hazard to the public or the environment, including Monarch Bay Montessori 

Academy and South Shores Christian Preschool and Kindergarten as well as all other adjacent 

uses, including the Monarch Bay Villas. 
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RESPONSE I-30-48 

This comment describes existing property maintenance issues, which are beyond the scope of the 

Draft EIR, and does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-49 

This comment states that the Draft EIR does not demonstrate that runoff from the proposed 

project to Salt Creek Wetlands is directly controlled, and request that LSA provide a plan 

demonstrating how the Salt Creek Wetlands will be protected from project runoff, during 

construction and operation. 

 

In compliance with the Construction General Permit and Municipal NPDES Permit requirements, 

Construction, Low Impact Development, Site Design, Source Control, and Treatment BMPs will 

be implemented to target pollutants of concern from the project site, including pollutants causing 

receiving water impairments (i.e., bacteria). Because the BMPs would target pollutants of concern 

in stormwater runoff from the project site, the proposed project would not cause or contribute to 

downstream water quality impairments. As such, mitigation beyond compliance with the 

Construction General Permit and Municipal NPDES Permit requirements is not warranted. 

 

See also Common Response Nos. 6 and 13. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-50 

This comment states that it is unclear as to whether drainage to the Salt Creek Corridor would 

modify the natural terrain, and requests that LSA review the existing hillside condition below the 

Monarch Bay Villas east of the project site to identify mitigation to prevent additional erosion. 

 

The proposed project design intends to avoid additional erosion by reducing the peak storm water 

flow from the project site. 

 

See Common Response Nos. 6 and 13. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-51 

This comment requests that LSA provide monitoring procedures to mitigate soil erosion and 

impacts to residences south of the project site.  

 

Specific details regarding the monitoring procedures for the erosion control work will be 

provided in the erosion control plan and compliance with the Construction General Permit and the 

project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Final WQMP required to be 

prepared as part of Mitigation Measure 4.8.2. Monitoring procedures will include periodic 

compliance site inspections by City inspectors during construction.   

 

Please also refer to Common Response Nos. 6 and 13. 
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RESPONSE I-30-52 

This comment states that the commenter currently has insufficient data and information regarding 

future plan to respond at this time.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-53 

This comment requests that LSA provide analysis of the potential for a failed crib wall due to the 

excess water overflow from the parking lot that has occurred in the past.  

 

Mitigation measures presented in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project 

(refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR) consisting of deepened foundations 

(caissons) would be used to address impacts to the existing crib wall along the southern boundary 

of the project site. It should be noted that the surface parking lot referenced in the comment 

would be removed as part of the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-54 

This comment states that the commenter currently has insufficient data and information regarding 

future plan to respond at this time. 

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-55 

This comment states that the proposed project’s proximity to the coast could result in high 

volume rain events that drainage systems on the project site would not be able to accommodate, 

and requests that LSA evaluate the impact of high volume rainfall events during construction and 

operation of the proposed project. In addition, this comment states that the Detention System is 

currently undefined, and therefore, the commenter has insufficient data or information to respond 

at this time. This comment requests that LSA specify the types of equipment that would be 

installed to handle stormwater runoff as part of the proposed project in determining that adequate 

mitigation has been implemented to address impacts from stormwater runoff.  

 

See Common Response Nos. 6 and 13, the Preliminary WQMP (Appendix G of the Draft EIR), 

and the Revised Preliminary WQMP (Attachment B to this Final EIR). 
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RESPONSE I-30-56 

This comment describes existing property maintenance issues, which are beyond the scope of the 

Draft EIR, and does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-57 

This comment requests that LSA provide an operational monitoring plan to prevent damage to the 

Salt Creek ESA.  

 

As described in the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8.3 would reduce 

operational impacts related to Environmentally Sensitive Areas to a less than significant level 

(refer to page 4.8-27 of the Draft EIR). Therefore, an operational monitoring plan is not required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-58 

This comment requests that LSA provide analysis to identify any environmental impact of 

wetland waters and subsequent impact on wetland and marine waters. 

 

The requested analysis is provided in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft 

EIR. As described on pages 4.8-13 through 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measures 4.8.1, 4.8.2, and 4.8.3, the proposed project would result in less than 

significant short-term or long-term impacts related to violation of water quality standards, 

degradation of water quality, increase in pollutant discharge, alteration of receiving water quality, 

adverse impacts on water and groundwater quality, and degradation of beneficial uses to less than 

significant levels. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-59 

This comment indicates that the commenter has insufficient data or information to respond at this 

time.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-60 

This comment expresses concern over control of surface ground water during the various phases 

of construction, and requests that LSA provide details regarding a surface ground water control 

plan.  

 

The discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposed project related to “surface ground 

water control” is included in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.  The 

proposed project grading plan and additional plans for the proposed project are included in 

Figures 3.5 through 3.7 in the Draft EIR. The grading plan and other plans for Alternative 2 are 
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included in Figures 5.1 through 5.3 in the Draft EIR. Further, Appendix G of the Draft EIR 

contains the Hydrology Study, which specifically addresses the existing and proposed drainage 

systems. Mitigation Measure 4.8.2 requires the Applicant to prepare a detailed erosion control 

plan. City inspectors will make inspections to insure compliance as grading permits are issued. 

 

Also, as described on pages 4.8-14 through 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.8.3, which requires implementation of BMPs that target pollutants of 

concern in runoff from the project site, the proposed project would result in less than significant 

operational impacts related to violation of water quality standards, degradation of water quality, 

increase in pollutant discharge, alteration of receiving water quality, adverse impacts on water 

and groundwater quality, and degradation of beneficial uses to less than significant levels. 

 

See Common Response No. 6 and the Supplemental Master Plan Hydrology Report included as 

Attachment A to this Final EIR. 

 

As discussed on page 4.8-14 in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, due 

to the depth to the groundwater table (approximately 90 ft bgs), groundwater dewatering during 

construction would not be required. Minor amounts of groundwater seepage may be present at the 

bottom of the deepest proposed caissons. However, any displaced groundwater would be minor 

and would be collected and evaporated on site. Therefore, coverage under a groundwater 

discharge permit would not be required. 

 

Stormwater discharge is authorized under the State Water Resources Control Board National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated 

with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit). The 

Construction General Permit also authorizes non-storm water discharges, including those from 

de-chlorinated potable water sources such as: fire hydrant flushing, irrigation of vegetative 

erosion control measures, pipe flushing and testing, water to control dust, and uncontaminated 

ground water dewatering. As specified in Mitigation Measure 4.8.1 on page 4.8-25 of the Draft 

EIR, coverage under the Construction General Permit will be obtained prior to issuance of a 

grading permit. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-61 

This comment requests that LSA provide a monitoring plan to protect Salt Creek Wetlands during 

construction and operation of the proposed project.  

 

As described in the Draft EIR, the Erosion Control Plan required as part of Mitigation Measure 

4.8.2 will include information about the individuals responsible for performing emergency 

erosion control work and inspection and monitoring of the erosion control work during 

construction. Construction activities would be regulated under the State Water Resources Control 

Board Construction General Permit, requiring a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP), construction BMPs, monitoring and reporting during the construction phases, in 

addition to regulation under City Municipal Codes. Similarly, the Water Quality Management 

Plan required as part of Mitigation Measure 4.8.3 describes an operations and maintenance plan 

for the prescribed BMPs to ensure their long-term performance.  
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RESPONSE I-30-62 

This comment indicates that the commenter has insufficient data or information to respond at this 

time.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-63 

This comment requests that LSA identify specific plans to provide adequate parking during the 

proposed project’s 10-year construction period per the City of Dana Point Municipal Code. 

 

The Applicant submitted a Parking Management Plan to the City in December 2014. The Parking 

Management Plan indicates that the Applicant has received a “Letter of Intent” for use of nearby 

parking facilities during construction of the proposed project. 

 

St. Anne School has provided the Applicant with a “Letter of Intent” for the use of their parking 

lot located off of Camino Del Avion in the City of Laguna Niguel. St. Anne School is 

conveniently located to the project site and has acknowledged that ninety (90) parking spaces 

would be available for future use during construction of the proposed project. The City of Laguna 

Niguel has also acknowledged an amenable understanding of this future consideration. 

 

In addition, the County of Orange has provided the Applicant with a “Letter of Intent” for the use 

of the parking lot in Laguna Niguel located off of Pacific Island Drive near the vicinity of the 

signalized intersection with Alicia Parkway for Phase 1A construction as well. This property is 

also conveniently located in route to South Shores Church. The County of Orange has 

acknowledged that one hundred (100) parking spaces would be available for future use during 

construction of the proposed project. 

 

Both the St. Anne School and the County of Orange “Letter of Intent” provide substantiation that 

obtaining satellite parking would be possible for Phase 1A. 

 

Formal agreement(s) for Phase 1A, as well as future agreements for the remaining phases will be 

submitted as required with the construction permitting process for each respective phase. South 

Shores Church will submit as necessary phase-by-phase documentation showing off-site 

location(s), parking counts as related to each phase shown herein, and documentation showing 

off-site parking counts needed as necessary to mitigate any deficits derived. 

 

If the Applicant were to sell the project site, the project entitlements, including all the conditions 

of approval, and the obligation to implement the conditions/mitigation measures would transfer to 

the new owner. This would include compliance with the off-site parking program included in 

Mitigation Measure 4.12.1. Any proposed land use changes on the project site beyond those 

contemplated as part of the proposed project would be subject to a separate review process by the 

City. 
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RESPONSE I-30-64 

This comment restates Threshold 4.9.3.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 

analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-65 

This comment states that the area surrounding the project site has a unique “canyon effect” due to 

the topography and location of nearby building’s hard surfaces, and therefore requests that a 

specialized Acoustic Engineering study be prepared. In addition, the comment asserts that the 

Draft EIR provides inaccurate distances between sources and sensitive receptors at various 

locations around the project site. 

 

Please refer to the Response to Comment I-11-5 for issues related to construction noise impacts 

and cumulative noise and canyon effect in the vicinity of the project site. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment I-24-40 for discussion related to construction noise impacts on residents at 

the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-66 

This comment asserts that the MGA Study prepared for the proposed project used incorrect 

distances between the project site and the residences south of the project site in preparing its noise 

calculations. 

 

The Noise Impact Study (Appendix H) prepared for the Draft EIR did not rely on the construction 

analysis contained in the previously prepared MGA Noise Study. The LSA Noise Impact Study 

evaluated potential construction noise impacts based on the nearest distance to the Monarch Bay 

Villas to the south, which is 25 ft at the closest residences to the south; it was not based on the 

distances provided in the MGA report. Please refer to the Response to Comment I-24-40 for 

discussion related to construction noise impacts on residents at the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-67 

This comment requests that LSA accurately quantify the total noise spectrum, amplitude, and 

period that neighboring residents would experience on a daily basis as a result of the proposed 

project.  
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Because all exterior and interior noise standards adopted by government agencies are measured in 

terms of the A-weighted decibels (dBA) to resemble human hearing, it is not warranted for the 

Noise Impact Study to quantify the total noise spectrum for construction or operations. The Noise 

Impact Study disclosed the potential maximum noise levels that would be experienced at the 

nearest off-site residences to the south, west, and north during project construction. Please refer to 

the Response to Comment I-11-5 for discussion related to noise impacts and cumulative noise and 

sound amplification in the vicinity of the project site. Please refer to the Response to Comment I-

24-40 for discussion related to construction noise impacts on residents at the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-68 

This comment asserts that incorrect distances were used in analyzing construction noise impacts 

to the residential uses nearest to the project site, and therefore, the significance determinations 

concluded by the Draft EIR may be inaccurate.  

 

The Noise Impact Study (Appendix H) evaluated potential construction noise impacts based on 

the nearest distance to the Monarch Bay Villas to the south. It was not based on the distances 

provided in the MGA report. In addition, the Noise Impact Study identified several pieces of 

construction equipment anticipated to be used on-site during project construction, and identified 

the maximum noise level (Lmax) that would be generated by each piece of the equipment, then 

combined the noise levels assuming the equipment would be operated close together for a 

receptor at 50 ft from the active construction area. It was then projected to a distance of 25 ft to 

represent the distance to the nearest residences to the south. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment I-11-5 for discussion related to noise impacts and Response to Comment I-24-40 for 

discussion related to construction noise impacts on residents at the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-69 

This comment inquires as to what mitigation would be provided to ensure compliance 

verifications for noise levels during constructions. This comment requests that LSA provide 

details regarding the monitoring process for the 10-year construction period.  

 

Noise impacts resulting from project construction are addressed in Section 4.10, Noise, of the 

Draft EIR. As stated on pages 4.10-25 through 4.10-26, compliance with the construction hours 

specified in the City’s Noise Ordinance and Standard Condition 4.10.1, which requires specific 

measures to reduce short-term construction-related noise impacts, would reduce the proposed 

project’s temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the proposed project vicinity to a less 

than significant level. Therefore, no mitigation is required.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-70 

This comment states that acoustic analysis was not conducted for the canyon, solid walls of 

homes, or the proposed subterranean parking garage, and requests that LSA quantify the noise 

levels residents would experience on a daily basis for construction and operation of the proposed 

project.  
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The Noise Impact Study (Appendix H) evaluated potential construction noise impacts based on 

the nearest distance to the Monarch Bay Villas to the south. Because all of these noise sources 

and receivers are at close distances, any acoustical amplification effect is anticipated to be small 

and negligible. Please refer to the Response to Comment I-24-40 for discussion related to 

construction noise impacts on residents at the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-71 

This comment requests that LSA quantify actual construction noise levels and duration that 

would occur on a daily basis for all phases of construction.  

 

The Noise Impact Study (Appendix H) evaluated potential construction noise impacts based on 

the nearest distance to the Monarch Bay Villas to the south. Because all of these noise sources 

and receivers are at close distance, any acoustical amplification effect is anticipated to be small 

and negligible. In addition, the Noise Impact Study identified several pieces of construction 

equipment anticipated to be used on-site during project construction, and identified the maximum 

noise level (Lmax) that would be generated by each piece of the equipment, then combined the 

noise levels assuming the equipment would be operated close together for a receptor at 50 ft from 

the active construction area. It was then projected to a distance of 25 ft to represent the distance to 

the nearest residences to the south. Please refer to the Response to Comment I-24-40 for issues 

related to construction noise impacts on residents at the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-72 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR did not address ground borne noise and vibration levels 

from the rough surface of the parking garage ramp.  

 

Because the rubber tires and suspension systems of on-road vehicles provide vibration isolation, it 

is unusual for on-road vehicles to cause groundborne noise or vibration problems, even for 

Parking Structures and roughened garage ramp surfaces. Most problems with on-road vehicle-

related vibration can be directly related to a pothole, bump, expansion joint, or other discontinuity 

in the road surface. Smoothing the bump or filling the pothole will usually solve the problem. 

Since the proposed garage and associated ramps would not have such potholes or bumps, 

vibration associated with vehicles using the Parking Structure would not result in any significant 

impacts to residences south of the project site, including those at the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-73 

This comment states that the specific equipment to be located within the proposed Mechanical 

Equipment Room in the southwest corner of the Parking Structure is not defined; therefore, 

accurate prediction of noise and ground borne vibration would occur is incorrect, and requests 

that LSA define the actual equipment to be used in determining impact significance. 

 

Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR included the following analysis for the equipment in the 

Mechanical Room: The project proposes to have a mechanical room at the lower level at the 

southwest corner of the Parking Structure. A noise impact analysis was conducted for the 
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potential noise impacts on the Monarch Bay Villas residences to the south of the project site 

(Mestre Greve Associates, July 16, 2009) from the mechanical room equipment. It was found that 

operation of the mechanical room equipment would result in a noise level of 49 dBA at the 

nearest residence at Monarch Bay Villas when the equipment is running at full capacity. This 

noise level is less than the City requirement (Municipal Code Section 11.10.010) of 50 dBA 

during the nighttime period (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) and City requirement of 55 dBA during the 

daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.). In addition, since the mechanical equipment is serving the 

Administration/Preschool Building and the Sanctuary, it is rare that the mechanical equipment 

would operate during the nighttime hours. Indoor noise levels would be at least 12 dBA lower 

than the exterior noise level with windows open. Therefore, indoor noise levels would be no 

higher than 37 dBA which is well below the City’s daytime limit of 55 dBA and the nighttime 

limit of 45 dBA (Municipal Code Section 11.10.012). No mitigation is required. This analysis 

provided the potential noise levels that would be experienced at the Monarch Bay Villas from the 

mechanical equipment. Results of this analysis concluded that the operation of mechanical 

equipment on site would not result in a significant noise impact on sensitive users south of the 

project site (i.e., Monarch Bay Villas). 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-74 

This comment states that the data for ambient noise levels on the southern portion of the project 

site does not accurately reflect noise levels that receptors would be subjected to during 

construction activity. This comment request that LSA reanalyze ambient noise impacts to 

receptors south of the project site in order to accurately reflect the potential noise levels.  

 

Ambient noise measurements, especially for short durations (less than 8 hours) represent noise 

levels in a snapshot of time at the measurement locations. They are used to document the existing 

noise environment. For noise analysis purposes, they are based on the projected worst-case 

scenario, with the highest noise level under the worst-case operational conditions. This worst-case 

scenario for both construction and operations on the project site has been included in the Noise 

Impact Study. Mitigation measures, when necessary, have been adequately identified. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-75 

This comment requests explanation of a noise level discrepancy between the Draft EIR and the 

MGA Study, and states that the actual distance to the closest receptor inaccurate. The comment 

asserts that estimated construction noise levels are unreliable because specific construction 

equipment for the proposed project has not yet been identified.   
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Please refer to the Response to Comment I-20-17 for noise impacts related to the Children’s Play 

Area and the Response to Comment I-30-73 for mechanical equipment noise impacts. Since, as 

noted in the comment, “the average noise level generated by the cooling tower with mufflers is 

estimated to be approximately 50 dBA at 50 ft, without the mitigating effects of the masonry 

enclosures,” the noise level with the mitigating effects of the masonry enclosures would be 45 

dBA at 50 ft, assuming the masonry enclosure would provide 5 dBA noise reduction. At a 

distance of 30 ft, the noise level would increase by 4 dBA when compared to the noise level at 50 

ft. Therefore, noise levels would reach “49 dBA at the nearest residences at Monarch Bay Villas 

when the equipment is running at full capacity.” 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-76 

This comment states that acoustic analysis was not conducted for the canyon, solid walls of 

homes, or the proposed subterranean parking garage, and requests that LSA quantify the noise 

levels residents would experience on a daily basis for construction and operation of the proposed 

project.  

 

Please refer to the Response to Comment I-11-5 for discussion regarding the so called “canyon 

effect” or “sound amplification.” 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-77 

This comment states that residences in the surrounding area may not have dual pane windows or 

air conditioning that would mitigate noise, dust and emissions. In addition, this comment requests 

that LSA provide alternative mitigation to minimize impacts to nearby residents. 

 

Because no significant construction noise impacts were identified in the Draft EIR, compliance 

with the construction hours specified in the City’s Noise Ordinance and Standard Condition 

4.10.1, which requires specific measures to reduce short-term construction-related noise impacts, 

would reduce the proposed project’s temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the proposed 

project vicinity to a less than significant level. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 

Additionally, no significant long-term noise impacts were identified in the vicinity of the project 

site. Operational noise impacts were found to be at a less than significant level, and, therefore, no 

mitigation is required.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-78 

This comment asserts the Draft EIR finding that no significant noise impacts would occur is 

incorrect, and request that LSA specify future construction equipment in determining construction 

noise impacts.  

 

Please refer to the Response to Comment I-30-73 for discussion regarding the potential noise 

impacts associated with the operation of the proposed mechanical equipment inside the 

Mechanical Room within the Parking Structure. 

 



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15» 2-584 

 

RESPONSE I-30-79 

This comment provides a comparison between the Noise Study prepared by (MGA) in May 2008 

for a different project on the project site than the proposed project contemplated in the Draft EIR 

and the Noise Study prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) in July 2014.  

 

Because the MGA Noise Study cited by the commenter analyzed the potential noise impacts of 

different site plan, it is possible that study reached different conclusions than the Noise Study 

prepared by LSA. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-80 

This comment states that acoustic analysis was not conducted for the canyon, solid walls of 

homes, or the proposed subterranean parking garage, and requests that LSA quantify the noise 

levels residents would experience on a daily basis for construction and operation of the proposed 

project.  

 

Refer to Response to Comment I-30-76 above. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-81 

This comment asserts that many residents adjacent to the project site do not have dual pane 

windows or air conditioning that could reduce impacts from ambient noise, dust, and pollutants.  

 

The potential noise impacts of the proposed project on surrounding uses, including the adjacent 

Monarch Bay Villas, during construction are analyzed on pages 4.10-25 and 4.10-26 of the Draft 

EIR. As described on page 4.10-26, compliance with the construction hours specified in the 

City’s Noise Ordinance and Standard Condition 4.10.1, which requires specific measures to 

reduce short-term construction-related noise impacts, would reduce the proposed project’s 

construction noise levels in the proposed project vicinity to a less than significant level. No 

additional mitigation is required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-82 

This comment requests that LSA quantify construction noise levels based on accurate distance 

measurement s that residents would experience on a daily basis for construction and operation of 

the proposed project.   

 

The Noise Impact Study (Appendix H) evaluated potential noise impacts based on the nearest 

distance to the Monarch Bay Villas to the south. Because all of these noise sources and receivers 

are at close distance, any acoustical amplification effect is anticipated to be small and negligible. 

In addition, the Noise Impact Study identified several pieces of construction equipment 

anticipated to be used on-site during project construction, and identified the maximum noise level 

(Lmax) that would be generated by each piece of the equipment, then combined the noise levels 

assuming the equipment would be operated close together for a receptor at 50 feet from the active 
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construction area. It was then projected to a distance of 25 feet to represent the distance to the 

nearest residences to the south. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-83 

This comment states that the operational noise impacts from the parking garage uses 

instantaneous maximum noise levels when 30-45 minute maximum noise levels (L50 percent to 

L75 percent) should be utilized due to the fact that vehicle traffic in the parking garage is not 

instantaneous.  

 

The City’s Municipal Code states that, for Noise Zone 1, which includes the entire City, the 

exterior noise levels shall not exceed 55 dBA for more than 30 minutes in any hour (L50) during 

daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. For events occurring within shorter periods of 

time, the noise levels are adjusted upward accordingly. For events lasting equal to or less than 

30 minutes but more than 15 minutes (L25), the exterior noise shall not exceed 60 dBA during 

daytime hours. For events lasting equal to or less than 15 minutes but more than 5 minutes (L8.3), 

the exterior noise shall not exceed 65 dBA during daytime hours. For events lasting equal to or 

less than 5 minutes but more than 1 minute (L1.7), the exterior noise shall not exceed 70 dBA 

during daytime hours. At any time during daytime hours, the exterior noise shall not exceed 

75 dBA (Lmax). During the nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day, 

the above noise standard levels are reduced by 5 dBA. There are no adopted City standards that 

use L75 percent. Because the vehicles entering and leaving the garage would be intermittent, it is 

usually not assessed with the L50 noise standard. However, the Noise Impact Study identified the 

maximum noise level (Lmax) that would be generated by each vehicle in the garage, then assumed 

the noise levels would occur steadily and last over a period of time. It was then compared to the 

City’s noise standards in the Municipal Code noise ordinance.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-84 

This comment asserts that no plan for addressing unauthorized or off-hours utilization of the 

parking garage has been included in the Draft EIR.  

 

Restriction of potential future use of project facilities by skateboarders and others is not an 

environmental issue. Further, it is anticipated that the City would continue to enforce Section 

13.04.140, Bicycles, Skateboards, Rollerblades, and Similar Items, of its Municipal Code, which 

prohibits the unlawful use of skateboarding, among other activities, in areas not designated for 

such a person. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the authorized usage of garage by 

skateboarders and other transients are not anticipated. This comment does not contain any 

substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-85 

This comment request that LSA quantify noise levels from the parking garage during construction 

and operation of the proposed project, and requests that LSA provide mitigation to eliminate 

unauthorized usage of the parking garage.  
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Noise impacts due to project construction and operation were addressed in detail in Section 4.10 

of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment I-30-84. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-86 

This comment requests that LSA analyze alternatives to minimize noise impacts to nearby 

residences.  

 

No significant noise impacts were identified from project-related mobile and stationary sources 

for off-site uses in the Noise Impact Study. In addition, Alternative 2 would incrementally reduce 

noise impacts as compared to the propose project. Therefore, because no significant noise impacts 

were identified, discussion of another alternative is not required under CEQA.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-87 

This comment requests that LSA quantify noise levels outside of the 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. time frame 

indicated in the Draft EIR, and provide lower maximum nose limits for these extended time 

frames.  

 

The Noise Impact Study evaluated noise impacts from project-related mobile and stationary 

sources for off-site uses, and did not identify any significant noise impacts, whether the sources 

occur between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. or outside of this time period (refer to page 4.10-12 of the Draft 

EIR). Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-88 

This comment inquires as to whether additional police protection would be required as a result of 

the proposed project.  

 

Potential impacts related to police protection during construction and operation of the proposed 

project were addressed on page 4.11-18 of the Draft EIR. Appendix I of the Draft EIR includes a 

letter, dated October 2, 2013, from the Orange County Sherriff’s Department (OCSD) indicating 

that the proposed project would not substantially increase response times, or create a substantial 

increase in demand for staff, facilities, equipment, or police services. The letter also stated that 

the OCSD would be able to adequately service the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not result in significant impacts related to police protection. 

No night watchman would be required during construction. No vandalism prevention measures 

would be required. Further, it is anticipated that the Applicant would prohibit trespassing on its 

property. Therefore, criminal activities associated with the unauthorized usage of the Parking 

Structure and other facilities are not anticipated. 

 

Neighbors are encouraged to call Police Services or the City’s Code Enforcement Line to report 

trespassing or vandalism on the project site. 
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RESPONSE I-30-89 

This comment states that additional water entitlements may be required to mitigate fugitive dust 

impacts.  

 

The potential impacts of the proposed project related to water treatment facilities and water 

supplies/entitlements are analyzed on pages 4.11-24 and 4.11-25 of the Draft EIR. As described 

on page 4.11-24, short-term demolition and construction activities, including soil watering related 

to fugitive dust control, would require minimal water and are not expected to have any adverse 

impacts on the existing water system or available water supplies. Therefore, impacts associated 

with demolition and construction activities would not require or result in the construction of new 

water treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, and construction of the proposed 

project would not require the need for new or expanded water entitlements. No mitigation is 

required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-90 

This comment requests clarification regarding wastewater treatment and collection facility 

capacity with respect to population growth during the 10-year construction period.  

 

The Final EIR clarifies that the capacity of the South Orange County’s Wastewater Authority’s 

(SOCWA) J.B. Latham Treatment Plant would be reduced by approximately 20 percent at the 

time of project build out due to future growth associated with the planned Rancho Mission Viejo 

project and other proposed development within SOCWA’s service area. However, the Final EIR 

states that the increase of wastewater generated by the proposed project is anticipated to be 

accommodated within the existing and anticipated design capacity of the J.B. Latham Plant, 

which currently accepts 72.6 percent of its capacity and is projected to be operating at 78.1 

percent of its capacity at the time of project build out as the estimated increase in wastewater 

associated with the proposed project would represent 0.14 percent of the J.B. Latham Plant’s 

anticipated available daily capacity in 2024. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-91 

This comment states that the City of Dana Point would be responsible for storm water drainage 

facilities if the plan is accepted.  

 

This comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or 

the analysis therein; therefore, this comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their review and consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-92 

This comment requests that LSA identify the traffic impacts that would occur as a result of the 

proposed project’s off-site parking plan.  

 



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15» 2-588 

See Response to Comment I-9-5. The Traffic Impact Analysis conducted for the proposed project 

addressed all project-related traffic including trips generated during Sunday peak hours when the 

off-site parking would be utilized. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-93 

This comment requests that LSA analyzes traffic and safety concerns for bicyclists at the 

intersection of Lumeria Lane and Crown Valley Parkway, especially for northbound traffic on 

Sunday afternoons.  

 

See Responses to Comments I-29-71 through I-29-75 and I-29-80. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-94 

This comment states that the traffic analysis is flawed and requests that LSA reevaluate offsite 

parking, due to the fact that much of the South Shores Church traffic parks on the street rather 

than in the parking lot on the existing project site, even when parking spaces are available on the 

project site.  

 

The parking data and analysis are not flawed. The on-site and on-street parking demand of all 

church members and visitors is included in the parking surveys/observations, as they were 

conducted before, during, and after church services.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-95 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately address heat projection from the 

south wall of the proposed parking garage.  

 

See the Response to Comment I-25-41. The impact of any heating effect from the new built 

structures would be similar to those from the existing structures. While the new structures may be 

positioned closer to existing residences than any existing structures, there is no evidence that the 

heat effect would result in a significant impact to anyone living near the project site. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-96 

This comment requests that LSA evaluate heat projection from the parking garage. This comment 

also discusses a buffer zone between the garage and crib wall to reduce runoff and heat 

projection. The comment suggests that the parking garage and detention basin should be moved 

north to address soil stability concerns.  

 

See the Responses to Comments I-9-7, I-18-3, I-25-41, I-30-95, and Common Response No. 12.  

 

The technical criteria used to analyze the proposed project’s impacts of the proposed project and 

Alternative 2 related to seismic and geologic hazards are described in detail in the Geotechnical 

Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the 
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Draft EIR). Further, the weight of a full detention basin is less than the weight of equivalent soil, 

so it poses a lesser concern. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-97 

This comment indicates that Comments I-30-95 and 96 also apply in their entirety to Alternative 

2 presented in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR.  

 

It should also be clarified that, as described on page 5-9 of the Draft EIR, the Parking Structure 

proposed as part of Alternative 2 would be 10 feet north of the proposed Parking Structure 

included in the proposed project; therefore, it would be located farther away from the Monarch 

Bay Villas bordering the southern perimeter of the project site. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-30-98 

This comment requests that both an Indemnity and Completion Bond required for the proposed 

project. 

 

See Common Response No. 4. 
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MARJORIE ANDERSON  

LETTER CODE: I-31 

DATE: October 16, 2014 

RESPONSE I-31-1 

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter has concerns about the Draft EIR. 

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-2 

This comment opines that the Draft EIR failed to acknowledge the documented history of poor 

soils and landslides on the project site, which have previously impacted the apartments adjacent 

to the project site. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-3 

This comment opines that the Draft EIR did not analyze impacts to neighbors in the apartment 

complex adjacent to the project site and correspondingly failed to prescribe adequate mitigation 

measures and businesses practices to alleviate potential impacts of the proposed project.   

 

See Common Response No. 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-4 

This comment opines that the Draft EIR did not adequately address impacts resulting from 

project-related grading activities in the event that such grading activities are defective or are 

carried out with poor workmanship.  

 

See Response to Comment I-30-40 and Common Response Nos. 4 and 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-5 

This comment opines that the Draft EIR did not adequately address the risk of soil collapse on the 

existing hill located north of the residential uses on Pompeii Drive in the event of an earthquake 

or heavy rainfall. 

 

Rainfall impacts have been reviewed as part of Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

Draft EIR. The proposed project will be designed to meet 100 year storm criteria. A Supplemental 
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Master Plan Hydrology Report by Adams-Streeter, dated February 17, 2015, has been prepared 

for Revised Alternative 2 and is included as Attachment A to this Final EIR. 

  

See Response to Comment I-30-40 and Common Response No. 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-6 

This comment opines that the Draft EIR did not provide an adequate site plan that addresses on-

site geological constraints, particularly those related to ground stability (i.e., landsliding and soil 

collapse), and the resulting impacts it may have on foundation stability and grading activities.  

 

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of the proposed 

project. As described under Thresholds 4.5.2 and 4.5.4 in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, potential 

landslide impacts associated with the proposed project would be addressed through proper site 

preparation and design, including on-site geotechnical investigations and implementation of site-

specific grading recommendations and structural engineering design criteria. Incorporation of the 

recommendations included in the Geotechnical Evaluation, as described in Mitigation Measure 

4.5.1, and the ongoing implementation of slope maintenance procedures on the unimproved 

slopes on the project site, as described in Mitigation Measure 4.5.2, would reduce the proposed 

project’s impacts related to landslides to a less than significant level. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-7 

This comment states a concern for health impacts to nearby homeowners as a result of the 

construction phases. The comment specifically stated impacts related to air quality, noise, and 

vibration related to construction.  

 

The potential for the proposed project to result in temporary air quality impacts is analyzed in 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 4.2-18 and 4.2-19, construction 

emissions associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to exceed the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily emissions thresholds. However, the proposed 

project may result in impacts associated with fugitive dust. Therefore, with implementation of the 

required construction emissions control measures required in Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 

(compliance with SCAQMD standard conditions and Rule 403), project impacts related to 

fugitive dust during construction would be reduced to a less than significant level, and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

The potential noise impacts of the proposed project on surrounding uses, including the adjacent 

Monarch Bay Villas, during construction are analyzed on pages 4.10-25 and 4.10-26 of the Draft 

EIR. As described on page 4.10-26, compliance with the construction hours specified in the City 

of Dana Point (City) Noise Ordinance and Standard Condition 4.10.1, which require specific 

measures to reduce short-term construction-related noise impacts, would reduce the proposed 

project’s construction noise levels in the project vicinity to a less than significant level. No 

additional mitigation is required. 
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See Response to Comment I-11-7. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-8 

This comment expresses concern that project-related increases in traffic would adversely impact 

vehicular circulation and safety on Crown Valley Parkway.  

 

See Response to Comment I-17-4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-9  

This comment expresses a concern regarding the impact of the proposed project on views from 

the commenter’s backyard. 

 

See Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-31-10  

This comment expresses concern that project-related increases in construction traffic would 

adversely impact vehicular circulation in the existing neighborhoods surrounding the project site. 

 

See Response to Comment I-17-4.  
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DONALD BENNO  

LETTER CODE: I-32 

DATE: October 24, 2014 

RESPONSE I-32-1  

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter has concerns about the Draft EIR. 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-2 

This comment states that the Draft EIR does not satisfactorily analyze the construction impacts 

upon the existing homeowners of Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

See Response to Comments I-31-7 and I-11-7. See also Common Response No. 10. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-3 

This comment expresses concern related to the construction phasing as the project proposes to 

develop the proposed uses over a period of 10 years. As such, the commenter states that a period 

of ten years for construction is unacceptably long, despite the Applicant’s need to lengthen the 

construction time due to limited financial reasons, and goes on to recommend a construction 

period of 5 years as an acceptable alternative for project construction.   

 

See Common Response No. 3. The commenter’s suggested revisions to the proposed project will 

be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-4 

This comment claims that the location of the proposed Preschool/Administration building near 

the property line will result in potential impacts related to aesthetics, views, and privacy. 

 

See Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-5 

The comment expresses concern related to the placement of the Preschool/Administration 

building near the existing residential uses located south of the project site due to potentially 

excessive noise increases associated with the administrative functions proposed for this building.  

 

The potential noise impacts of the proposed project on surrounding uses, including the adjacent 

Monarch Bay Villas, during operation are analyzed in Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As 
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described in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less than 

significant impacts with respect to long-term noise, and no mitigation is required. Activities like 

administrative functions and meetings would take place inside the buildings and would not create 

significant noise impacts on surrounding land uses. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-6 

This comment expresses concern for the safety of the children who would attend the interim 

preschool if they are not escorted to the playground on the north side or if they play near the 

embankment. In addition, this comment expresses concern that children would be allowed to play 

on the embankment or in the proposed Landscaped Garden and create unacceptable noise levels. 

 

The potential noise impacts of the proposed project, including the designated children’s play area, 

on surrounding uses, including the adjacent Monarch Bay Villas, during operation are analyzed in 

Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4.10-15 of the Draft EIR, the 

proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with respect to long-term noise, and 

no mitigation is required.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-7 

The comment suggests eliminating or substantially reducing the Preschool/Administration 

building from the proposed project, providing a larger setback between the proposed 

Preschool/Administration building and the adjacent residential, and requiring the Applicant to 

conclude administrative and meeting functions by 9 p.m. 

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. The commenter’s suggested revisions to the proposed project will be forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-8 

This comment states that the proposed Landscaped Garden will negatively impact Monarch Bay 

Villas home values. In addition, the commenter notes that the location of the Landscaped Garden 

will encroach on the privacy of the homeowners. 

 

See Common Response No. 9. This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any 

substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this 

comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review 

and consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-9 

This comment expresses concern that the location of the Landscaped Garden will attract truants 

and homeless people. 
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This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any substantive statements or questions 

about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this comment is noted for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. No further response 

is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-10 

This comment notes concern that the Landscaped Garden will not be monitored, and, as a result, 

become a gathering place and a source of noise adjacent to the Monarch Bay Villas.  

 

This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any substantive statements or questions 

about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this comment is noted for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. No further response 

is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-11 

This comment expresses concern for security of the proposed Landscaped Garden. The 

commenter suggests mandatory on-site security for the entire campus during the construction 

phase and operation.  

 

This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any substantive statements or questions 

about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this comment is noted for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. No further response 

is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-32-12 

This comment suggests removing the proposed Landscaped Garden or moving its location to the 

northeast corner of the Preschool/Administration building.  

 

This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any substantive statements or questions 

about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. The 

commenter’s suggested revisions to the proposed project will be forwarded to the decision-

makers for their review and consideration. 
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ROXANNE WILLINGER  

LETTER CODE: I-33 

DATE: October 24, 2014 

RESPONSE I-33-1 

This comment expresses concern that the City has pursued compliance with CEQA in a manner 

that necessitated minimized review. The commenter also stated that the City filed for a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (MND) in 2009 due to reasons relating to the aforementioned minimal 

review. The commenter also states the original MND did not have adequate noticing because only 

Caltrans responded as a reviewing agency.  

 

Refer to Common Response No. 1 and Common Response No. 2.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-33-2 

This comment states that while there is no statutory time limit on a Notice of Preparation (NOP), 

the Lead Agency (City) did not “redo” the NOP upon the preparation of the Draft EIR. 

 

Refer to Common Response No. 1 

 

 

RESPONSE I-33-3 

This comment states that the same SCH number was used for the original IS/MND (2009) and the 

Draft EIR (2014). 

 

Refer to Common Response No. 1 

 

 

RESPONSE I-33-4 

This comment states that while the proposed project is a “Master Plan”, the City never pursued 

the preparation of a “Master EIR”.  

 

Refer to Common Response No. 7. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-33-5 

This comment claims that the Draft EIR for the proposed project should have been identified as a 

program, tiered, or master EIR for purposes of CEQA. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment I-33-4.  
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RESPONSE I-33-6 

This comment expresses concern that the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) and 

the California Coastal Commission (CCC) were not included in Table 3.F, “Probable Future 

Actions by Responsible Agencies”. 

 

See response to Comment I-29-39. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-33-7 

This comment is email correspondence between SCH and the commenter regarding the filing 

information for the 2010 NOP.  

 

See Common Response No. 1 and Common Response No. 2. This comment does not contain any 

specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-33-8 

This comment is an attachment and was submitted in 2009 on the MND.  

 

See Common Response No. 2. This comment does not contain any specific statements or 

questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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GORDON MONTGOMERY  

 

LETTER CODE: I-34 

DATE: October 29, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-34-1 

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter has a General Engineering and 

General Building Contractor’s license. The comment also states the commenter’s address and his 

concern for the size of the proposed project.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-34-2 

This comment expresses concern for the consideration of past grading and building codes that 

were adhered to during the initial development of the Church. The comment also questions the 

geological and structural engineering plans, and whether they considered the total bearing on the 

adjacent properties. Furthermore, the comment is concerned the project did not consider the load 

of the underground parking garage, underground reservoir, and the faults on the south side of the 

property. In the commenter’s opinion, the design of the buttresses and tie backs does not show 

adequate depth and length needed.  

 

The geologic characteristics of the project site and geotechnical conclusions/recommendations 

relative to the proposed project and hillside terrain adjacent to the project site were investigated 

and evaluated in detail by the Applicant’s geotechnical consultant. The descriptions of the 

geologic conditions, results of the geologic and engineering analyses for development, graphic 

presentation of the site geology and slope stability analyses, and conclusions/recommendations 

addressing the proposed project’s impacts related to seismic and geologic hazards are described 

in detail in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, 

Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR). Mitigation measures presented by the geotechnical 

consultant (grading, caissons, tiebacks) in the referenced Geotechnical Report were shown to 

adequately address site geotechnical concerns and demonstrated an acceptable Factor-of-Safety 

with respect to slope stability for the proposed project. 

 

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of the proposed 

project. As described under Thresholds 4.5.2 and 4.5.4 in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, potential 

landslide impacts associated with the proposed project would be addressed through proper site 

preparation and design, including on-site geotechnical observations/testing and implementation of 

site-specific grading recommendations and structural engineering design criteria. Incorporation of 

the recommendations included in the Geotechnical Evaluation, as described in Mitigation 

Measure 4.5.1, and the ongoing implementation of slope maintenance procedures on the 

unimproved slopes on the project site, as described in Mitigation Measure 4.5.2, would reduce the 

proposed project’s impacts related to landslides to a less than significant level.  
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See Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-34-3 

This comment expresses concern related to the length of construction phases due to the excessive 

soil that would have to be removed offsite. The comment also states that Salt Creek would not 

accept excess stormwater runoff during project construction. The comment goes on to express 

concern that construction activities could result in the loss of residential buildings adjacent to the 

site due to landslides.  

 

Refer to Common Response Nos. 6 and 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-34-4 

This comment states that the proposed Master Plan does not conform to the existing conditions of 

the surrounding areas and recommends that the Planning Commission should not consider the 

proposed project.  

 

This comment expresses an opinion and does not contain any substantive statements or questions 

about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, this comment is noted for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. No further response 

is necessary. 
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ROBERTA MARGOLIS  

 

LETTER CODE: I-35 

DATE: October 13, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-35-1 

This comment begins by providing historical context in stating that residents of the Monarch Bay 

Villas were previously made aware of plans for development of the Monarch Bay Resort, located 

east of these residences. The comment also states that previous proposals for the area included a 

median shelter with turn pockets on Crown Valley Parkway due to traffic increases associated 

with previous proposals for development in the area (configuration of the previously proposed 

turn pockets is attached to the comment letter). The comment notes that although this shelter with 

turn pockets was never constructed, previous development proposals for the area were greatly 

scaled back during the planning process, which negated traffic concerns expressed by residents of 

the Monarch Bay Villas. However, unlike previous development proposals, the comment goes to 

express concern that the proposed project would result traffic impacts on the Monarch Bay Villas, 

which the commenter claims was no analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis and the 

corresponding Draft EIR traffic section (4.12). Further, the comment opines that construction 

traffic will cause significant impacts on Crown Valley Parkway near the Monarch Bay Villas 

community, and as such, requests that the City require a left turn out median shelter from 

Lumeria Lane to Southbound Crown Valley Parkway, consistent with the aforementioned 

previous proposal to include a median shelter with turn pockets on Crown Valley Parkway.  

 

It should be noted that this comment requests LSA acknowledge receipt of this comment by 

sending confirmation to the address listed on the letter.  

 

Please refer to Responses to Comments I-17-1 through I-17-5. 
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PETITION-GARY MCERLAIN  

 

LETTER CODE: I-36 

DATE: October 25, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-36-1 

This comment states that the turn lane into the church off westbound Crown Valley Parkway only 

accommodates 3 to 4 cars, which impedes through traffic and creates a safety hazard for motorists 

traveling down Crown Valley Parkway. This comment suggests that the proposed project include 

the extension of this left turn lane to partially mitigate car stacking at this access point, but also 

notes that the extension of this lane would not completely eliminate car stacking.  

 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix J) prepared for the proposed project included a 

queuing analysis for the southbound left-turn movements from Crown Valley Parkway into the 

full-access project driveway. The length of the southbound left-turn pocket at Crown Valley 

Parkway/Sea Island Drive–full-access project driveway is approximately 110 feet (ft). The 

southbound left-turn queues would not exceed four vehicles (or 88 ft at 22 ft per vehicle) for any 

of the analysis time periods or scenarios. Therefore, the 110 ft southbound left-turn pocket is 

adequate for all existing and project vehicles. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-36-2 

This comment states that along the left turn lane into the Monarch Bay Villas off westbound 

Crown Valley Parkway is heavily congested, which presents safety hazards for motorists 

traveling along Crown Valley Parkway. This comment also states that safety issues along this 

roadway are further exacerbated due to the limited site distance at this access point. This 

comment claims that increased congestion along Crown Valley Parkway would prevent residents 

of the Monarch Bay Villas from using this roadway to access the development, even if U-turns 

were prevented at this location.  

 

The proposed project will not contribute to the southbound left-turn volumes (or queuing [if any]) 

at Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane. Church patrons will utilize the full-access driveway as 

described in Response to Comment I-36-1. Therefore, the project would not increase hazards for 

vehicles turning in or out of the Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-36-3 

This comment opines that the only feasible mitigation to alleviate project-related traffic 

congestion along Crown Valley Parkway would be to have uniformed deputies present on site to 

direct traffic. As such, the comment expresses that project should be required to contract with 

uninformed deputies to direct project traffic.  

 

As demonstrated in the TIA, the proposed project would not result in significant traffic impacts 

along Crown Valley Parkway or Lumeria Lane. Although the request for uniformed Orange 
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County Sheriff’s Department deputies/personnel to direct traffic and placement of traffic cones 

should not be required for typical operations of the project, additional measures could be explored 

for special events/activities. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-36-4 

This comment is a petition related to the proposed project and outlines concerns related to 

geology, construction phasing, ingress/egress, aesthetics, biological resources, and 

inconsistencies with applicable planning documents and policies.  

 

This comment is identical to those comments included in Comment I-43. As such, please see 

Responses to Comments I-43-1 through I-43-11.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-36-5 

This comment requests that the reviewer of the comment letter see an attachment outlining traffic 

concerns associated with the proposed project.  

 

This comment has previously been responded to; please refer to Responses I-36-1 through I-36-3, 

above. 
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TEDD QUINN  

 

LETTER CODE: I-37 

DATE: October 20, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-37-1 

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter is an engineer and is familiar with 

the issues related to the proposed project. The commenter notes his support for the Applicant’s 

proposal to replace the buildings at the north end of the project site, but also indicates he has a 

strong concern with the proposed Preschool/Administration building on the south side of the 

project site.  

 

This comment is identical to the comments presented in Comment Letter I-18. Refer to 

Responses to Comments I-18-1 through I-18-4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-37-2 

With the exception of the deletion of the phrase “and commercialization” from the first sentence 

under the sixth point, Transformational General Plan, this comment is identical to those presented 

in the petition submitted in Comment Letter I-43.  

 

Refer to Responses to Comments I-43-1 through I-43-11, below. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-37-3 

This comment expresses support for the replacement of the existing buildings on the project site, 

but also expresses a general concern about the Preschool/Administration building proposed on the 

southeastern portion of the project site.  

 

Because this comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR 

or the analysis therein, no further response is necessary. 

 



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15» 2-636 

This page intentionally left blank 

 



I-38



I-38



I-38

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-1

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-2

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-3

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-4

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-5



I-38

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-6

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-7

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-8

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-9

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-10

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-11



I-38

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-38-11



F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  
C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15» 2-642 

This page intentionally left blank 

 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
M A R C H  2 0 1 5  

F I N A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
S O U T H  S H O R E S  C H U R C H  M A S T E R  P L A N  

C I T Y  O F  D A N A  P O I N T ,  C A L I F O R N I A  
 

 

P:\DPC0902\Final EIR & Errata\Final EIR - Master-3-17-15 .docx «03/18/15 2-643 

SUSAN HAZELBAKER  

 

LETTER CODE: I-38 

DATE: October 13, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-1 

This comment is introductory and states that the commenter has owned a home for the past 30 

years on Pompeii Drive in the Monarch Bay Villas development, immediately south of the project 

site, and opposes the completion of the proposed project.  

 

This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 

necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-2 

This comment states that several landslides have occurred in the vicinity of the project site and 

suggests that the Applicant is moving forward despite these risks. 

 

See Response to Comment I-18-3 and Common Response No. 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-3 

The comment expresses concerns related to drainage, runoff and maintenance of the v-ditch. 

 

See Common Responses Nos. 6 and 13. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-4 

The comment raises concerns regarding a 10-year construction plan and the ability of the 

Applicant to raise money and fund the project. 

 

See Common Response No. 3. The comment regarding fund raising does not contain any specific 

statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein, no further response is 

necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-5 

This comment speculates about what the project site might look like from Crown Valley Parkway 

if it were left in a partially finished condition and what type of recourse the City may have to 

correct such a condition.  
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Because this comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR 

or the analysis therein, no further response is necessary. However, the Applicant will be required 

to provide a performance bond so any phase of construction that is begun will be completed. See 

also Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-6 

The comment questions what impacts drilling and maneuvering of the bedrock will have on 

adjacent homeowners. The comment further questions whether construction could cause 

landslides in the area. 

 

Discussion presented in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to 

Appendix E, Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR) indicate that construction of the proposed 

project can be performed without off-site geotechnical impacts. Geotechnical-related monitoring, 

any drilling and/or excavation process would be performed during construction by the 

geotechnical consultant. 

 

See Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-7 

This comment asks whether construction of the proposed project will result in temporary impacts 

on air quality.  

 

The potential for the proposed project to result in temporary air quality impacts is analyzed in 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 4.2-18 and 4.2-19, construction 

emissions associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to exceed the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily emissions thresholds. However, the proposed 

project may result in impacts associated with fugitive dust. Therefore, with implementation of the 

required construction emissions control measures required in Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 

(compliance with SCAQMD standard conditions and Rule 403), project impacts related to 

fugitive dust during construction would be reduced to a less than significant level, and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-8 

This comment asks whether construction of the proposed project will result in temporary noise 

impacts.  

 

The potential noise impacts of the proposed project on surrounding uses, including the adjacent 

Monarch Bay Villas, during construction are analyzed on pages 4.10-25 and 4.10-26 of the Draft 

EIR. As described on page 4.10-26, compliance with the construction hours specified in the City 

of Dana Point (City) Noise Ordinance and Standard Condition 4.10.1, which require specific 

measures to reduce short-term construction-related noise impacts, would reduce the proposed 

project’s construction noise levels in the project vicinity to a less than significant level. No 

additional mitigation is required. 
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RESPONSE I-38-9 

This comment asserts that property values surrounding the project site have already declined as a 

result of the proposed project and will decline further if the proposed project is approved and 

constructed.  

 

The issues raised in this comment are purely economical in nature and do not raise any concerns 

about the proposed project’s potential to result in physical impacts on the environment. The 

comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft 

EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

  

RESPONSE I-38-10 

This comment suggests that the City Noise Ordinance allows construction activities 5 days per 

week between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.  

 

Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, describes the City noise regulations and standards. As 

described on page 4.10-11, the City Noise Ordinance allows construction activities between the 

hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. No construction is permitted outside 

of these hours or on Sundays and federal holidays. Additionally, Section 8.01.250 (Time of 

Grading Operations) of the City Municipal Code limits grading and equipment operations within 

0.5 mile of a structure for human occupancy. Consequently, grading and equipment operations 

may only occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. during the weekdays and are 

prohibited on Saturdays, Sundays, and City-recognized holidays. 

 

As described on page 4.10-14 of the Draft EIR, construction activities at the proposed project 

would be required to comply with Standard Condition 4.10.1, which would require the 

construction contractor to limit all grading and equipment operations and all construction-related 

activities that would result in high noise levels (90 A-weighted decibels [dBA] or greater) to 

between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No high noise level 

construction activities shall be permitted outside of these hours or on Saturdays, Sundays, and 

federal holidays. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-38-11 

This comment claims that the Applicant has failed to consider the proposed project’s impacts on 

the Monarch Bay Villas and states that the Planning Commission should consider the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed project during its decision-making process.  

 

CEQA requires that local government agencies, before taking action on projects over which they 

have discretionary approval authority, consider the environmental consequences of such projects. 

This Draft EIR has been prepared by the City of Dana Point to analyze the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed project. The Draft EIR will be considered by the City 

Planning Commission during its decision-making process regarding the proposed project. The 

comment does not contain any specific, substantive comments or questions about the analysis in 

the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary.  
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SERGIO AND MARA LANDAU 

 

LETTER CODE: I-39 

DATE: October 26, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-1 

This comment is introductory and explains that the commenter lives immediately to the south of 

the project site and disagrees with the conclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts on the Monarch Bay Villas 

Community.  

 

Because this comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the Draft EIR, 

or the analysis therein, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-2 

This comment asserts that the proposed project would result in aesthetic and visual impacts on 

Salt Creek Canyon and intrude on the privacy of residents at the Monarch Bay Villas. This 

comment also suggests that the proposed setback would be insufficient. 

 

See Common Response No. 9 and Common Response No. 11. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-3 

The comment raises concerns about the noise levels and questions what can be done to ensure 

noise levels are not exceeded and to limit the use of the buildings. 

 

The Noise Impact Study (Appendix J) evaluated noise impacts from project-related mobile and 

stationary sources for off-site uses, and did not identify any significant noise impacts, whether the 

sources occur between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. or outside of this time period. Ambient noise 

measurements, especially for short durations (less than 8 hours) represent noise level in a snap 

shot of time at the measurement locations. They are used to document the existing noise 

environment. For noise mitigation purposes, it is based on the projected worst-case scenario, with 

the highest noise level under the worst case operational conditions. This worst case scenario for 

both construction and operations on the project site has been included in the Noise Impact Study, 

and compared to the applicable City noise standards (not the ambient noise measurement data).  

 

The proposed project’s operational noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level 

with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10.1 and compliance with Standard Condition 

4.10.1. However, if future noise levels are not in compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, the 

City has the authority to require modifications in any on-site operations or require the Applicant 

to upgrade the buildings to alleviate adverse noise impacts on surrounding residents. 
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RESPONSE I-39-4 

The comment raises concerns about noise during the 10-year construction period. The comment 

further questions whether noise impacts are less than significant. 

 

The Noise Impact Study evaluated noise impacts from project-related construction sources for 

off-site uses, and did not identify any significant noise impacts, when compared to the applicable 

City noise standards. Standard Conditions have been adequately identified to minimize the 

potential construction noise impacts. Specifically, compliance with Standard Condition 4.10.1 

(page 4.10-27 of the Draft EIR) would reduce construction-related noise impacts resulting from 

the proposed project to a less then significant level. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-5 

This comment expresses disagreement with the Draft EIR findings that the proposed project 

would result in either “no impact” or a “less than significant impact” to air quality, especially for 

residents of the adjacent Monarch Bay Villas.  

 

See the Response to Comment I-25-30. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-6 

This comment expresses concern over potential on-going construction impacts due to the 

Applicant’s current lack of funding for completion of the proposed project.  

 

The Draft EIR analyzes the “worst-case” construction schedule that would result in the maximum 

level of daily construction emissions. As shown in the Draft EIR, even this “worst-case” scenario 

would not result in any pollutant emissions that would exceed the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds of significance. These thresholds are designed to be 

protective of the health of all people. Thus, if the project construction is delayed or extended, the 

daily emissions would be no greater than those analyzed in the Draft EIR and would likely be 

lower than those emissions because the daily construction activities would be less. 

 

The comment related to the funding of the project does not contain any specific, substantive 

comments or questions about the analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-7 

The comment asserts that there is no comprehensive test to confirm that the soils will allow the 

disturbances proposed by construction of the project. The comment also raises concerns regarding 

runoff and the stability of the adjacent slopes. 

 

The geologic characteristics of the project site and geotechnical conclusions/recommendations 

relative to the proposed project and hillside terrain adjacent to the project site were investigated 

and evaluated in detail by the Applicant’s geotechnical consultant. The descriptions of the 

geologic conditions, results of the geologic and engineering analyses for development, graphic 
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presentation of the site geology and slope stability analyses, and conclusions/recommendations 

addressing the proposed project’s impacts related to seismic and geologic hazards are described 

in detail in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, 

Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR). These reports provide comprehensive soils analysis. 

 

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of the proposed 

project. As described throughout this Section, potential soils and geotechnical impacts associated 

with the proposed project would be addressed through proper site preparation and design, 

including on-site geotechnical observations/testing during construction and implementation of 

site-specific grading recommendations and structural engineering design criteria. Incorporation of 

the recommendations included in the Geotechnical Evaluation, as described in Mitigation 

Measure 4.5.1, and the ongoing implementation of slope maintenance procedures on the 

unimproved slopes on the project site, as described in Mitigation Measure 4.5.2, would reduce the 

proposed project’s impacts related to slope stability to a less than significant level. 

 

See Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-8 

The comment raises concerns related to storms and earthquakes due to the landslide associated 

with an adjacent apartment building. 

 

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR acknowledges that a landslide occurred in 1991 

at the Monarch Coast Apartments, located adjacent to and northeast of the project site. 

Differences in the geologic conditions between the northeast and southeast portions of the hillside 

terrain adjacent to the proposed construction site are described and supported with geotechnical 

analyses in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, 

Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR).  

 

See Response to Comment I-39-7. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-9 

The comment requests that the Applicant be held liable for possible flooding and landslide 

consequences and requests and indemnification bond be required. 

 

See Common Response No. 4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-39-10 

This comment asserts that the proposed project would exceed the physical capacity of the project 

site and expresses disagreement with the Draft EIR findings that the proposed project would 

result in less than significant impacts, especially with respect to traffic, air quality, and visual 

impacts. 

 

See Common Response No. 10 and Common Response No. 11.  
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TODD V. GLENN 

LETTER CODE: I-40 

DATE: October 13, 2014 

RESPONSE I-40-1 

The comment is introductory and states opposition to the project. This comment does not contain 

any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no 

further response is necessary. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

review and consideration.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-40-2 

This comment states that due to the proposed increase in square footage and the dual level 

proposed parking garage that the project should be summarily rejected by the City and oversight 

agencies. Further, the comment states that the project should receive the same level of review as 

any other commercial or corporate business. 

 

See Responses to Comments I-9-3 and I-9-4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-40-3 

The comment states concerns regarding congestion on Sea Island Drive at Crown Valley 

Parkway, and further states that the increased trips jeopardize compliance with the Orange 

County Congestion Management Program (CMP) agreement with the City. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-5. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-40-4 

The comment raises a concern about the scale and mass of the Pre-school/Administrative building 

and states that the views from the scenic roadway will be obliterated. The comment further states 

that Voices of Monarch Beach (VoMB) oppose the height variance request of the Community 

Life Center due to impacts to the viewshed.  

 

See Response to Comment I-9-6. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-40-5 

The comment raises concerns about destabilizing the bluff due to increased runoff volumes and 

modification of drainage patters. The comment further raises concerns related to erosion and 

slides. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-7. 
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RESPONSE I-40-6 

The comment asserts that the project will pollute Salt Creek and further asserts that the WQMP 

and NPDES permits are inadequate mitigation. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-8 and Common Response Nos. 6 and 13. The Preliminary WQMP 

has been revised and can be found in Attachment B to this Final EIR.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-40-7 

The comment asserts that a 10-year construction period will prolong disturbances with the Salt 

Creek Corridor. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-9. See also Common Response No. 3 and Common Response 

No. . 

 

 

RESPONSE I-40-8 

The comment states that an alternative plan was suggested by VoMB to the Applicant and that 

this plan was not included in the Draft EIR. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-10. 
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Maryanne Cronin

From: Ryan Bensley

Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 4:16 PM

To: Maryanne Cronin

Subject: FW: DEIR South Shores Church Master Plan Project

From: SAIMA QURESHY [mailto:SQURESHY@DanaPoint.org]  

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 1:32 PM 
To: Ryan Bensley 

Cc: URSULA LUNA-REYNOSA; JOHN TILTON; Ashley Davis 
Subject: FW: DEIR South Shores Church Master Plan Project 

Hello Ryan – Attached is the first written comment received on the DEIR.  Please let me know of any questions.  Thanks. 

Saima Qureshy, AICPSaima Qureshy, AICPSaima Qureshy, AICPSaima Qureshy, AICP    
Senior PlannerSenior PlannerSenior PlannerSenior Planner    
City of Dana Point, CACity of Dana Point, CACity of Dana Point, CACity of Dana Point, CA    

From: Victoria Lynn O'Toole [mailto:vickyotoole@hotmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 11:59 AM 
To: SAIMA QURESHY 

Subject: DEIR South Shores Church Master Plan Project 

Saima Qureshyy, AICP, Senior Planner 

City of Dana Point 

Community Development Department, Planning Division 

33282 Golden Lantern, Suite 209 

Dana Point, CA  92629 

Email:  squreshy@danapoint.org 

October 16, 2014 

To whom it may concern, 

I reside at 57 Cassis, Monarch Beach, CA, directly across from the church.  I strongly object to the above 

project as it has direct adverse environmental impact to me.  The golf course and canyon that separates our 

property provides for a sound amplifier and sound pollution.   I already suffer from the elevated noise levels of 

the Church and their various functions.  To triple their footprint and to add schools would magnify this 

problematic situation.  

I tried to attend the study session on Oct 13th, 2014 @ 6:00 pm at the Community Center Gym and there was 

no available parking in any parking lot or adjacent street.  A meeting of such importance should be held at a 

facility that provides full attendance parking. 

Please feel free to contact me at (949) 842-5232 for any questions or additional comments. 

I-41

MCronin
Rectangle

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-41-1

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-41-2



2

Sincerely: 

Victoria O'Toole 

I-41
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VICTORIA O’TOOLE 

LETTER CODE: I-41 

DATE: October 16, 2014 

RESPONSE I-41-1 

This comment expresses objection to the proposed project and states that it has a direct adverse 

environmental impact on the commenter.  The comment states that the canyon and golf course 

between their residence and the project site results in sound amplification and sound pollution, 

and that they suffer from elevated noise occurring at Church functions. The comment further 

states that the Church’s plans to triple their footprint and add schools will magnify the problem. 

 

The proposed project increases the overall square footage on the project site from 42,545 square 

feet to 89,362 square feet, which is not a tripling of the footprint. In addition, the proposed project 

does not include an increase in the existing preschool’s license for 86 preschool students. No 

additional school capacity is included. 

 

Canyon effect related to noise is sound reverberation through multiple reflections and, therefore, 

the attenuation is reduced with distance. This effect is most likely to occur in urban settings 

where parallel buildings are located close to each other, and sound generated at one end of the 

street is bounced around between the buildings and what is heard at the other end of the street is 

louder than normal (when no reflection or canyon effect exists). It should be noted that the sound 

(or noise) is not amplified; it is just not attenuated by as much as normal sound based on the 

distance between the source and the receiver. For hillsides or other terrains with vegetation, 

because of the absorptive nature of the surface (as opposed to the building surfaces filled with 

hard surfaces such as concrete and/or glass), the canyon effect would not contribute substantially 

to the overall sound/noise energy received by the receivers at the other end. Most of the time, the 

sound can be heard when the ambient noise at the receiver site is low, but the distance attenuation 

would still account for the majority of the noise reduction under that circumstance. At long 

distances, by the time the direct sound/noise reaches the receiver at the other end, it would have 

been attenuated because of the distance. The addition of the reflected sound/noise, which would 

be a portion of the original sound/energy level (some of the sound absorbed by the surface and 

some penetrated through the surface), would be small after multiple reflections. Because noise 

sources and receivers in the project area are not conducive to an environment that would result in 

a substantial canyon effect, especially between the project site and receivers that are at a close 

distance, any acoustical canyon effect is anticipated to be small and negligible.  

 

As described in the Draft EIR (page 4.10-14, Section 4.10, Noise) potential on-site noise sources 

would primarily include activities associated with the children’s play areas. The majority of other 

activities at the Church are conducting inside the buildings and would not create significant noise 

impacts on surrounding land uses. No mitigation was required for noise impacts occurring as a 

result of Church activities because the maximum noise levels would not exceed the City’s 75 

dBA Lmax threshold that is not to be exceeded at any time during the daytime hours for residential 

areas, or the City’s 60 dBA L50 threshold that is not to be exceeded for more than 15 minutes (but 

less than 30 minutes) in any hour during the daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 
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RESPONSE I-41-2 

This comment states that the commenter could not attend the October 13, 2014 study session due 

to limited parking. This comment does not contain any specific statements or questions about the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response 

is necessary. 
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