
Josette and Rod Hatter 
23297 Pompeii Drive, Dana Point, CA 92629 

949-230-7516  jshatter@uci.edu 

19 
October 20, 2014. View of Applicant’s employees clearing percolation basin. 
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On October 25, 2014, as seen in the photo below, we noticed that 
Applicant’s percolation basin is now capped off at the egress pipe. 

The percolation basin was sandbagged on October 20, 2014. 
Fortunately, we are in a drought, because a severe storm would result in 
waters escaping around the closed egress pipe, over or around the 
sandbags, through the fence and over the surrounding environmentally 
sensitive habitat, resulting in continued erosion of the Environmentally 
Sensitive Area. 
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Although there had been no precipitation and the drainage pipe 
feeding into the percolation basin was dry, there was standing water in the 
percolation basin on October 25, 2014. Such water was observed under 
identical conditions on October 21 and the mornings of October 22 and 27. 
Little water was visible under identical conditions on October 23, 24 and 26. 
Does this suggest that the standing water is ground water? 

October 25, 2014. Standing water in percolation basin. 

How will the percolation basin be cleaned up? How will continued use 
of the percolation basin affect groundwater? What are the plans for vector 
control in the basin? We request a plan for environmentally sound restoration 
and management of the current off-site percolation basin. 

Water is supposed to flow out of the percolation basin and into a series 
of concrete v-ditch sections. These existing v-ditch sections, which do not 
directly adjoin Monarch Bay Villas and are a separate system from the one 
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relied upon by Monarch Bay Villas, are cracked and disconnected. They are 
completely filled with dirt. Storm water overflows across vulnerable hillsides 
creating the above-referenced erosion, which is visible along Salt Creek Trail. 
On October 13, 2014, two organizations, Voices of Monarch Beach and 
Clean Water Now submitted 28 color photographs to document the erosion 
for the City of Dana Point Planning Commission. The erosion had been 
reported to the City of Dana Point and the Applicant in 2009, but it is not 
apparent that either party took remedial action following the initial 2009 
report. 

Failure to assure 100 % concrete connectivity for storm water runoff is a 
violation of 2009 SRWQCB regulations. Uncontrolled runoff into the Salt Creek 
area has the potential to contribute to local waterway pollution. According 
to water quality sampling performed by the South OC Wastewater Authority, 
records reflect that Salt Creek beach, in the mixing zone near its Point of 
Discharge (POD), hasn’t met Recreation-1 (Rec-1) standards for the past 
decade. 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/progra
ms/303d_list/docs/r9_summary_water_bodies_assessed_app_b_r
ev1.pdf 

Does the Applicant plan to use the broken system of v-ditches for 10 
years of construction? We don’t know and the DEIR doesn’t tell us. We 
request clarification of the time schedule for reliance upon the existing 
system and the expected point in new construction that there will be the 
proposed transfer to a new drainage system. 

What plans are there to prevent such negligence by Applicant in the 
future? We request specific information about plans to restore and manage 
the existing drainage system as long as it remains in use. We also request the 
name of the agency responsible for oversight of the drainage during and 
post-construction and a contact person at that agency. 

Operation 

“The proposed project expands impervious surfaces approximately 
40%, for a total 90% impervious surface on the 5.1 buildable-acres of the six 
acre site (an increase of 1.25 acres), increasing runoff volume and velocity 
from the site.” (Email October 2, 2014 from Roger Butow, Clean Water Now.) 
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Applicant has proposed designs that result in potentially destructive 
hydro-modification of the site and that of surrounding neighborhoods. 

“. . . increased volume, velocity, frequency and discharge 
duration of storm water runoff from developed areas has the 
potential to greatly accelerate downstream erosion, impair 
stream habitat in natural drainages, and negatively impact 
beneficial uses. Development and urbanization increase 
pollutant loads in storm water runoff and the volume of storm 
water runoff. Impervious surfaces can neither absorb water nor 
remove pollutants and thus lose the purification and infiltration 
provided by natural vegetated soil.” (South Orange County 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) October 25, 2012.) 

Applicant is prohibited by regulation from actions that result in hydro-
modification—i.e.,  

“changes in the magnitude and frequency of stream flows 
due to urbanization and the resulting impacts on the receiving 
channels in terms of erosion, sedimentation, and degradation of 
in-stream habitat. The processes involved in aggradation and 
degradation are complex, but are caused by an alteration of 
the hydrologic regime of a watershed due to increases in 
impervious surfaces, more efficient storm drain networks, and a 
change in historic sediment supply sources, among other 
factors.” (South Orange County Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) October 25, 2012.) 

Applicant proposes, despite prohibitions against hydro-modification, 
that the V-ditches which adjoin neighboring Monarch Bay Villas will be co-
opted to receive Applicant’s future migratory flows (i.e., all the water flows 
that will not be captured by Applicant’s proposed but unspecified 
underground retention system.) These v-ditches currently perfectly serve, and 
are maintained by, Monarch Bay Villas. The v-ditches themselves seem much 
too small to provide adjunct drainage from Applicant’s site. 

Were the co-opted v-ditches designed to serve as adjunct storm water 
management channels for Applicant’s proposed projects? What is the 
projected water flow from Applicant’s project into the v-ditches during and 
after completion of construction? What damage and erosion will be 
sustained by areas near the co-opted v-ditches? 

The Monarch Bay Villa v-ditch system is currently a well-managed and 
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regulation-compliant v-ditch system. It and the areas surrounding the v-ditch 
system will be eroded, damaged and/or destroyed by Applicant’s flow, 
which may be 4-5 times greater than the flow from Monarch Bay Villas. It’s 
possible, in times of heavy rainfall that it will also overflow and erode areas 
around The Montessori School located in Monarch Bay Plaza. 

What about the drainage system under nearby and lower Monarch 
Pointe? Is the underground section of their drainage system large enough to 
handle the proposed increase in flow along the Monarch Bay Villa v-ditch 
system or will it be damaged or compromised by periods of heavy runoff? 
Was the underground aspect of this drainage system designed with 
Applicant’s runoff in mind?  

What plans are there to insure that downstream users and neighbors 
will not be flooded and have their properties eroded by overflow out of the 
over-taxed v-ditch and underground drainage systems? We request specific 
information about plans to manage the drainage system post-construction. 
We further request the name of the agency responsible for oversight of the 
drainage during and post-construction. We request to be indemnified 
against all damages due to water flow from Applicant’s site into the 
Monarch Bay Villas v-ditch system. 

Applicant proposes to install an unspecified underground detention 
system for containment of peak flow water on the finished project. Applicant 
and the engineers and architects for the project make no attempt to 
describe or to specify the detention system. They do not report when the 
underground unit is expected to be put into service. 

It is unacceptable for this system to be specified only at the time of its 
construction. We request additional information about the most likely choice 
of detention systems, the details about how it will function and especially 
what will happen in a case of unusually heavy rainfall. Where will additional 
water that cannot be captured at the time go? Into the v-ditches adjoining 
Monarch Bay Villas? What plans are there to manage drainage off the site 
when the underground detention system has reached capacity? 

There is no offer of onsite UV/Reverse Osmosis/Ozone water treatment 
for bacteria-laden water contained in the underground detention device. 
Yet if the flow is greater that 50,000 gallons/day, the water must be treated 
onsite. (An onsite treatment plant would require a separate NPDES Permit—
has one been applied for?) If there is no onsite-treatment, how does 
Applicant propose to meet 2009 and later water quality control standards?  
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In short, Applicant fails to employ a full range of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) in its proposed project. Where are the plans for the treatment or 
diversion of dry weather flows in order to reduce/remove of pollutants from 
the parking structure and walkways? The proposed Alternate Project will 
increase impervious surface area—where are the plans for the disconnect of 
impervious surfaces (i.e. areas of plantings or gravel for onsite bio-filtration & 
reduction of sheet flow? 

The Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Runoff From the 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewers Systems (MS4s) Draining the Watershed of 
the County of Orange, the Incorporated Cities of Orange County, and the 
Orange County Flood Control District within the San Diego Region, California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, Dec. 16, 2009, 
specify that optimal storm water management includes: 

“…Controlling runoff pollution by using a combination of onsite 
source control and site design [Best Management Practices] BMPs 
augmented with treatment control BMPs before the runoff enters the 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) is important for the 
following reasons: (1) Many end-of-pipe BMPs (such as diversion to 
the sanitary sewer) are typically ineffective during significant storm 
events. Whereas, onsite source control BMPs can be applied during all 
runoff conditions; (2) End-of-pipe BMPs are often incapable of 
capturing and treating the wide range of pollutants which can be 
generated on a sub-watershed scale; (3) End-of-pipe BMPs are more 
effective when used as polishing BMPs, rather than the sole BMP to be 
implemented; (4) End-of-pipe BMPs do not protect the quality or 
beneficial uses of receiving waters between the pollutant source and 
the BMP; and (5) Offsite end-of-pipe BMPs do not aid in the effort to 
educate the public regarding sources of pollution and their prevention.” 

Applicant plans to abandon an erosion control BMP---the poorly 
maintained outlet structure and earthen dam percolation basin that 
currently exists. This erosion control method could be redesigned and 
recreated on the southeastern quadrant of the building site in lieu of the Pre-
School Administration building. Primary migratory flow could be directed to 
the basin, reducing the high-energy flows and pollutant loading and 
preventing overload of the Monarch Bay Villas v-ditch system. The new 
Percolation Basin could work in tandem with the Proposed Underground 
Detention Basin. 

Together with the onsite underground detention system and an onsite 
water treatment system, surface runoff could be effectively managed and 
neighboring properties would not have their storm management systems 
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compromised. There would be no need to rely upon the v-ditches currently 
serving Monarch Bay Villas. 

Potential Environmental Impact 

4.10 Noise 

Applicant proposes that residents of Monarch Bay Villas live next door 
to a noisy construction site for the better part of ten years! Applicant denies 
that there will be any significant impact from noise generated by this overly 
long permitting period. However, Applicant does admit that there will be 
significant noise impaction on nearby residents from the construction of the 
Pre-School/Administration Building. 

Applicant fails to properly acknowledge the problems of ongoing 
Operational Noise and Vibration due to the operation of either the Proposed 
or the Alternate Proposed Parking Structure and its ramp.  

Applicant should eliminate plans to build the Pre-School Administration 
building on the southeastern aspect of its site. Furthermore, Applicant should 
redesign the parking structure and its ramp, downsizing with relocation to a 
more central area on the site and relocating or eliminating the ramp. The net 
effect of their design will include Noise Reduction, Better Site Fit and Lower 
Profile for the structure. 

4.12 Transportation/Traffic 

Applicant maintains that its Project and Alternate Proposed Project will 
have less than significant impact on traffic flow under its post-construction 
Operations. Applicant has failed to consider the needs of nearby residents 
and travelers passing through the area to shop, etc. Applicant has failed to 
provide studies related to nearby intersections. Applicant’s operations will be 
deleterious to residents of Monarch Bay Villas, Monarch Terrace, users of 
Monarch Bay Plaza and perhaps the residents of Monarch Pointe. They will 
also impact users of Crown Valley Parkway and Pacific Coast Highway at 
and near its intersection with Crown Valley Parkway. 

We request that applicant be required to build out protective structure to 
assist Monarch Bay Villa Residents in making left turns onto Crown Valley 
Parkway from their sole egress point of Lumeria Lane. We request pre- and 
post-construction traffic studies for the Monarch Bay Villas’ Lumeria Lane 
intersection with Crown Valley Parkway and the Monarch Bay Plaza 
intersection with Crown Valley Parkway. We request Speed Monitoring on 
Crown Valley Parkway; vehicles traveling north on the street often exceed 
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the posted 35 mph. 

Viable Proposed Alternatives to Be Considered for SCH. No. 2009041129 

1. Eliminate the Pre-School/Administration Building from the southeastern
quadrant of the site. 

2. Replacing aging buildings with the addition of approximately 50,000
square feet of new construction. Reduce the overall Parking Garage square 
footage. Eliminate the south Garage Tower. 

3. Relocate the Parking Garage ramp to the center of the Parking Garage or
eliminate it entirely to reduce the noise coming off of the structure during 
operation. 

4. Increase the Parking Garage setback toward the north, to reduce its
impact on nearby Monarch Bay Villas residences. The increased Setback 
nearest to MBV should feature tiered terraces that will physically link to the 
onsite detention basin and designed to include swales with shallow 
detentions and small depressions to facilitate the reduction of pollutants. The 
setback must be sloped away from the crib wall behind Monarch Bay Villas. 
All open spaces should be irregularly situated on the site and provide 
maximum setback from Monarch Bay Villas. 

5. Landscape using native plants and shrubs, which support native fauna and
which do not accrue heat. Utilize plantings to screen and create privacy for 
residents of Monarch Bay Villas, while preserving views of Saddleback 
Mountain and overhead sunlight. Applicant will demonstrate a new 
commitment to the community via the employment of an environmental 
specialist to oversee the site’s development and ongoing maintenance. 

6. Drainage to feature a natural detention & bio-filtration basin, a
pollutant/peak flow reduction BMP that complies with the NPDES Permit circa 
2014-15. The Proposed Projects onsite, underground retention basin should 
comply with the most current regulations regarding such installations and be 
paired with an onsite water-treatment facility if deemed necessary by NPDES 
Permitting. Drainage plans will not co-opt the v-ditches currently in use by 
Monarch Bay Villas. 

7. Applicant must contract for an off-site parking management plan.
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8. All Construction to be completed within 5 years, with residents of Monarch
Bay Villas and the Monarch Bay Villas Homeowners Association to be fully 
indemnified, as described in this document. All Contractors must be subject 
to a Performance Bond, as also described within this document. 

9. The details of the Proposed Project will be fully specified and divulged prior
to its approval; there will be no reliance in the final project on promises to 
provide such specifics at the time of construction, no administrative or “As 
Built” internal building department changes, signed off by inspectors, without 
a public hearing.   

10. Remediate the area now serving as the existing off-site percolation basin.
Restore ESA habitat destroyed over the 20 years that the off-site basin has 
been in service. Provide a Vector Control Plan if the area has been 
transformed into a wetlands. 

This concludes our commentary for the period ending October 30, 2014. 

This submission additionally includes our Comments submitted in March 2010. 

We respectfully request responses to our Current Comments and to our 2009 
comments. We also request to be advised of all matters materially affecting 
SCH. No. 2009041129. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Josette S. Hatter 

Rodney R. Hatter 
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March 17, 2010 

Josette & Rodney R. Hatter 
23297 Pompeii Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 
jshatter@uci.edu 

City of Dana Point 
Attention:  Saima Qureshy, AICP, Senior Planner, 

       Kyle Butterwick,  
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point, CA 92629-3568 

Re: Comments regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Draft EIR for 
the South Shores Church proposed Master Plan, SCH No. 2009041129, as 
requested by the City of Dana Point at the March 4, 2010, Scoping “Meeting.” 

Sent via email to: squreshy@danapoint.org, kbutterwick@danapoint.org 

RESPONDER REQUESTS CONFIRMATION OF DELIVERY FROM THE CITY OF 
DANA POINT AND FROM LSA.  CONFIRMATION SHOULD BE SENT TO: 
jshatter@uci.edu 

General comments relating to the MND and the Draft EIR 

The initial study of the proposal to increase institutional development by South 
Shores Church failed to fully assess the impact of growth and development of 
institutional buildings on the environment and on neighbors. 

As residents of Dana Point, with property that is immediately adjacent to the South 
Shores Church property, we are dismayed by the City’s handling of the South 
Shores Church request to increase the size of its institutional presence at the current 
location (atop a coastal bluff and adjoining quiet neighborhoods.) Most significantly 
to us, it completely failed to properly consider the impact of a ten-year project on the 
individuals who are the most immediate neighbors to South Shores Church and the 
impact of any project on the surrounding environment. 

We reject the findings of the Mitigated Negative Declaration related to this project. 
As several city employees confirmed at the March 4, 2010, Scoping “Meeting,” the 
report failed to take account of streets and intersections beyond Sea Island Drive 
and the entrance into South Shores Church. It further failed to give appropriate, 
thorough consideration to the fragile coastal area on which it has proposed to build; 
nor does it adequately consider the land immediately adjacent to the church 

I-24

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-24-54



Josette and Rod Hatter 
23297 Pompeii Drive, Dana Point, CA 92629 

949-230-7516  jshatter@uci.edu 

30 

property. It failed to reflect considerations of water drainage onto adjacent 
properties. It failed to represent the impact the construction project will have on 
adjoining properties.  

We live in Monarch Bay Villas, a community of only 53 homes. All residents of 
Monarch Bay Villas will share in the negative impact of the development, but we can 
best testify to the effects on our street. The seventeen homes on our street, Pompeii 
Drive, sit directly below the church. Residents and owners will be adversely affected 
for the duration of the project and beyond its completion. 

By way of statistics, at least seven of the seventeen households on our street have 
one or more residents over the age of 65. Of these, at least four households have 
one or more residents who are over the age of 70. Of these seven households, three 
owners are widows and one is a widower.  

Seven other households have residents that are at least 55 years of age, and 
probably older. Of these, two are single persons. We know that at least four of the 
seventeen households have one or two residents with significant medical problems 
that require daily management. Sixteen of the seventeen households are owned or 
occupied by individuals of retirement age who did not expect to have to fight City 
Hall and their largest neighbor in order to maintain the quality of their lifestyle and to 
preserve the value of their homes. 

Because of the length of the project, the demographics will “worsen” before it is 
completed. Residents will be older, sicker and have less discretionary income to 
fight for quality of life concerns. These residents are entitled to protection from 
careless management by the City and their long-term quality of life must be 
considered in the planning of the project. At this point in time, trust in the City has 
been severely compromised. 

How do the City and South Shores Church plan to mitigate medical, emotional and 
financial damages that residents have incurred as they struggled to protect their 
homes and quality of life from the invasive construction of the proposed institutional 
facilities? 

What plans are there to mitigate future lifestyle destruction from the operation of the 
proposed institutional facilities, including, but not limited to, the financial, aesthetic, 
medical and emotional damage, which will be inflicted upon the residents of 
Monarch Bay Villas? 
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Specific Comments on Environmental Topic Areas to be Analyzed in the EIR 

Aesthetics 

The initial study failed to properly evaluate the Aesthetic concerns associated with 
the project. 

Project Size 
South Shores Church is located on a coastal bluff and a scenic area of Dana Point. 
Although the church owns approximately six acres, some of it is un-useable. What is 
the exact size of the buildable area? 

The current project, designed to expand the presence of an institution in this 
neighborhood, is too large for the apparent buildable area.  We are requesting a 
thorough review of the proposed buildings and parking lot, with a request to reduce, 
in number and size, the buildings to be placed on the lot. We are requesting 
increased setback of any structure or parking facility above Pompeii Drive. 

If the project is not reduced, what is proposed to mitigate crowding of the site, 
blocking of view, increased pollution and loss of light along Crown Valley Parkway 
and above Pompeii Drive?  

Fencing 
If a fence is installed, what are the plans to mitigate unsightliness? What are the 
plans for removal between active phases of the project? What are the plans to keep 
the fence clean and in excellent condition and to regularly clean around it? 

What alternate, suitable and aesthetically more appropriate sites and plans for the 
development of its institutional mission have been provided by South Shores 
Church?   

Property Management 
For the length of our 15-year residency on Pompeii Drive we have been dismayed 
by the South Shores Church approach to property management.  We are certain that 
South Shores Church would report, and believes, that it is responsive to neighbors 
and responsible in the maintenance of its grounds and facilities. 

However, we have had to write, telephone and repeatedly ask our property manager 
to telephone, in order to get the church slope that abuts our property trimmed and 
maintained. Two years ago we spent $500.00 of our own money to cut back dead 
and flammable brush. Finally, last spring, fearful of fire and unwilling to once again 
finance the church’s slope maintenance, we resorted to a phone call to Bill Bailey, of 
code enforcement for the City, requesting an inspection of the slope. He requested 
inspection by the Fire Marshall and subsequently the slope was cleared of dead 
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brush by order of the Fire Marshall. 

One would think that this would have made South Shores Church more vigilant, but 
at the date of this writing, the slope area behind our home has seven large broken 
tree branches. They were broken six weeks ago in the late January 2010 storm. 
Someone cut back a tree whose branches had broken, fallen to rest across the 
drainage ditch and against our back gate, but no one has picked up the trimmed 
branches, finished trimming the damaged tree or cleared the other six large broken 
branches that are very visible from my home, but invisible from the church parking 
lot. What steps are being taken to mitigate South Shores Church’s habit of viewing 
things only from its own perspective? 

In a casual conversation several months ago, with a man who represented himself 
as a member of the gardening service hired by the church, we were told that the 
gardening service was limited in its activities on the slope by church budget 
considerations. Is South Shores Church required to disclose its financial status and 
demonstrate its ability to pay for the upkeep of what it currently owns? 

How can the church be trusted to manage the maintenance of a larger institutional 
facility when it doesn’t even take care of what it currently owns? What is being 
proposed in this project to mitigate against lack of slope, site and facility 
maintenance? 

Air Quality 

The initial study failed to fully assess Air Quality Issues associated with the proposed 
institutional project. 

Pollution 
The proposal to move immense amounts of soil and to manage dust with water 
spray is of significant concern. 

As residents of Monarch Bay Villas, we enjoy (and pay the mortgages to insure) the 
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privilege of open doors and windows and fresh air. Our location immediately below 
the building site means that pollutants from demolition, site-preparation and building 
will fall and be blown upon us. Heavy equipment and idling traffic on Crown Valley 
Parkway, as well as heavy equipment on site, will increase motor vehicle pollutants 
and increase the likelihood of health-related problems. 
What is proposed to mitigate for this pollution, which is known to increase asthma 
and other respiratory infections? 

What is the plan to mitigate against the loss of access to fresh air and the showering 
of dust and pollutants upon my home, street and community? 

What is the plan to mitigate against increased humidity in an already damp area? 

Chronic Respiratory Illness 
Management of a chronic respiratory condition, Bronchiectasis, requires that this 
household manage allergens and pollutants, such as dust. The long duration of the 
proposed project means that this household will have to incur the expenses of 
installing additional double-paned windows and an air-conditioning system. Also, 
gardening and housekeeping costs will increase in order to maintain a clean and 
low-dust environment. What are the plans to mitigate the costs to this homeowner 
and to others on Pompeii drive who will incur similar adverse loss of air quality? 

If a fence is installed, what other steps besides watering and the fence will be taken 
to mitigate loss of air quality? 

Biological Resources 

The initial study failed to fully assess Biological Resources affected by the proposed 
institutional project. 

Coastal Bluff and Drainage 
The proposed project calls for placement of large institutional structures and a 
parking structure on a coastal bluff. The building of such will affect coastal bluff 
areas immediately below the project site.  

Fifteen years ago the City mandated that the church build a drainage basin at the 
end of Pompeii Drive, on what is now a gnatcatcher/wildlife preserve. Despite 
assurances that the drainage basin would be both camouflaged and maintained, it 
remains an over-grown fenced area with runoff that has damaged the coastal bluff 
on which it was built.  
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What are the plans to properly restore the bluff area, to mitigate against damage to 
date and restore the soils of the gnatcatcher/wildlife preserve? 

What are the plans to mitigate against continued damage to the bluff and the 
gnatcatcher/wildlife preserve or new damage resulting from the proposed project? 

Cultural Resources (Archaeology and Paleontology) 

No Comments 
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Geology/Soils Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The initial study failed to thoroughly assess Geology/Soils Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. 

As homeowners unskilled in the discussion of soil hazards and hazardous materials, 
we are nonetheless concerned about these problems. 

Areas of Dana Point are prone to slippage; one has only to look at the empty slopes 
between South Shores Church and the apartment complex on Crown Valley 
parkway to see evidence of unstable earth. What seismic studies have been 
completed or are proposed to address these concerns? 

Have the seismic studies done for the area adjacent to Pompeii Drive (that is now 
gnatcatcher/wildlife preserve) been obtained and studied? These studies were 
completed in approximately 1999-2000 and demonstrated unstable ground adjacent 
to Pompeii Drive.  What efforts have been made to study and mitigate against soil 
slippage or other problems which we do not have the experience to anticipate but 
that may very well exist? 

What destabilization of the area has occurred as a result of the poor management of 
the church’s drainage basin located next to Pompeii Drive? What is proposed to 
understand and to mitigate against further damage of coastal bluffs and 
destabilization of the land next to Pompeii Drive? 

If it is the case that South Shores Church is built upon bedrock, what kind of digging 
and blasting will need to be done in the course of construction? How will such 
digging and blasting affect unstable surrounding areas? What is proposed to 
mitigate construction-caused shifting of slopes? 

There is a catch basin above 23297 Pompeii Drive.  Obviously, it is porous or it 
would overflow in times of heavy rain. How will it be affected by earth removal, 
blasting or other construction-related activity?  

How can we, as homeowners below church property, be assured that the will be no 
earth sliding into our home? 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The initial study failed to properly assess the issues of Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Standing Water 
In previous years we have had to call Orange County Vector Control for assessment 
of standing water in the drainage basin next to Pompeii Drive. Upon investigation, 
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Vector Control has treated for eradication of mosquitoes to reduce West Nile Virus 
and other illnesses. This drainage basin is right next to our house. None of the 
possible responsible parties (the City, the church or any other agency responsible 
for management of the gnatcatcher/wildlife preserve) have properly supervised this 
drainage area. What steps are being taken to properly manage the area? What 
steps are being taken to mitigate against current and future problems? 

Underground Water 
Pompeii Drive has considerable runoff due to underground water. This water runs on 
the street and through garages when it is present. The surfacing of underground 
water has historically also been a problem at Monarch Shopping Center.  

What studies have been made of the local hydrology? What are the plans to mitigate 
against increased ground water or other water problems caused by new 
construction? 

Drainage 
What are the plans to correct damaging overflow drainage from the current South 
Shores Church site drainage ditches? What are the plans to correct drainage out of 
the existing drainage basin next to Pompeii Drive? What are the plans to manage 
the basin above Pompeii Drive?  

What are the plans to mitigate drainage of water proposed as a method of dust 
control? 

What are the plans to mitigate against other water problems that a professional 
could identify? 

Land Use and Planning 

The initial study failed to properly evaluate issues of Land Use and Planning. 

The proposed project places a large institutional facility in the middle of a quiet 
neighborhood. What happens to our property values during 10 years of 
construction?  What will be done to mitigate against loss of value? 

Post-construction, what happens to our property values when the buildings and 
activities of the institutional facility reduce the privacy, sunlight, air quality and 
serenity of our neighborhood? What steps are proposed to mitigate against 
significant deterioration of the area due to the character-changing influences that 
naturally stem from institutional development within a quiet neighborhood? 

How does such an institutional development fit into State, County and City 
guidelines for use of Coastal Bluff lands? 
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Noise 

The initial study failed to thoroughly assess noise related to the project. 

Noise is a significant irritant when it stems from a disturbance that the “hearer” 
cannot control. The proposed project will create tremendous amounts of noise that 
the neighbors around South Coast Church cannot eliminate or reduce. What are the 
plans to mitigate against this damage? 

Heavy Equipment and Construction Noise 
Earthmovers, large trucks and other heavy equipment will create hours and hours of 
noise that will be disturbing to the residents of Pompeii Drive. What are the plans to 
mitigate against the noise of construction? 

Blasting, digging and pounding will create hours and hours of noise that will be 
highly disturbing to the residents of Pompeii Drive and Monarch Bay Villas. What are 
the plans to mitigate against this high level disturbance? 

What are the plans to mitigate against other known sources of construction noise? 

Post-construction Noise 
The proposed project will create a significant increase in “normal” noise, due to the 
increased presence of people and vehicles. Daytime-use noise and traffic noise will 
destroy the current ambience of the neighborhood. Birds will be driven away and the 
pleasurable experience of sitting in a quiet backyard or back room, seeing and 
hearing nature, will be eliminated. Is it possible to mitigate against something so 
precious that has been destroyed? What is being offered to compensate neighbors 
for the loss of lifestyle? 

Noise from the ramp of the proposed parking structure will be a significant source of 
noise. We request that the ramp be moved to the side of the structure close to the 
existing new sanctuary and away from the slope above Pompeii Drive. We further 
request addition 40 feet of offset space from the down slope abutting the back of 
properties along Pompeii Drive. We request input about these requests for noise 
mitigation/abatement. 

What happens to property values when the precious aspects of quiet and serenity no 
longer exist?  

Nighttime use of the facility will drastically alter the quiet of the residences of 
Monarch Bay Villas. We currently have irregular disturbance from the nearby hotels 
and this can be so irritating as to force closure of doors and windows in order to 
read, think or sleep. Noises from South Shores Church nighttime usage will be more 
regular and equally, if not more, disturbing, due to proximity. What is being done to 
mitigate against this disturbance?  
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Public Services & Utilities 

The initial study failed to thoroughly assess the effects of the proposed projects on 
Public Services and Utilities. 

Bus service and emergency vehicle services will be negatively impacted along 
Crown Valley Parkway and perhaps Pacific Coast Highway. What plans are there to 
mitigate against such loss of service? 

There will be times when utilities such as water, gas and electricity, will be turned off 
to facilitate construction of the South Shores Church institutional development. What 
plans are proposed to mitigate negative impact on the surrounding neighborhoods?  
What recourse will neighbors have to protest timing of loss of service?  How much 
advance warning will be provided? If a neighbor suffers damage due to loss of 
service, how will that neighbor contact the City and the Church and recover 
damages? 

Traffic and Circulation 

The initial study failed to accurately assess traffic and circulation problems. 

City employees at the March 4, 2010, Scoping “Meeting” were frank in their 
acknowledgment that the Mitigated Negative Declaration submitted for this 
institutional project did not include assessment of impact on Lumeria Lane, Crown 
Valley Parkway and Pacific Coast Highway. Therefore, the results of that declaration 
must be rejected in favor of a study that actually focuses on all areas that will be 
affected by construction and post-construction traffic. 

Lumeria Lane 
Lumeria Lane is the only exit out of Monarch Bay Villas; there are no other streets 
that flow onto Crown Valley Parkway or other city streets. Currently, Lumeria Lane is 
highly impacted by fast moving traffic on Crown Valley Parkway. Often a left turn is 
difficult to make.  Impatient drivers in both directions impair access from Lumeria 
onto Crown Valley Parkway and also pass erratically, thus endangering slower 
moving vehicles that are not in immediate sight, but that are in line to be hit by the 
passing vehicles (who seem not to anticipate traffic moving onto Crown Valley 
Parkway from Lumeria Lane.) 

Construction traffic will slow and impair smooth motion along and onto Crown Valley 
Parkway. Left turns from Lumeria Lane or from other streets between Lumeria Lane 
and PCH will be dangerous and next-to-impossible. 

The residents of Monarch Bay Villas will encounter significant disruption in their 
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normal driving patterns and incur significant and unpredictable delays in their ability 
to go to the store, the doctor and other necessary and regular trips.  Those who are 
the most elderly, but still safely licensed to drive, will be most endangered by erratic 
drivers and unsafe conditions and will suffer significant loss in quality of life.  
Furthermore, accidents will increase in frequency and severity. 

What are the plans to mitigate against the above-mentioned traffic problems on 
Lumeria Lane?  What are the plans to keep the residents of Monarch Bay Villas safe 
and able to meet their needs for access to the larger community? 

Crown Valley Parkway 

Heavy equipment and trucks along Crown Valley Parkway will reduce and 
sometimes preclude timely travel along Crown Valley Parkway. Traffic entering and 
leaving Crown Valley Parkway from PCH will be slowed and heavy, creating traffic 
jams and impaired traffic flow for other citizens of Dana Point and surrounding 
communities. What is being done to mitigate against these traffic flow problems? 

Heavy vehicles will damage Crown Valley Parkway as they move on and off the 
construction site. What is proposed to mitigate against such damage? 

Traffic along Crown Valley Parkway will slow in both directions due to increased 
construction traffic.  What will be done to mitigate against slowing in the direction of 
Del Avion, El Niguel Golf Course and Alicia Parkway? 

Pacific Coast Highway 

Traffic on northbound and southbound lanes of Pacific Coast Highway will be slowed 
and impaired by the presence of construction vehicles and/or traffic backflow from 
the entrance to the South Shores Church Construction site. What is proposed to 
mitigate against these traffic problems? 

If heavy equipment moves along PCH, the road will be damaged. What is proposed 
to mitigate against such damage? 

Project Alternatives 

The initial study did not appropriately discuss project alternatives. 

South Shores Church would like to increase its institutional presence in the 
community of Dana Point. However, it is planning to increase institutional presence 
in a neighborhood community; its closest neighbors are worried by and rejecting of 
the intrusive institutional development. What alternative locations has the Church 
explored for its institutional development? 
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The City appears to be making an attempt to resolve its increased need for 
infrastructure (to meet the needs of a growing population) through approval of the 
current institutional project proposed by South Shores Church. 

What alternate sites and proposals has the City investigated to provide youth and 
adult services for the citizens of Dana Point? If none, why not?  

Growth Inducing 

The initial study failed to properly consider the growth-inducing effects of the 
proposed institutional project.  

The development of institutional services at South Shores Church will grow traffic 
problems and increase usage of roads and public utilities. What is being done to 
increase revenues for the management of these problems? What steps are taken to 
mitigate against other problems, which a professional or an experienced person 
could identify as related to increased institutional services at South Shores Church? 
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JOSETTE AND ROD HATTER 

 

LETTER CODE: I-24 

DATE: October 29, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-1 

This comment is an introductory statement listing the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

sections to be addressed in the following responses. 

 

The 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-24-2 

This comment expresses the commenters’ understanding of the project. The commenters indicate 

their familiarity with the project’s documentation, attendance at meetings, and participation in the 

planning process as neighboring residents in drafting their responses to the Draft EIR. 

 

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

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

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-3 

This comment expresses concern regarding the lack of notification to neighboring residents when 

the Applicant submitted revisions to the Master Plan, and the lack of opportunities for 

neighboring community members to participate in the planning process. This comment also states 

that the City of Dana Point (City) allowed the Applicant to develop an alternative for inclusion in 

the Draft EIR without describing the alternative in the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft 

EIR. 

 

The NOA was prepared in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, which does 

not require that the notice provide a description of the alternatives presented in an EIR. 

 

As described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Applicant revised its 

Master Plan on two occasions following circulation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 

proposed project. Based on input from the EIR Scoping Meeting in March 2010, the Applicant 

revised and re-submitted its Master Plan to the City in March 2012. The March 2012 submittal 

included a revised geo-technical solution that employs mechanical and structural techniques such 

as the caissons and tieback system to provide structural stability to the site while decreasing the 

grading impacts of the proposed project. This contrasts with the version of the Master Plan 

described in the NOP, which addressed geotechnical issues through a buttress and retaining wall 

system. In December 2013, the Applicant revised and re-submitted its Master Plan to the City 

again based on public input. The December 2013 submittal, which is analyzed in the Draft EIR as 
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the proposed project, includes a redesign of the geotechnical solution, similar to the March 2012 

Master Plan, which reduces earthwork and grading needs by employing mechanical and structural 

techniques, and scaling back the size of the retaining walls. The new Master Plan/proposed 

project also includes a detailed design of the Landscaped Meditation Garden in the southeast 

corner of the project site. 

 

With the exception of the differences noted above, the proposed project analyzed in the EIR is 

nearly identical to the project described in the NOP (demolition of approximately 23,467 square 

feet [sf] of building area on the project site, including the existing Chapel, Administration and 

Fellowship Hall, and Preschool, and construction of approximately 70,284 sf of new building 

area, including a new Preschool and Administration building, two Christian Education Buildings, 

and a Community Life Center, for a total of 89,362 sf of building area). Additionally, the 

proposed project still includes a two-level partially subterranean Parking Structure. Similar to the 

project described in the NOP, construction of the proposed project would occur within the 

existing property boundaries and in several phases over a 10-year time frame. The City, as Lead 

Agency, has determined that neither of these refinements required or warranted recirculation of 

the NOP. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-4 

This comment raises concern over the size and scale of project in relation to neighboring land 

uses in the surrounding community. 

 

Refer to Common Response No. 11 for further information about the proposed project’s 

compliance with City development standards. As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the 

Draft EIR, all new buildings constructed as part of the proposed project would be constructed in 

the Mediterranean style of architecture and would be developed at a scale and mass consistent 

with the existing Sanctuary and the surrounding neighborhood. The height and massing 

associated with the proposed project would be an increase from the existing structures on the 

project site, but the proposed project would not be visually inconsistent with the heights and 

massing of the current development comprised of one and two-story buildings. Alternative 2 

(Reduced Project) would reduce the proposed building square footage from 70,284 sf to 

approximately 52,651 sf (an approximately 25 percent reduction from the proposed project. 

Alternative 2 would maintain a FAR of 0.29:1, which is also compliant with the City’s maximum 

allowable FAR of 0.4:1 in the CF zone. Unlike the proposed project, Alternative 2 would 

conform to the established building height standard.    

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-5 

This comment is a general expression of concerns regarding the potential for various 

environmental impacts to occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project, especially 

those related to the construction and operation of the proposed Parking Structure. 

 

The 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.  
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RESPONSE I-24-6 

This comment describes the elderly demographic currently inhabiting the Monarch Bay Villas, 

and the need for consideration of the proposed project’s environmental impacts on its sensitive 

elderly population. It appears that the commenter is specifically concerned with the impacts of the 

proposed project’s 10-year construction period on the elderly population living within the 

residences adjacent to the project site. 

 

The Draft EIR analyzed the potential short-term and long-term air quality and noise impacts of 

the proposed project on sensitive receptors surrounding the project site, including the elderly 

residential population at the adjacent Monarch Bay Villas. The Draft EIR also analyzed the 

potential for the proposed project to result in traffic impacts at the driveway of the Monarch Bay 

Villas (Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane) under existing or future conditions. 

 

Noise impacts resulting from project construction and operation are addressed in Section 4.10, 

Noise, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4.10-11, the City of Dana Point’s (City) Noise 

Ordinance regulates the timing of construction activities and includes special provisions for 

sensitive land uses. Construction activities are allowed between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 

p.m., Monday through Saturday. No construction is permitted outside of these hours, on Sundays, 

or on federal holidays. Additionally, Section 8.01.250 (Time of Grading Operations) of the City’s 

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 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. 

 

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.  

 

Air quality impacts resulting from project construction and operation are addressed in Section 

4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4.2-23, fugitive dust emissions would 

occur during construction of the proposed project as a result of demolition, grading, and the 

exposure of soils to air and wind. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

has established a fugitive dust emissions threshold of 100 pounds per day. To mitigate fugitive 

dust emissions, the project would be required to comply with measures in SCAQMD Rule 403 

and Title 24, as specified in Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, respectively. In order to mitigate 

fugitive dust emissions, SCAQMD Rule 403 measures include, but are not limited to, applying 

nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers to all inactive construction areas according to manufacturers’ 

specifications; watering active sites at least twice daily; requiring trucks that haul dirt, sand, soil, 

or other loose materials to be covered, or maintain at least 2 ft of freeboard in accordance with the 
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requirements of California Vehicle Code Section 23114; paving construction access roads at least 

30 meters on to the site from the main road and reducing traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 

miles per hour. Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations established by the California 

Energy Commission includes, but is not limited to, green measures to improve indoor air quality. 

With implementation of Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, no significant impacts to sensitive 

receptors related to fugitive dust during project construction would occur. 

 

The Air Quality Analysis prepared for the proposed project (Appendix B of the Draft EIR) 

calculated both short-term and long term emissions to determine potential air quality impacts. 

Long-term operational emissions in pounds per day (lbs/day) associated with the proposed project 

were calculated with the CalEEMod model, which included trip generation factors provided in the 

Traffic Impact Analysis for South Shores Church Master Plan (TIA) (LSA, July 2014), and 

defaults for area and energy sources based on the land use and project location. The results 

showed that operation of the proposed project would not exceed any corresponding South Coast 

Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily operational emission threshold for any 

criteria pollutant. Therefore, project-related long-term air quality impacts, including emissions 

associated with use of the Parking Structure, would be less than significant, and no mitigation 

was required.  

 

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 

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-24-7 

This comment addresses concern over community polarization due to disagreement over the 

proposed project, especially at public meetings. In addition, the commenter notes concern over 

potential vandalism and crime in retaliation for their opposition to the proposed project. 

 

The City strives to encourage civic engagement and public discourse about development 

proposals like the proposed project. In addition, the CEQA process provides the public with an 

opportunity to voice their concerns regarding proposed development projects. While some 

projects generate more public controversy than others, the City expects all stakeholders to abide 

by a certain degree of civility and decorum when participating in public meetings. To that end, 

the City Council has adopted Rules of Decorum for the Public at Council Meetings, which state 

that “[m]embers of the audience shall not engage in disorderly or boisterous conduct, including 

the utterance of loud, threatening or abusive language, clapping, whistling, stamping of feet or 

other acts which disturb, disrupt, impede or otherwise render the orderly conduct of the City 

Council meeting infeasible. A member of the audience engaging in any such conduct shall, at the 

discretion of the presiding officer or a majority of the City Council, be subject to ejection from 

that meeting.” 
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The commenter is encouraged to contact local law enforcement officials if they feel physically 

threatened at their home as a result of their participation in public meetings regarding the 

proposed project.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-8 

This comment claims that the proposed project would result in the elimination of a scenic vista 

across the southern and southeastern portion of the project site. 

 

Refer to Common Response No. 9 for further information about the proposed project’s potential 

impacts on views from private properties in the vicinity of the project site and Crown Valley 

Parkway. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-9 

This comment claims that the temporary fencing used during construction will degrade the visual 

character of the area, especially if it is not maintained in excellent condition. The comment also 

suggests that the City monitor the condition of the fencing. 

 

The City’s code enforcement staff routinely inspects construction sites to ensure compliance with 

applicable codes. If the fence around a construction site is observed to be in a state of disrepair, 

the Applicant would be asked to replace it. Neighboring residents may also report poorly 

maintained construction fences to the City to rectify the situation. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-10 

This comment asserts that proposed buildings and Parking Structure would result in light and 

glare impacts on residences facing the southern and southeastern portion of the project site. This 

comment also suggests that the proposed Preschool/Administration building should be eliminated 

from the proposed project, and that the proposed Parking Structure should be moved to the center 

of the project site. 

 

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 the lighting would 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. 

 

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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RESPONSE I-24-11 

This comment expresses concerns over the temporary air quality impacts of the proposed project 

on the Monarch Bay Villas during construction and the ability of the mitigation measures 

described in the Draft EIR to mitigate such impacts. This comment reiterates the commenter’s 

previously suggested revisions to the proposed project (relocation of the proposed Parking 

Structure and elimination of the Preschool/Administration building). 

 

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. This section summarizes information provided in the 

Air Quality Analysis included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. The evaluation was prepared in 

conformance with appropriate standards, utilizing procedures and methodologies in the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook and associated 

updates. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2013.2.2, was used to 

quantify the project-related mobile and stationary source emissions. Regional and local thresholds 

of significance were utilized in the evaluation of the air quality impacts that would result from the 

proposed project. 

 

Exhaust emissions from construction activities envisioned on site would vary daily as 

construction activity levels change; therefore, the analysis provides the peak-day construction 

emissions on page 4.2-18. Construction emissions, including localized exhaust emissions and 

fugitive dust emissions, were analyzed on page 4.2-20. As shown in Tables 4.2.G and 4.2.H, 

construction emissions associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to exceed the 

SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds. 

 

Fugitive (or windblown) dust emissions would occur during construction of the proposed project 

as a result of demolition, grading, and the exposure of soils to air and wind. The SCAQMD has 

established a fugitive dust emissions threshold of 100 lbs/day. As shown in Table 4.2.J, fugitive 

dust emissions would be 4.9 lbs/day for PM10 and 3.4 lbs/day for PM2.5, and would be below the 

SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, with implementation of Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, no 

significant impacts to sensitive receptors related to fugitive dust during project construction 

would occur. 

 

Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 are described on page 4.2-26 in the Draft EIR. Standard 

Condition 4.2.1 includes compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, which outlines requirements for 

all construction activity to reduce the potential for fugitive dust on the construction site. The 

conditions include application of nontoxic soil stabilizers, site watering, fill limits or covers for 

all trucks hauling loose materials, paving of on-site construction access roads, and regulation of 

vehicle speed on any unpaved roads. Standard Condition 4.2.1 further requires the use of green 

building materials and the recycle/ reuse of 50 percent of construction material used on the 

project. Standard Condition 4.2.2 requires compliance with Title 24 of the California Code of 

Regulations (CCR). This condition outlines energy conservation and green building standards.  

Compliance with the provisions of these standard conditions would reduce impacts related to 

fugitive dust during construction to a less than significant level, and no mitigation is required.   

 

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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RESPONSE I-24-12 

The commenter requests that central air-conditioning systems and dual-pane windows be made 

available for residents on the northern side of Pompeii Drive as part of the proposed project’s 

mitigation measures. 

 

As described above in the Response to Comment I-24-11, the proposed project would result in 

less than significant impacts with respect to air quality during construction. As stated in State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (3), [m]itigation measures are not required for effects which 

are not found to be significant. Therefore, no mitigation, including the installation of central air-

conditioning systems and/or dual-pane windows, would be required to reduce the proposed 

project’s air quality impacts during construction. 

 

Because no significant 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-24-13 

This comment asserts that the Applicant has failed to maintain and manage its storm water runoff 

management systems, which has resulted in the degradation of off-site California coastal 

gnatcatcher habitat. This comment also suggests that the Applicant should not be allowed to 

move forward with the proposed project until it repairs the alleged damage to nearby habitat that 

it purportedly caused. 

 

See Common Response No. 6 and the memorandum included in Attachment C to this Final EIR. 

 

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Orange County Central and Coastal 

NCCP/HCP.  According to the Implementation Agreement for the NCCP/HCP, applicants with 

projects under the jurisdiction of a signatory agency may pay in-lieu fees to the NROC as 

mitigation for any impacts to coastal sage scrub. Payment of such in-lieu fees are considered 

fulfillment of the City’s obligations under the NCCP/HCP Implementation Agreement and are 

required under Mitigation Measure 4.3.1. Additionally, the proposed project would preserve 0.12 

ac of undisturbed coastal sage scrub and chaparral on the northeastern portion of the project site. 

Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s policy aimed at protecting 

environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 
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RESPONSE I-24-14 

This comment claims that the Applicant cannot be trusted to voluntarily monitor and manage 

invasive species on the project site and suggests that the Applicant be placed under California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife oversight for the next 15 years and required to hire an employee 

responsible for ensuring compliance with applicable regulations concerning invasive plant species 

and water management and preventing degradation of the open space near the project site. 

 

The open space adjacent to the project site is owned by another private entity. The owner of the 

open space lot is the responsible party for the maintenance and up keep of that property. The City 

has no authority to condition the proposed project to maintain another property held under a 

separate private ownership. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-15 

This comment suggests that payment of in-lieu fees for mitigation of lost coastal sage scrub 

habitat would not adequately address the proposed project’s impacts related to the movement of 

any native resident, migratory fish, wildlife species, species with established native resident, any 

migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. This comment also 

claims that payment of in-lieu fees would not replace the value of the lost habitat to the project 

site’s neighbors. 

 

The potential impacts of the proposed project on biological resources, including habitat losses, 

are analyzed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 4.3-9, 

implementation of the proposed project would not result in potentially significant impacts to 

native habitats and associated wildlife. The discussion also notes that the City is a signatory of the 

Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) and that 

payment of NCCP/HCP in-lieu fees as required in Mitigation Measure 4.3.1 is acceptable 

mitigation for the loss of habitat within the NCCP/HCP planning areas. The NCCP/HCP 

programs are covered by an enforced and adequate fee program which fees are then used to 

acquire offsite habitat.  As of the present date, nearly 10,000 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat 

has been set aside and preserved as a result of the implementation of the NCCP/HCP program.   

 

While the City of Dana Point recognizes that its residents cherish the unique biological resources 

found within the City, the intent of Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR is to analyze the proposed 

project’s potential impacts on biological resources, not the potential impacts of the proposed 

project on the ability of nearby residents to enjoy the presence of wildlife in their neighborhood. 

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

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-16 

This comment expresses concern related to the loss of coastal sage scrub habitat resulting from 

project implementation and potential corresponding impacts the proposed project may have on a 

number of bird species. Specifically, the comment lists a number of bird species that have 

previously been observed on site and goes on to state that these birds are protected under the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. As such, the comment requests that a biologist monitor the site for 

additional birds that may be impacted by project implementation. 
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The commenters provide a list of relatively common species of birds that they have observed, 

which is generally consistent with the descriptions in the Draft EIR and the Biological Resources 

Assessments included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Nearly all native bird species are indeed 

protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Compliance with this law will be implemented 

through Mitigation Measure 4.3.3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-17 

This comment describes potential wildlife that may be encountered on-site and in the neighboring 

open space habitat. 

 

The 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-24-18 

This comment claims that the Applicant has been responsible for the deterioration of nearby 

protected habitat and suggests that the Applicant be refused permission to mitigate the loss of 

coastal sage scrub as a result of the proposed project through payment of in-lieu fees until it 

repairs, restores, and maintains the habitat it has allegedly destroyed. 

 

As described on page 4.3-9 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would preserve all the 

undisturbed coastal sage scrub and chaparral (0.12 ac) in the northeastern corner of the project 

site, but would result in the removal of 0.18 ac of disturbed coastal sage scrub. As described 

above in the Response to Comment I-24-15, the City is a signatory of the NCCP/HCP; therefore, 

payment of NCCP/HCP in-lieu fees as required in Mitigation Measure 4.3.1 has been deemed 

acceptable mitigation for the loss of habitat within the NCCP/HCP planning areas. Additionally 

the site will be landscaped with native vegetation as shown on the proposed landscape plans. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-19 

This comment provides a description of past seismic events that were previously experienced at 

the neighboring Monarch Bay Villas. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-20 

This comment claims that a smaller, more compact project would minimize the need for 

mechanical slope stabilization, tieback access excavation, and retaining walls. 

 

While the comment is acknowledged, the suggestion would not meet the Applicant’s space 

requirements and the underlying concerns can be mitigated as noted below. 
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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 included in Appendix E of 

the Draft EIR. Geotechnical analysis was done for the proposed project and Alternative 2 as 

described in the Draft EIR. No additional alternatives to the proposed project have been analyzed. 

Further, based on the geologic conditions and potential hazards presented in the Geotechnical 

Reports, geotechnical mitigation (slope stabilization) of the existing geologic conditions would be 

required, regardless of the building size, if the structure(s) were to be sited in a similar location as 

presently intended. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

All exposed retaining walls would be stucco-coated, with adjacent landscaping to minimize visual 

impacts. Although both the proposed project and Alternative 2 would comply with the City’s 

minimum side yard setback, which requires that buildings be sited at least 10 feet from the side 

property line, under Alternative 2, the Pre-School/Administration building and the Parking 

Structure would be located further (30 feet) from the side property line. It should be noted that 

Alternative 2 will be considered for approval by the decision makers as this is the design 

requested by the Applicant for approval. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-21 

This comment poses a series of questions about the landscaping and retaining walls proposed to 

be constructed on the southern end of the project site. 

 

The preliminary landscape plan for the proposed project is included in Figure 4.1.9 of the Draft 

EIR. As shown in Figure 4.1.9, the current trees and other ornamental landscaping located 

adjacent to the Monarch Bay Villas are proposed to remain in place. Additional planting along the 

property line would include Desert Carpet ground cover and vines to cover the wall of the 

proposed Parking Structure. These plantings would minimize heat radiating from the proposed 

project’s walls onto the Monarch Bay Villas.   

 

As described in Common Response No. 9, the City has not adopted a view protection ordinance 

for private views. The retaining wall that would be part of the structure of the proposed Pre-

School/Administration building would be located approximately 25 feet from the side property 

line. Under Alternative 2, this retaining wall would be located approximately 30 feet from the 

side property line. The walls that would be part of the proposed Parking Structure would be 20 

feet from the property line. Under Alternative 2, the walls that would be part of the proposed 

Parking Structure’s ramp would be 30 feet from the property line. The Parking Structure itself 

would be 55 feet from the property line. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-22 

This comment asks about what the proposed project will do to change or update the existing crib 

wall.  
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The existing crib wall will remain in its current position. No upgrades are proposed as part of the 

proposed project. The Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project, which are 

included as Appendix E of the Draft EIR, include recommendations for addressing impacts to the 

existing crib wall along the southern boundary of the project site. These measures, which include 

deepened foundations (caissons), are included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.5.1. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-23 

This comment again reiterates the commenter’s suggestion that the Applicant eliminate 

construction of the Preschool/Administration building. This comment also suggests that the size 

of the proposed Parking Structure be reduced so that deeper foundations for top-of-slope 

structures will not be necessary. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-24 

This comment states “no comment.” 

 

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-24-25 

This comment claims that the Draft EIR fails to provide specific information regarding temporary 

stability, subsurface drainage, and grading plan review in the Executive Summary. 

 

The Executive Summary is provided in the Draft EIR in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15123, which states that [a]n EIR shall contain a brief summary of the proposed actions 

and its consequences. In an effort to keep the Executive Summary as brief as possible, much of 

the information included in the Draft EIR is not reiterated in the Executive Summary. Pages 1-43 

through 1-56 of the Executive Summary provide a summary of the proposed project’s potential 

impacts related to hydrology and water quality during construction, including the full text of 

Mitigation Measures 4.8.1 and 4.8.2, which describe the general contents of the Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Erosion Control Plan required to be prepared for the 

proposed project. 

 

Additional information regarding the proposed project’s impacts on hydrology and water quality 

is included in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-26 

This comment requests that the specific plans for the best management practices related to 

temporary stability, subsurface drainage, and the grading plan be provided in the Draft EIR. The 

commenter also requests to know who will oversee the technical plans. Additionally, the 
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commenter inquires if the Applicant will agree to produce a project that is acceptable to the 

nearby residents while also conforming to environmental laws.  

 

The discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposed project related to temporary stability 

is included in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR. Geotechnical recommendations 

related to temporary construction excavations and subdrains associated with proposed structures 

are described in the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, 

Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR). 

 

The discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposed project related to subsurface 

drainage 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 

included in Figures 5.1 through 5.3 in the Draft EIR. A Supplemental Hydrology Report has been 

prepared to address Revised Alternative 2.  See also Common Response No. 6. 

Common Response No. 13 provides information regarding the proposed project’s compliance 

with all applicable water quality regulations as well as a list of BMPs that may be used as part of 

the proposed project to prevent soil erosion and water quality degradation. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-27 

This comment includes the same text included in Comments I-19-1, I-19-2, and I-19-3. 

 

See Responses to Comments I-19-1, I-19-2, and I-19-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-28 

This comment claims that the Applicant has a poor history of environmental awareness and 

suggests that the Applicant be required to operate under close supervision by the City Director of 

Community Development and Director of Public Works for 15 years and to fully demonstrate 

compliance with the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board standards and all other 

environmental standards most recently in effect at the time construction is completed. This 

comment also suggests that the Applicant be required to demonstrate development of and 

adherence to Best Management Practices for prevention of soil erosion and other environmental 

concerns. 

 

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. As indicated in the Applicant’s Water Quality 

Management Plan (WQMP), the City’s NPDES permit already requires that the City conduct 

annual inspections of the Applicant’s BMPs. Please also see Common Response No. 13 for a list 

of BMPs that may be used as part of the proposed project to prevent soil erosion and water 

quality degradation. Common Response No. 13 provides additional information regarding the 

proposed project’s compliance with all applicable water quality regulations    
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RESPONSE I-24-29 

This comment claims that the proposed project would place an unacceptable risk on itself and the 

neighboring Monarch Bay Villas related to seismic and geologic hazards. 

 

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). 

 

Please see Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-30 

This comment expresses concern over the size and location of the proposed project and requests 

the Applicant indemnify the Monarch Bay Villas Homeowners Association (Monarch Bay Villas 

HOA), and its homeowners, against potential financial losses associated with the project site 

during and after construction, and obtain a Liability Insurance Policy and a Performance Bond. 

This comment also cites portions of the City’s Municipal Code related to the City’s authority to 

impose a requirement on the Applicant to obtain bonds to guarantee the completion of the 

proposed project. 

 

Refer to Common Response No. 4, for further discussion related to issues raised that are purely 

economic in nature. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-31 

This comment asserts that Monarch Bay Villa residents will be responsible for requesting 

inspection of the Applicant’s slope and the neighboring gnatcatcher preserve. In addition, this 

comment notes concern over management of fire risks to the surrounding community. 

As written in the Draft EIR, the Applicant is responsible for ongoing compliance with Mitigation 

Measure 4.5.2, which requires ongoing slope maintenance procedures to be conducted on the 

unimproved slopes during project operation in order to reduce potential failure of these slopes. 

All future transfers of the project site shall have conditions requiring the recipient to assume 

responsibility for implementation of the slope maintenance program. The Applicant is not 

required to perform slope maintenance procedures on adjacent properties. 

 

The potential impacts of the proposed project related to wildland fire hazards are analyzed in 

Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 4.7-18 

and 4.7-19, the proposed project would be designed in compliance with OCFA design 

requirements and a Fuel Modification Plan would be prepared for the project site. The Applicant 

will be required to maintain Fuel Modification zones as stipulated on the plans to manage fire 

risks. The OCFA conducts periodic site visits to inspect the maintenance of Fire Suppression 

Zones. It should also be noted that the project site contains only a small portion of native 

vegetation in the northeastern corner of the site, which will be maintained in its current natural 

condition. Therefore, impacts related to wildland fires would be less than significant. 
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RESPONSE I-24-32 

This comment claims that the proposed project appears to be subject to the Priority Development 

Project Category for Standard Storm Water Mitigation Plans established by the San Diego 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 

Common Response No. 13 provides information regarding the proposed project’s compliance 

with all applicable water quality regulations. As described in Common Response No. 13, the 

proposed project is considered a “priority development project” because it would add or replace 

at least 5,000 square feet (sf) or more of impervious surface. Accordingly, consistent with the 

requirements of the MS4 Permit and the City’s Municipal Code, Mitigation Measure 4.8.3 

requires the Applicant to prepare a Final WQMP for the City’s review and approval, prior to the 

issuance of grading permits. Such Final WQMP must include project-specific Low-Impact 

Development, Retention/Biofiltration Site Design, Source Control, and Treatment Control BMPs 

that comply with the Model WQMP requirements in effect at the time of submittal of each phase.  

Further, an operations and maintenance plan is required to ensure the long-term performance of 

the required BMPs. 

 

The proposed project’s detention basin and modular wetland bio-filtration system would be 

installed in Phase 1A. Additional bio retention BMPs applicable to various phases would be 

constructed as each phase is built. Refer to Common Response No. 13 for a list of BMPs that may 

be used as part of the proposed project to prevent soil erosion and water quality degradation 

during construction and afterward. 

 

Compliance with the requirements described in Common Response No. 13 will mitigate all 

potential impacts to water quality to less than significant levels 

 

RESPONSE I-24-33 

This comment states that the project site is located next to habitat for endangered species 

(multiple breeding pairs of gnatcatchers) and claims the endangered California coastal 

gnatcatcher is known to utilize the southeastern quadrant of the project site. 

 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR and the biological resources assessments 

prepared for the proposed project and included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR reflect that the 

project site is located adjacent to gnatcatcher habitat. Because the proposed project does not 

propose any changes to the natural vegetation on the southeastern portion of the project site, the 

proposed project would not impact the gnatcatcher’s use of the southeastern portion of the project 

site. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-34 

The comment expresses concern for the existing storm drain system now in use on the proposed 

project site, and its ability to handle increased runoff from the proposed project. Additionally, the 

comment cites past issues with drainage overflow and the maintenance of the off-site detention 

basin near the Monarch Bay Villas residences. The comment includes a description of potential 
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pollutants in an unmaintained basin, photos of maintenance workers cleaning the basin, and 

photos of the capped basin. The comment further noted the presence of standing water in the 

basin, and questions about the clean-up and ongoing maintenance of the basin. The comment 

concludes with a description of unmaintained v-ditches on open space adjacent to the project site, 

and potential erosion impacts. It appears that the commenter is concerned with the existing 

drainage system on the project site, and the proposed projects ability to control storm water runoff 

and adhere to SDRWQCB regulations. 

 

As indicated in Common Response No. 6 and the memorandum included in Attachment C to this 

Final EIR, the City Department of Public Works and Engineering Services and the San Diego 

Regional Water Quality Control Board conducted a joint investigation in response to the 

complaint filed by Mr. Roger Von Butow regarding various erosion and sedimentation issues 

occurring on or adjacent to the Monarch St. Regis property, the Makallon LLC Open Space 

property, and the project site. 

 

The joint investigation concluded that the alleged erosion that is the subject of many comments 

on the Draft EIR could not be determined to be the result of any condition occurring on the 

project site. As indicated in Common Response No. 6, the Applicant is not violating any 

applicable provision of any NPDES or MS-4 permit, nor is the Applicant violating any provision 

of the federal Clean Water Act or the State’s Porter-Cologne Clean Water Act. 

 

The alleged erosion was determined to occur on a property adjacent to the project site. A variety 

of erosion and sedimentation control best management practices (BMPs) were implemented. 

These BMPs will prevent sediment from discharging into Salt Creek. The City is committed to 

ensuring proper maintenance of these BMPs by the private property owners. 

 

The findings of the joint investigation, which are included in Attachment C to this Final EIR, as 

well as Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, acknowledge that the 

proposed project will be subject to the NPDES permit requirements, including Model Water 

Quality Management Plan requirements that became effective in December 2013 and will be 

superseded by Order R9-2015-0001 that was adopted by San Diego Regional Water Quality 

Control Board on February 11, 2015 and becomes effective on April 1, 2015 (see also Common 

Response No. 13). Thus, the proposed project will, in fact, reduce the amount of sedimentation, if 

any, that flows off the project site and will, in fact, improve water quality consistent with both 

State and federal law. As described on pages 4.8-14 through 4.8-14 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. 

 

The disposal of all material removed from the detention basin was authorized to be delivered to a 

County landfill in compliance with all federal, State, and local regulations, as it was determined 

to not contain any pollutants at sufficient levels that it would constitute hazardous material.   
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RESPONSE I-24-35 

The comment requests that the Draft EIR describe whether the Applicant plans to use the existing 

v-ditch system during the 10-year construction period. The comment also requests clarification of 

the time schedule for the potential transfer to a new drainage system. The commenter concludes 

with a request for the agency that would provide oversight for any plans to prevent negligence 

and/or enforce restoration and management of drainage during and post-construction.  

 

Per the Supplemental Master Plan Hydrology Report by Adams-Streeter, dated February 17, 

2015, Revised Alternative 2 does propose to continue to utilize the v-ditch located off-site 

adjacent to the Monarch Bay Villas. However, runoff would no longer go into the off-site 

detention basin before going into the v-ditch. The Supplemental Hydrology Report confirms that 

the v-ditch has adequate capacity to convey the runoff that would be directed into it, even during 

a 100-year storm event with the installation of a large on-site detention basin. As shown on 

Figure 2a, the underground storm drain detention basin or vault and the improvements needed to 

direct runoff directly into the v-ditch would be completed in the first phase of construction. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-36 

The comment expresses concerns about potential hydro-modification as a result of the increase of 

impervious areas. The comment cites South Orange County Hydromodification Management 

Plan and states that the existing v-ditches appear too small to handle the increased flows. The 

comment further expresses concern that overflow and erosion would occur if the proposed project 

is permitted to increase flow to the off-site v-ditch system. The commenter requests specific 

information about the oversight agency that would monitor drainage and any plans to manage the 

drainage system post-construction. The comment concludes with a request for indemnification 

against all damages due to water flow from the Applicant’s site into the v-ditch system adjacent 

to the Monarch Bay Villas property. 

 

Per the Supplemental Master Plan Hydrology Report by Adams-Streeter, dated February 17, 

2015, while impervious area within the project site would increase as a result of the proposed 

project (although by a lesser amount under Revised Alternative 2, the reduced development 

alternative that the Applicant now seeks City approval for), because of detention on-site the storm 

water discharge rates will be reduced from existing conditions. Moreover, the runoff from all 

impervious areas within the project site will be directed to areas that are not susceptible to 

erosion. 

 

Regarding the concern about the capacity of the off-site v-ditch, see Response to Comment I-24-

35 above.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-37 

The comment requests detailed information about the underground detention system including the 

type of system, how it will function, and details about its capacity. The comment further requests 

a timeline of when the detention system will be installed and put into service. It appears that the 

commenter is concerned with the detention system’s ability to handle heavy rainfall. The 
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comment concludes with an inquiry about plans to control runoff in the event that the 

underground detention basin reaches capacity. 

 

The most up to date information regarding the proposed underground detention system and its 

capacity is contained in the Supplemental Master Plan Hydrology Report by Adams-Streeter, 

dated February 17, 2015. The underground detention system will be designed to ensure that it is 

capable of detaining storm flows from a 100-year event such that discharge rates from the site are 

equal to or less than the rates presented in the report. Additional reports will be required during 

the permitting process with final engineering prior to construction to ensure that the system 

constructed adequately addresses runoff from all storms up to and including 100-year storm 

events. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-38 

This comment suggests that the proposed project would fail to include a full range of Best 

Management Practices (BMPs). It appears that the commenter is concerned the potential for 

untreated water to flow off the site and that on-site water treatment would not be included in the 

underground detention device. The commenter further requests information about plans for the 

treatment or diversion of dry weather flows to reduce/remove pollutants from the parking 

structure and walkways. In citing the increased impervious surfaces included in the Alternate 

Project, the commenter asks about potential for the disconnection of impervious surfaces through 

the use of plantings or gravel. 

 

On-site detention and biofiltration treatment will be required in accordance with the Model 

WQMP and Technical Guidance Document, dated December 2013 and any subsequent 

modifications thereof in response to the recent adoption of NPDES Order R9-2015-0001 on 

February 11, 2015, effective April 1, 2015. The 2015 development requirements, which include 

the 2013 Model WQMP and any subsequent modifications pursuant to R9-2015-0001, will be 

met by biofiltration as required under the SDRWQCB NPDES Permit since infiltration was 

determined to be  infeasible on most, if not all the site (refer to Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR). No 

onsite treatment plant or diversion to sanitary sewer is proposed and, therefore, no separate 

NPDES Permit is needed. Please also see Common Response No. 13. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-39 

This comment cites the Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Runoff from MS4s for 

a definition of optimal storm water management. The commenter suggests that the Applicant 

plans to eliminate the existing outlet structure and detention basin could be re-designed to 

maintain functionality as an erosion control BMP. The commenter recommends siting redesigned 

erosion control BMPs on the proposed location of the Pre-School Administration Building. It 

appears that the commenter is suggesting that the Pre-School Administration Building should not 

be constructed, and a redesigned onsite detention system and water treatment system should be 

constructed in its place for the effective management of storm water runoff. 

 

The Preliminary WQMP included as Appendix G of the Draft EIR as well as the Revised 

Preliminary WQMP prepared to address Revised Alternative 2 (included as Attachment B to this 
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Final EIR), the Applicant’s revised reduced development alternative, both set forth the factors 

that make on-site retention/infiltration infeasible for the site (clayey Class D soils, location on 

hillside, and geotechnical concerns).  An alternative that proposes creation of retention ponds 

would not be feasible and is not necessary to reduce water quality impacts to a level of 

insignificance. Moreover, elimination of the Preschool/Administration Building as well as a 

portion of the parking for the project would not meet project objectives, nor is it necessary to 

address any significant unmitigated environmental impacts. Lastly, the off-site detention basin is 

not needed when the proposed Master Plan is implemented (as underground on-site detention 

would be completed in Phase 1). On-site detention is proposed in lieu of the existing erosion 

control detention basin located downhill of the project site. Please also see Common Response 

No. 6.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-40 

This comment suggests that construction and operation of the proposed project would result in 

significant noise impacts on nearby residents. This comment also reiterates the commenter’s 

previously suggested revisions to the proposed project (relocation of the proposed Parking 

Structure and elimination of the Preschool/Administration building). 

 

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.   

The commenter’s suggested revisions to the proposed project will be forwarded to the decision-

makers for their review and consideration. 

 

Although the project proposes construction over the course of 10 years, the majority of the 

construction activities would occur on the northern portion of the site, away from the residents of 

Monarch Bay Villas. In addition, construction on the northern portion of the site would be 

partially shielded by existing or proposed (north half of the Parking Structure that would be built 

prior to the construction of the southern half) buildings on the southern portion of the project site. 

Although construction of the Preschool/Administration building and the Parking Structure would 

be closer to the residences to the south, construction of these buildings would occur over the 

course of 1 year (refer to page 3-35, Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR) and 

would comply with the City’s Municipal Code requirements during project construction. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment I-11-6 for further discussion related to vibration impacts.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-41 

This comment suggests the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts during 

operations on Monarch Bay Villas, Monarch Terrace, Monarch Bay Plaza, Monarch Pointe, and 

Crown Valley Parkway and Pacific Coast Highway at and near its intersection with Crown Valley 

Parkway. 



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 2-343 

 

See Responses to Comments I-9-5, I-17-3, I-17-4, and I-20-9. Potential impacts to all adjacent 

residential/retail uses have been evaluated through analysis of the Crown Valley Parkway 

intersections providing access to/from these locations.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-42 

This comment requests that the Applicant be required to construct a protective left turn pocket at 

Lumeria Lane and Crown Valley Parkway and requests that the City conduct speed monitoring 

operations on Crown Valley Parkway. 

 

See Response to Comment I-17-5. As described in Response to Comment I-13-6, the proposed 

project would not contribute traffic volumes at Seven Seas Drive (i.e., the access to/from the 

Monarch Bay Plaza along Crown Valley Parkway). Therefore, traffic analysis of this location is 

not required. In addition, vehicles speeding along Crown Valley Parkway (if any) are not the 

responsibility of the project. Per Response to Comment I-17-3, the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 

prepared for the proposed project did assess potential impacts to the Monarch Bay Villas and its 

sole access (i.e., the intersection of Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane). As described in 

Response to Comment I-13-6, Based on the LOS analysis of Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria 

Lane included in Table C and Table E of the TIA (Appendix J of the Draft EIR), 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 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-24-43 

This comment again reiterates the commenter’s suggestion to eliminate the proposed 

Preschool/Administration building from the southeastern portion of the project site. 

 

The comment 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. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-44  

This comment suggests replacing the existing buildings with approximately 50,000 square feet 

(sf) of new construction, reducing the proposed Parking Garage square footage, and eliminating 

the south tower from the proposed Parking Garage. 

 

The comment 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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RESPONSE I-24-45 

This comment suggests relocating the proposed Parking Garage ramp to address noise concerns 

during operation. 

 

The comment 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. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-46 

This comment suggests increasing the proposed Parking Garage setback, and sloping the setback 

away from the Monarch Bay Villas to reduce impacts to residents of the Monarch Bay Villas.  

 

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-24-47 

This comment suggests that the Applicant be required to landscape using native vegetation. 

 

As described in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.3.2 requires the use of native plants in the 

landscaping plan for the proposed project (refer to page 4.3-15 of the Draft EIR). 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-48 

This comment suggests that the drainage feature natural detention and bio-filtration Best 

Management Practices that comply with the proposed project’s NPDES Permit be applied.  

 

Common Response No. 13 provides information regarding the proposed project’s compliance 

with all applicable water quality regulations. As described in Common Response No. 13, the 

proposed project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure 4.8.1, which provides 

that, prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant must obtain coverage 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 (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, Permit No. CAS000002) (Construction General Permit 

[CGP]), which applies statewide to projects that cover more than one acre. 
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Compliance with the CGP will require the Applicant to: 

 

 Complete a Risk Assessment to determine pollution prevention requirements pursuant to the 

three Risk Levels established in the CGP; 

 Develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants from 

contacting storm water and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off 

site into receiving waters; 

 Eliminate or reduce non-storm water discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of 

the United States; and 

 Perform inspections and maintenance of all BMPs. 

 

Refer to Common Response No. 13 for a list of BMPs that may be used as part of the proposed 

project to prevent soil erosion and water quality degradation. 

 

Compliance with the CGP, as well as the erosion control plan, will thus mitigate any potential 

construction-related impacts to water quality to less then significant levels. 

 

In addition, a new Regional NPDES MS4 Permit was adopted by the San Diego Regional Water 

Quality Control Board on February 11, 2015 which takes effect on April 1, 2015, R9-2015-0001. 

The proposed project will be subject to the requirements set forth in said Regional Permit. The 

new MS4 Permit includes requirements for new development and significant redevelopment, 

including specific selection and sizing criteria for Low-Impact Development (LID) Best 

Management Practices (BMPs), Treatment Control BMPs, and Hydromodification Control 

BMPs.  These requirements are designed to 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.” (MS4 Permit, p. 28.) 

 

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).)   
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The proposed project is considered a “priority development project” because it would add or 

replace at least 5,000 square feet (sf) or more of impervious surface. Accordingly, consistent with 

the requirements of the MS4 Permit and the City’s Municipal Code, Mitigation Measure 4.8.3 

requires the Applicant to prepare a WQMP for the City’s review and approval, prior to the 

issuance of grading permits. Such WQMP must include project-specific Low-Impact 

Development, Retention/Biofiltration Site Design, Source Control, and Treatment Control BMPs 

that comply with the Model WQMP requirements in effect at the time of submittal of each phase.  

Further, an operations and maintenance plan is required to ensure the long-term performance of 

the required BMPs. 

 

As described on pages 4.8-14 through 4.8-14 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. Thus, the 

proposed project will, in fact, reduce the amount of sedimentation, if any, that flows off the 

project site and will, in fact, improve water quality consistent with both State and federal law. 

Compliance with the above requirements will thus mitigate all potential impacts to water quality 

to less than significant levels. 

  

 

RESPONSE I-24-49 

This comment suggests that the Applicant contract for an off-site parking management plan. 

 

As described in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12.1 requires that the Applicant obtain 

approval from the City’s Planning Commission for a Parking Management Plan that shall include 

parking agreements to accommodate parking needs for each construction phase off-site or other 

means to provide required spaces on site on Sundays during each phase (refer to page 4.12-19 of 

the Draft EIR). 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-50 

This comment requests that construction of the proposed project be completed within 5 years, 

with full indemnification provided to the Monarch Bay Villas and the Monarch Bay Villas 

Homeowners Association.  

 

Refer to Common Response No. 3 and Common Response No. 4 for further information 

regarding the proposed project’s 10-year construction period and a request for indemnification 

and bonds. The commenter’s suggested revisions to the proposed project will be forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-51 

This comment requests that all project details be fully specified and disclosed publicly prior to 

project approval. 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 states that the project description included in an EIR 

should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the 

environmental impact. Further, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(c) states that an EIR 

should provide [a] general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 

characteristics. In the City’s opinion, sufficient information was provided by the Applicant to 

analyze the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-52 

This comment requests that the area that currently serves as an off-site percolation basin be 

restored and that a Vector Control Plan be implemented if the land is converted to wetlands. 

 

The comment 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. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-53 

This comment provides a conclusion to the commenter’s letter and requests that the City respond 

to their comments on the Draft EIR as well as their comments on the IS/MND prepared 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. Please see Response to Comment I-

23-7 and Common Response No. 2. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-24-54 

This comment was submitted to the City in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 

circulated on February 4, 2010. 

 

The purpose of a public scoping meeting and request for written comments is to solicit written 

input from interested individuals regarding environmental issues that should be addressed in the 

Draft EIR and to assist the lead agency in determining the scope and content of the environmental 

information to be contained in the Draft EIR. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

does not require written responses to each comment made in response to a scoping meeting or 

Notice of Preparation (NOP). As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(c), the 

information or comments received by the lead agency may be included in the draft EIR in whole 

or in part. The commenter’s letter and the other letters received during the NOP review period 

were included in their entirety in Appendix A, and issues were summarized in Section 2.2.2 (Page 

2-4) of the Draft EIR. Environmental topics raised in the scoping letters, including the 

commenter’s letter, were included in the content and analysis of the Draft EIR. In summary, the 

Draft EIR acknowledged and included the scoping letters, summarized the environmental areas of 

concern, and addressed these issues in the scope of the analysis, consistent with CEQA.  



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» 2-348 

This page intentionally left blank 

 

 



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-1

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-2

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-3

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-4

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-5

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-6



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-6

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-7

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-8

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-9

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-10



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-11

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25- 12

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-13



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I- 25-13

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-14

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-15



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-15

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-16

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-17

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-18

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-19

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-20

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-21

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-22



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-22

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-23

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-24

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-25



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-26

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-27

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-28

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-29



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-29

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-30

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-31

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-32

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-33



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-34

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25- 35

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-36



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-36

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-37

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-38

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-39

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-40



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-41

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-42

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-43

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-44

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-45

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-46



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-46

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-47

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-48

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-49

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-50



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-50

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-51

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-52

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-53

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-54

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-55

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-56



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25- 56

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-57

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25- 58

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-59



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-60

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-61

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-62

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-63

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-64

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-65



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-65

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-66

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25- 67



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-68



I-25

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-25-68



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 2-367 

TODD V. GLEN 

 

LETTER CODE: I-25 

DATE: October 29, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-1 

The comment raises concerns about landslides, faults, and the loss of an apartment building 

adjacent to the project site and states that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) did not 

address these issues. 

 

Please refer to Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-18-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-2 

The comment raises concerns about the analysis contained in the 2009 Mitigated Negative 

Declaration (MND) and the use of such as a basis for the Draft EIR.  

 

The Draft EIR did not rely on the analysis contained in the MND. See Common Response No. 2. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-3 

The comment raises safety concerns related to an opinion that the scale and mass of construction, 

and weight of such, is oversized for the site acreage.  

 

Based on the Geotechnical Reports prepared for the proposed project (Draft EIR, Appendix E), 

the Draft EIR determined that the potential for surface fault rupture; soil erosion during operation; 

and ground failure due to lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse is less than 

significant, and no mitigation is required. After considering the proposed building scale, weight, 

and mass of construction, the potential impacts related to soil erosion during construction, seismic 

shaking, landslides, corrosive soils, and expansive soil conditions will be addressed through 

recommendations as contained in the Geotechnical Reports (refer to Appendix E, Geotechnical 

Reports, of the Draft EIR), maintenance of unimproved slopes, and testing for corrosive soils 

(Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, and 4.5-3). With implementation of these measures, 

geotechnical and soil concerns are considered less than significant.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-4 

The comment raises concerns about the temporary playground to be established in the parking lot 

during construction. 

 

The temporary play area would be identified by placement of orange cones. Children would be 

supervised while playing in the temporary play area. A fence would be installed to contain and 

screen the active construction area. 
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RESPONSE I-25-5 

The comment states the commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and requests answers to 

the comments provided. 

 

This Response to Comments document is a part of the Final EIR that will be brought forward to 

the City of Dana Point (City) decisions-makers as part of the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) and project approval process. All comments pertaining to the analysis contained in 

the Draft EIR will be responded to herein. The commenter’s objection to the proposed project 

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-25-6 

The comment expresses confusion about whether comments should be made on the proposed 

project or Alternative 2. The comment further states that the Draft EIR does not provide an 

adequate description of the parking structure as part of the project. 

 

The Draft EIR complied with State 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. Alternative 2 reduces the square footage associated with the 

Proposed Project and, therefore, reduces physical impacts associated with the proposed project. 

Comments from interested parties and agencies can be made on any environmental issues 

contained in the Draft EIR, including both the proposed project and the alternatives. Adequate 

project details for both the proposed project and Alternative 2 are provided throughout the Draft 

EIR and Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, and more specifically in Table 5.A on Page 5-3 of the Draft 

EIR. See also Common Response No. 8 regarding the Parking Structure. 

 

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. 

 

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, and would also allow the 

Applicant to complete all construction nearest the Monarch Bay Villas during the first two 
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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-25-7 

The comment asks why it has taken so long to develop the Draft EIR and asks if there were 

complications discovered and not shared with the public. 

 

The primary objective of CEQA is to identify, and reduce or eliminate, if feasible, significant 

environmental effects of projects. Therefore, CEQA encourages project proponents to incorporate 

project design features and mitigation measures during the process in order to reduce impacts. 

Development of an alternative geotechnical solution was developed during the preparation of the 

Draft EIR which caused delays in completing the Draft EIR. Also, see Response to 

Comment I-8-4.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-8 

The comment states that the Voices of Monarch Beach (VoMB) organization was were formed in 

2008 to oppose the MND previously prepared. 

 

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-25-9 

The comment asserts that the author of the MND was a member of the church planning 

committee and questions why this was not disclosed. The comment further asks how the EIR 

mitigation checklist has been updated from the previous MND. 

 

The comment regarding the author of the MND does not contain any substantive statements or 

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

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. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-10 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR sequence is flawed and that the City’s Study Session 

should have occurred before release of the Draft EIR. 

 

See Common Response No. 1. 
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RESPONSE I-25-11 

The comment states that changes to the project occurred during the Draft EIR process and that 

these changes should have been made available to the public for input. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-12 

The comment questions whether Alternative 2 is a reduced project due to the inclusion of the 

parking structure. The comment further asserts that the square footage of the parking structure is 

not included or analyzed correctly. 

 

Project details for both the proposed project and Alternative 2 are provided throughout the Draft 

EIR and Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, and more specifically in Table 5.A on Page 5-3 of the Draft 

EIR. Alternative 2 reduces the square footage by 17,633 square feet (sf) as compared to the 

proposed project. A two-level Parking Structure is included under both the proposed project and 

Alternative 2. See Common Response No. 8 regarding calculations for the Parking Structure. 

 

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. 

 

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, and 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-25-13 

The comment questions why construction will take 10 years and suggests that older building 

permits could be used to avoid more stringent requirements. 

 

See Common Response No. 3. The proposed project would be required to obtain construction 

permits (grading, demolition, building, retaining wall) for each phase and would be required to 



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 2-371 

comply with all permit requirements and codes in effect at that time. The comment does not 

contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein and, 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-14 

The comment questions the overall size of the site and questions how 6 acres was calculated. 

 

Based on the site plan and the legal description of the project site in the title report dated March 

28, 2006, the project site is 6.0 acres. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-15 

The comment expresses concern regarding the views from Crown Valley Parkway and asks 

whether the project would require a change in the designation of this roadway as a Scenic 

Parkway or under the California Coastal Commission guidelines. 

 

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the commenter is correct that Crown 

Valley Parkway is designated a Scenic Highway by the City of Dana Point Design Guidelines. 

See Common Response No. 9 for a discussion of impacts to views from Crown Valley Parkway. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-16 

The comment questions why the City would allow building on an earthquake and landslide area 

and further states that indemnification bonds would be required. 

 

The issuance of indemnification bonds is not an environmental issue under CEQA and, therefore, 

this comment is not a question about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. See Common 

Response No. 4. No further response is necessary, but this comment will be forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their review and consideration. See also Response to Comment I-25-3, 

above, regarding earthquake and landslide concerns. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-17 

The comment states that the parking structure is not adequately described in the Draft EIR. 

See Common Response No. 8. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-18 

The comment opines that the Notice of Availability (NOA) was intentionally misworded in order 

to evade review by public agencies. 

 

The NOA for the proposed project was prepared in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15087(c) and distributed as required to solicit input on the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was 
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also distributed directly to public agencies by the Office of Planning and Research (OPR)/State 

Clearinghouse. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-19 

The comment asserts that the EIR checklist is the same as the MND checklist and provides the 

same mitigation. 

 

See Common Response No. 2 and Common Response No. 10. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-20 

The comment states that the capture and transport of birds is unacceptable and conflicts with the 

Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP). 

 

The only mention of capture related to bird species in the Draft EIR is contained in Mitigation 

Measure 4.3.1, bullet number 3, which partially states that “If birds cannot be flushed, they shall 

be captured in mist nets, if feasible, and relocated to areas of the site to be protected or to the 

NCCP/Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Reserve System.” This is verbatim wording taken from 

Section 7.5.3 of the Final EIR/EIS prepared for the Central and Coastal Subregion of the Orange 

County NCCP/HCP, which outlines the construction minimization measures to be undertaken 

during the authorized removal of coastal sage scrub habitat. However, it should be noted that, in 

this case, where the removal of vegetation is relatively quite small, just 0.18 acres of disturbed 

coastal sage scrub where gnatcatchers have not been observed, and where the removal will be 

done during the non-nesting season, there is very little likelihood that the use of mist nest to 

capture and relocate gnatcatchers will be utilized.    

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-21 

The comment states that the project should receive the same level of review as any other 

commercial or retail business. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-22 

The comment states that the MND checklist was used for the Draft EIR and that because previous 

comments on the MND checklist were not answered, all comments and allegations are provided 

again in this comment letter. 

 

See Common Response No. 2. 
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RESPONSE I-25-23 

The comment opines that there will be adverse impacts to a scenic vista of the Salt Creek 

corridor. 

 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR analyzed impacts to views from public view locations 

and provided visual simulations to support the conclusions. See Response to Comment I-25-15 

and Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-24 

The comment states that lighting from the existing church is a problem and that the church is 

allowing campers to sleep in their vehicles. The comment further states that 24/7 security is 

required for all of the uses allowed by the church. 

 

As stated on page 4.1-20 of the Draft EIR, the City’s Zoning Code requires all exterior lighting to 

be shielded or recessed so that direct glare and reflections are contained within the boundaries of 

the project site and shall be directed downward and away from adjoining properties and public 

rights-of-way (Section 9.05.220). Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that 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. 

 

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, 

and the Applicant would prohibit trespassing on its property. Therefore, noise impacts associated 

with the unauthorized usage of the Parking Structure by skateboarders and other transients are not 

anticipated. 

 

Neighbors are encouraged to call Police Services or the City’s Code Enforcement Line to report 

illegal parking or trespassing on the project site. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-25 

The comment states that the views will be blocked and that these impacts are more than a City of 

Dana Point concern. The comment further states that the scale and mass of the project will 

obliterate views from Crown Valley Parkway. 

 

See Response to Comment I-25-23 and Common Response No. 9. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-26 

The comment states that nearby residents will need air conditioners and filters in order to close 

their windows and doors. The comment further states that construction dirt will invade their 

homes. 
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See Response to Comments I-24-11 and 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-27 

The comment questions whether the increased vehicle access to the parking garage and the 

associated exhaust would impact nearby residents, and further requests that the 10-year 

construction be kept in mind.  

 

The Air Quality Analysis prepared for the proposed project (Appendix B of the Draft EIR) 

calculated both short-term and long term emissions to determine potential air quality impacts. 

Long-term operational emissions in pounds per day (lbs/day) associated with the proposed project 

were calculated with the CalEEMod model, which included trip generation factors provided in the 

Traffic Impact Analysis for South Shores Church Master Plan (TIA) (LSA, July 2014), and 

defaults for area and energy sources based on the land use and project location. The results 

showed that operation of the proposed project would not exceed any corresponding South Coast 

Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily operational emission threshold for any 

criteria pollutant. Therefore, project-related long-term air quality impacts, including emissions 

associated with use of the Parking Structure, would be less than significant, and no mitigation 

was required. Similarly, the CalEEMod model was used to calculate construction impacts 

(including emissions from demolition, grading, site preparation, utility engines, and motor 

vehicles transporting the construction crew). No exceedances of any criteria pollutants are 

expected during construction with implementation of the required construction emissions control 

measures required in Standard Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 (pages 4.2-26 and 4.2-27 of the Draft 

EIR). Therefore, air quality impacts related to construction emissions would be less than 

significant, and no mitigation is required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-28 

The comment asserts that receptors should be measured by noses not machines, and further states 

that residents moved there for clean air. 

 

This comment is 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. This comment 

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

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-29 

This comment expresses concern that the proposed project will result in an increase from existing 

conditions in objectionable odors experienced by Monarch Bay Villa residents due to the lack of 

on-site water treatment facilities and construction activities.  

 

The impacts of odor are difficult to quantify, as the effects are subjective. Regarding the existing 

catch basin, the project is not expected to cause any change to the existing operation and any 

resulting odors. 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 
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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-25-30 

This comment expresses concern that fugitive dust during construction would not be adequately 

reduced from watering of active sites at least twice each day given the amount of soil disturbance 

and weather variation.  

 

The construction operations will be required to comply with all SCAQMD requirements, 

including Rule 403: Dust Control. This rule stipulates that “No person shall cause or allow the 

emissions of fugitive dust from any active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area 

such that the dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission 

source.” Watering will occur as needed to comply with this rule. Refer to Standard Condition 

4.2.1 on page 4.2-26 of the Draft EIR for further discussion of compliance with SCAQMD Rule 

403. 

Further, a Construction Localized Impacts Analysis was prepared to 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.J on page 4.2-23 of the 

Draft EIR). The analysis shows that the concentrations of all pollutant emissions on the peak day 

of construction would be below the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, because 

none of the proposed project’s construction phases would overlap, the localized impacts of the 

proposed project’s construction emissions would be less than significant. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-31 

This comment states that an analysis specifically addressing the localized air quality impacts to 

residences south of the proposed project’s Parking Structure ramp should be developed in order to 

adequately analyze peak emissions from church activities.   

 

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. The analysis 

overstates impacts by assuming that nearby receptors would be exposed to all on-site project-

related stationary emissions sources and 5 percent of the project-related new mobile emissions 

sources, which is an estimate of the amount of project-related new vehicle traffic that would 

occur on the project site. Considering the average trip length included in the CalEEMod model 

(most trips would be approximately 8.4 miles), the 5 percent assumption is conservative. As the 

conservative analysis showed that none of these pollutants would reach even 10 percent of the 
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thresholds, it is clear that the operational emissions would be less than significant. The EIR 

analyzes any potential air quality impacts related to the proposed Parking Structure and 

determines that there are less than significant air quality impacts. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-32 

The comment questions where and how the recycle/reuse of up to 50 percent of the construction 

waste will occur. 

 

The potential for the proposed project to result in impacts on solid waste disposal facilities during 

construction is analyzed in Section 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As 

described on pages 4.11-27 and -28 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would be required to 

comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition (C&D) Waste Ordinance (No. 03-17), which 

requires contractors and other construction-related persons to obtain a permit and haul at least 75 

percent of their construction waste to a C&D material recycling facility certified by the City. As 

of October 2013, the City of Dana Point has certified seven facilities that are able to receive C&D 

materials generated within the City. Some of these facilities only accept certain types of C&D 

materials (e.g., green waste, concrete, or asphalt), while other accept all types of C&D waste. 

None of these facilities accept hazardous waste materials. The Applicant’s construction 

contractors would be able to haul the C&D materials to the certified facility of their choice. As 

described on page 4.11-28 of the Draft EIR, compliance with the City’s C&D Ordinance No. 03-

17 would ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to solid 

waste generation during construction, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-33 

The comment asks for details regarding the green building standards and comments that there is 

no public access to the Salt Creek Trail. 

 

The private property does not currently provide public access to Salt Creek Trail and is not 

obliged to do so for future conditions. Project Design Feature 4.6.1 (pages 3-15 of the Draft EIR) 

includes strategies to help reduce greenhouse gases (GHGs), including the installation of  energy-

efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, control systems, and water-

efficient irrigation systems and devices. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-34 

This comment expresses concern that air quality impacts to neighboring residents, wildlife, and 

vegetation from ventilation of the lower level of the proposed Parking Structure have not been 

adequately analyzed. 

 

See the Response to Comment I-25-31. 
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RESPONSE I-25-35 

The comment states that biological resources are lacking on the hillside areas due to a lack of 

maintenance of drainage facilities. The comment further postulates that the gullies are a safety 

hazard to children playing in this area. 

 

As indicated in Common Response No. 6 and the memorandum included in Attachment C to this 

Final EIR, the City Department of Public Works and Engineering Services and the San Diego 

Regional Water Quality Control Board conducted a joint investigation in response to the 

complaint filed by Mr. Roger Von Butow regarding various erosion and sedimentation issues 

occurring on or adjacent to the Monarch St. Regis property, the Makallon LLC Open Space 

property, and the project site. 

 

The joint investigation concluded that the alleged erosion that is the subject of many comments 

on the Draft EIR could not be determined to be the result of any condition occurring on the 

project site. As indicated in Common Response No. 6, the Applicant is not violating any 

applicable provision of any NPDES or MS-4 permit, nor is the Applicant violating any provision 

of the federal Clean Water Act or the State’s Porter-Cologne Clean Water Act. 

 

The alleged erosion was determined to occur on a property adjacent to the project site. A variety 

of erosion and sedimentation control best management practices (BMPs) were implemented. 

These BMPs will prevent sediment from discharging into Salt Creek. The City is committed to 

ensuring proper maintenance of these BMPs by the private property owners. 

 

The findings of the joint investigation, which are included in Attachment C to this Final EIR, as 

well as Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, acknowledge that the 

proposed project will be subject to the NPDES permit requirements, including Model Water 

Quality Management Plan and Hydromodification Management Plan requirements that became 

effective in December 2013. Thus, the proposed project will, in fact, reduce the amount of 

sedimentation, if any, that flows off the project site and will, in fact, improve water quality 

consistent with both State and federal law. As described on pages 4.8-14 through 4.8-14 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. 

 

As described in Common Response No. 6 and the memorandum included in Attachment C to this 

Final EIR, the open space adjacent to the project site is owned by another private entity. 

Therefore, the owner of the open space property is responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of 

their property. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-36 

The comment states that an apartment building on the adjacent property was impacted by a 

landslide and that there is still a clogged drain system on the site. 
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See Common Response No. 12 and Response to Comment I-25-35. As described in Common 

Response No. 6 and the memorandum included in Attachment C to this Final EIR, the City 

Department of Public Works and Engineering Services and the San Diego Regional Water 

Quality Control Board conducted a joint investigation in response to the complaint filed by Mr. 

Roger Von Butow regarding various erosion and sedimentation issues occurring on or adjacent to 

the Monarch St. Regis property, the Makallon LLC Open Space property, and the project site. 

 

The joint investigation concluded that the alleged erosion that is the subject of many comments 

on the Draft EIR could not be determined to be the result of any condition occurring on the 

project site. As indicated in Common Response No. 6, the Applicant is not violating any 

applicable provision of any NPDES or MS-4 permit, nor is the Applicant violating any provision 

of the federal Clean Water Act or the State’s Porter-Cologne Clean Water Act. 

 

The alleged erosion was determined to occur on a property adjacent to the project site. A variety 

of erosion and sedimentation control best management practices (BMPs) were implemented. 

These BMPs will prevent sediment from discharging into Salt Creek. The City is committed to 

ensuring proper maintenance of these BMPs by the private property owners.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-37 

The comment states that there is a roadway hazard from vehicles attempting to make a U-turn at 

Lumeria on Crown Valley Parkway.  

 

As demonstrated in the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J of the Draft EIR), the project would 

not cause a significant impact to Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane. This intersection would 

operate at safe, satisfactory level of service (LOS) with or without the project. Although currently 

permitted parking along Crown Valley Parkway does not prohibit a driver exiting Lumeria Lane 

(i.e., making a left turn or right turn) from seeing oncoming cars from either the northbound or 

southbound direction, this on-street parking is planned for removal to install a bike lane. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-38 

The comment expresses concern that there is no emergency plan to get people out of the area in 

the event of a major disaster. 

 

As discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the City of Dana 

Point has established an Emergency Preparedness Plan that includes protocol for responding to 

major emergencies and disasters. The purpose of this plan is to develop a strategy to prepare for, 

respond to, and recover from an emergency or disaster. More specifically, the City’s Public 

Safety Element establishes a Public Safety Plan to implement goals of the City’s Emergency 

Preparedness Plan. In addition, the General Plan identifies evacuation routes within the City to be 

used in the event of an emergency that would require the evacuation of all or part of the City. The 

proposed project would provide adequate access for emergency vehicles and would meet all 

design requirements established by the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA). Furthermore, the 

proposed project would not include design features that would physically interfere with 
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emergency response or evacuation. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not 

impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan. See also Response to Comment I-17-4 for information on the 

required Construction Management Plan. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-39 

The comment states that there is erosion on the bluff tops due to a lack of maintenance of the 

runoff and v-ditches. 

 

See Common Response No. 6. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-40 

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.  

 

This comment is 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. This comment 

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

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-41 

This comment expresses concern that approval of the proposed project would result in an increase 

in temperature from an increase in impervious surfaces.  

 

The comment implies that the rise in temperature “due to the increase of impervious surfaces” 

would be a problem. There is no supporting information for this assertion. There is no obvious 

reason that the rise in temperature would be substantial or result in a significant impact.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-42 

The comment asserts that the project will pollute Salt Creek and further asserts that the Water 

Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permits are inadequate mitigation. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-8 and Common Response Nos. 6 and 13. The proposed project 

would be developed in conformance with the WQMP and applicable NPDES Permit, and, as a 

result, would improve water quality. As described in Common Response No. 13, on-site LID 

design features and BMPs that would be utilized to ensure conformance with the NPDES Permit. 

Refer to Common Response No. 13 for a list of BMPs that may be used as part of the proposed 

project to prevent soil erosion and water quality degradation. 
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These BMPs and the LID design features that would be utilized by the proposed project are the 

product of a multi-year development by governmental experts at the Regional Water Quality 

Control Boards and will be in conformance with the latest SDRWQCB NPDES Permit adopted 

on February 11, 2015. These design features and BMPs were designed by governmental water 

quality experts for the purpose of ensuring NPDES, MS4 and overall water quality standards are 

maintained. As described in Attachment F: Fact Sheet / Technical Report for Order No. R9-2013-

0001, as amended by R9-2015-0001, VIII. Provisions, Provision E: Jurisdictional Runoff 

Management Programs, Provision E.3 (Development Planning), adherence to these design 

requirements and BMPs ensure that the proposed project would not create significant short term 

construction or operational water quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-43 

The comment states that the erosion of the hillside below is an unsecured nuisance and that 

erosion demonstrates a weak hillside for support of the facility. 

 

The geologic characteristics of the project site and geotechnical conclusions/recommendations 

relative the proposed project and hillside terrain adjacent to the project site were investigated and 

evaluated in detail by the Applicant’s Certified Engineering Geologist. 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 Reports were shown to 

adequately address site geotechnical concerns and demonstrated an acceptable Factor-of-Safety 

with respect to slope stability for the proposed project. 

 

Geotechnical and soil issues regarding suitability of the site for development are addressed in 

detail in the geotechnical analyses prepared for the proposed project (refer to Appendix E, 

Geotechnical Reports, of the Draft EIR). See also Common Response No. 12. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-44 

The comment states that an alternative plan was suggested by VoMB to the project Applicant and 

that this plan was not included in the Draft EIR. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-10. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-45 

The comment asserts that the project site is zoned Residential and not Community Facility and 

requests to be provided a date that the site was rezoned. 

 

See Response to Comment I-21-9. 
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RESPONSE I-25-46 

The comment expresses concerns over the parking garage ramp being used by skateboarders and 

becoming a nuisance, and questions how this type of use would be limited. 

 

See Response to Comment I-25-24. Restriction of potential future use of project facilities by 

skateboarders is not an environmental issue. 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-25-47 

The comment suggests moving the ramp towards the center of the parking structure. 

 

This comment is a design suggestion and 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-25-48 

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Meditation Garden due to privacy issues and 

perceived invasion of neighbors’ personal outdoor space. 

 

The setbacks for the proposed project meet, and exceed, the development standards for the project 

site. See Common Response No. 11. 

 

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. 
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RESPONSE I-25-49 

The comment again suggests relocating the location of the parking garage ramps to reduce noise 

on adjacent neighbors. 

 

The Noise Impact Study (Appendix H of the Draft EIR) evaluated potential noise impacts on the 

Monarch Bay Villas to the south. 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 noise standards in 

the Municipal Code Noise Ordinance. No significant noise impacts due to project-related mobile 

and stationary sources on off-site uses were identified. Therefore, no mitigation measures are 

required for the proposed project.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-50 

The comment states that the traffic on Crown Valley Parkway between Sea Island and Pacific 

Coast Highway (PCH) is unsafe due to curves, limited views, and speed. 

 

The existing geometrics and speed limits along Crown Valley Parkway are an existing condition 

and not a result of the proposed project. The Traffic Impact Analysis conducted for the project 

determined that Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane would operate at satisfactory LOS with or 

without the project. Therefore, a traffic signal is not warranted. Furthermore, implementation of 

the project would neither create a significant hazard nor would it increase U-turns adjacent to the 

project site (i.e., Lumeria Lane or Sea Island Drive–full-access project driveway). See also 

Response to Comment I-25-37. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-51 

The comment requests the Applicant to have signed agreements for any off-site parking before 

any permits for construction are issued. The comment also asks if the off-site parking agreements 

would be carried forward with if there are any changes in the ownership of the project site. 

 

The proposed project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure 4.12.1. As described 

on pages 4.12-19 and 20 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12.1 requires the Applicant to 

obtain the City Planning Commission’s approval for an updated Parking Management Plan as 

detailed in Chapter 9.35 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance prior to the issuance of any demolition, 

grading, or construction permits associated with any phase of the proposed project. The off-site 

shared parking agreement for each construction phase would be required to remain in effect until 

commencement of the following phase or until the Applicant demonstrates to the City’s 

Community Development Director and Public Works Director, or designee, that the project site is 

able to provide adequate on-site parking to meet the proposed project’s parking demand. 

 

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 Mitigation Measure 4.12.1. Any proposed 
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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. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-52 

The comment raises concerns about the temporary playground to be established in the parking lot 

during construction. 

 

See Response to Comment I-25-4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-53 

The comment states that the parking structure should be considered and categorized as an 

expansion of building space and should have been more accurately described in the NOA. 

 

See Common Response No. 8. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-54 

The comment expresses concern about the ingress and egress to the parking structure and 

questions if it will jeopardize compliance with the County’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 

agreement with the City. 

 

See Response to Comment I-9-5. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-55 

This comment claims that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze construction emission 

impacts on the residences located south of the proposed project.  

 

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) (refer to 

Table 4.2.H on page 4.2-20 of the Draft EIR). All pollutants would be well below the thresholds 

set by the SCAQMD. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-56 

This comment expresses concern that peak-period traffic utilizing the proposed Parking 

Structure’s ramp would result in substantial localized air quality impacts to neighboring 

residences, and that these impacts must be further analyzed.  
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See the Response to Comment I-25-31. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-57 

This comment expresses concern that impacts from construction and traffic emissions have not 

been adequately analyzed.  

 

As described in the Response to Comment I-25-31, the Operational Localized Impacts Analysis 

analyzes whether the on-site emissions during operations 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 very 

conservative because it overstates impacts by assuming that nearby receptors, including the 

Monarch Bay Villas, would be exposed to all on-site project-related stationary emissions sources 

and 5 percent of the project-related new mobile emissions sources, which is an estimate of the 

amount of project-related new vehicle traffic that would occur on the project site. Considering the 

average trip length included in the CalEEMod model (most trips would be approximately 8.4 

miles), the 5 percent assumption is conservative as it assumes that considerable vehicle idling 

would occur on the project site. As the conservative 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. 

 

As described in the Response to Comment I-25-55, 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) (refer to Table 4.2.H on page 4.2-20 of the 

Draft EIR). All pollutants would be well below the thresholds set by the SCAQMD.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-58 

The comment asserts that the proposed project and Alternative 2 are not acceptable and that 

adequate descriptions of both were not included in the NOA.  

 

See Response to Comment I-25-18 and Common Response No. 8. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-59 

The comment introduces the suggestion of an alternative Master Plan, based on the objectives of 

providing adequate parking on site and the necessity for rehabilitation of aging 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 
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new building square footage from 70,284 sf to approximately 52,651 sf (an approximately 25 

percent reduction from the 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. 

 

The commenter’s suggested alternative will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review 

and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-60 

The comment requests that no Administration building or Meditation Garden should be 

constructed in the southeast quadrant of the site as part of the suggested alternative.  

 

As described in Response to Comment I-25-60, 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. 
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RESPONSE I-25-61 

The comment states support for an alternative project that would allow up to 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. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-62 

The comment requests a maximum 5-year construction plan with indemnification/performance 

bonds to protect adjacent homeowners from potential damages.  

 

See Common Response No. 3 and Common Response No. 4. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-63 

The comment requests the contractual agreements for off-site parking be made publically 

available and that such agreements remain in force if there are any changes in the ownership of 

the satellite parking locations. 

 

The proposed project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure 4.12.1. As described 

on pages 4.12-19 and 20 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12.1 requires the Applicant to 

obtain the City Planning Commission’s approval for an updated Parking Management Plan as 

detailed in Chapter 9.35 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance prior to the issuance of any demolition, 

grading, or construction permits associated with any phase of the proposed project. Therefore, 

applicable provisions of the off-site parking agreements (location, term, and number of parking 

spaces) would be made available to the public prior to the initiation of each proposed construction 

phase. 

 

The Parking Management Plan for each phase will require that the applicant provide off-site 

parking for the number of spaces that are deficient for each phase.  As part of the CUP for the 

Parking Management Plan, the Applicant will show the parking spaces are procured for the 

duration of that particular phase. 

 

If the off-site parking spaces were to become unavailable for any reason, the Applicant would be 

required to arrange for another site or re-schedule or discontinue the Church’s operations to 

eliminate the need for off-site parking. The Applicant is required to obtain the City’s approval to 

update the Parking Management Plan for each phase where parking demand is not met on-site. 
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RESPONSE I-25-64 

The comment requests that no administerial (ministerial) building changes or permits be issued 

without a public hearing.  

 

The 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-25-65 

The comment requests that the parking structure be built as part of Phase 1 but at two-thirds the 

size of the structure as proposed. The comment further requests a greater setback and 

greenbelt/detention area between the residents and the parking structure.  

 

See Common Response No. 11 regarding the project’s compliance with setbacks. See Response 

to Comments I-25-60 and Section 1.4, Refinements to Alternative 2, of this Final EIR for 

discussion regarding Revised Alternative 2. 

 

The commenter’s suggested alternative design will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

review and consideration. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-66 

The comment requests that the parking structure be built as part of Phase 1 to provide all parking 

on site and to address possible emergencies requiring evacuation of South Laguna or North Dana 

Point. 

 

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. 
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RESPONSE I-25-67 

The comment reiterates the concerns related to the parking structure, its description, and its 

inclusion in the NOA.  

 

The NOA describes the proposed project with square footages for each proposed structure and 

includes the statement “two level partially subterranean parking structure” to describe the Parking 

Structure proposed to be constructed as part of the proposed project. See also Common Response 

No. 8 for additional information why the square footage of the proposed Parking Structure was 

not included in the Draft EIR or NOA. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-25-68 

The comment is a reproduction of comments 1 through 10 of Comment Letter I-9, also submitted 

separately by the same commenter.  

 

See Responses to Comments I-9-1 through I-9-10.  
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23254 Atlantis Way 
Dana Point CA 92629 
jns4aero@cox.net 

October 29, 2014 

Attention: Saima Qureshy, AICP, Senior Planner 
City of Dana Point 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
33282 Golden Lantern, Suite 209 
Dana Point CA, 92629-1805 

Re: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Shores 
Church (31712 Crown Valley Parkway, Dana Point, CA 92629) Master Plan Project/SCH 
# 20090411/Coastal Development Permit CDP 04-11/Conditional  Use Permit CUP 04-
21/Site Development Permit SDP 04-31 

Sent by email to squreshy@danapoint.org, 

I request confirmation of delivery from the City of Dana Point and LSA, which should be 
sent to jns4aero@cox.net  

Transportation/Traffic Section (4.12) 

As a resident of 23254 Atlantis Way in Monarch Bay Villas (MBV), I read the current 
DEIR, which applies to either alternative proposed by the applicant, several times with 
particular interest in the sections of the study that relates to Transportation/Traffic and 
Parking and believe that the Environmental Checklist which concluded “No Impact or 
Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated”, with regard to items 4.12.4, 
4.12.5, and 4.12.8) was deficient in several areas: 

City of Dana Point General Plan Circulation Element 
Goal 1: Provide a system of streets that meets the needs of current and future 
residents and facilitates the safe and efficient movement of people and goods 
throughout the City (Coastal Act/30252) 

 There are a number of references to traffic analyses that refer to the Crown
Valley Parkway/Sea Island intersection which is controlled by a traffic signal
(pages  4.12.1 – 4.12.5):

o The project will continue to utilize Crown Valley Parkway to access the
site at two driveways.  The northerly project access at the intersection of
Crown Valley and Sea Island Drive is signalized and provides full access,
while the southerly project access is restricted to right turns in/out only.
(pages 4.12.3-4.12.4).  On the other hand, all discussions of traffic
estimates contained in the DEIR ignore meaningful discussion of the
intersection of Lumeria Lane and Crown Valley Parkway, immediately
south of the church property, other than a few summary conclusions with
regard to impact. This is the only vehicular access to the residents of the
52 units of Monarch Bay Villas, where we reside, and the outside world.
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In fact, the discussion, on page 4.12.4, of the DEIR contains no indication 
that Lumeria Lane, the only access to our community, is via Crown Valley 
Parkway, so one must assume that detailed access to Monarch Bay Villas 
and the impact thereof, was not seriously considered in this DEIR. 

Since the DEIR fails to seriously recognize or examine the intersection of 
Lumeria Lane and Crown Valley Parkway, I request that the impact of the 
South Shores project on Lumeria Lane traffic flow including Monarch Bay 
Villas entry and exit impact, be specifically addressed in the DEIR report. 
Simply stating that LOS Level D, the level of service that would be seen at 
our only access to the outside world, “This level encompasses a zone of 
increasing restriction approaching instability at the intersection.  Delays to 
approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the 
peak period; however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit 
periodic clearance of developing queues, thus preventing excessive 
backups” (page 4.12-2” leads the applicant  to conclude that there are no 
significant congestion issues.  Monarch Bay Villas is treated as a second 
class citizen when it comes to acceptable levels of service because we 
have been discriminated against in the past by lack of a turn out lane or 
signal, but even under these reduced standards one can quickly see that 
the level of service at the Crown Valley/Lumeria Lane intersection is much 
more marginalized that any of the other intersections the applicant has 
chosen to identify (page 4.12-4,Table 4.12.D).  This discriminatory situation 
is not improved during the construction phases (page 4.12-10, Table 
4.12.E). 

Is there a more detailed evaluation of the impact this project will have on 
access to Monarch Bay Villas via Lumeria Lane elsewhere in this DEIR?  If 
not, why not? 

o Since the traffic/ parking studies (page 4.12-12) ignore the very large
volumes of parking on Sundays with regard to on street parking on
both sides of Crown Valley Parkway, both north and south of the
Sea Island Drive intersection extending past Lumeria Lane, by
assuming that vehicle occupancy goes up, rather than the reality
that more folks park along Crown Valley Parkway, I request
assurance that all studies and data included in the DEIR with regard
to parking demand along Crown Valley Parkway be based upon
current, observed conditions, and that any assumptions with regard
to parking deficiency during the various phases of these projects be
updated to include estimates based upon observed, rather than
estimated behavior.
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Street parking circumstances surrounding the estimates do not appear to 
adequately represent existing conditions since there have been more than 
50 cars parked up and down Crown Valley parkway on Sunday mornings 
during the 9:30 and 11:00 AM services, for a number of years. 
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o Many of these vehicles, parked on either side of the
Lumeria Lane entrance to MBV already have had a negative impact
on the line of sight for the residents looking up the curving hill to the
north and around the curve to the south along Crown Valley
Parkway, when trying to exit our community, made more difficult
because we have no traffic control mechanism at all.

The parking mitigation plan previously (2009 and 2010) proposed has apparently 
been withdrawn, so that moving forward with no parking mitigation solutions, 
would only exacerbate an already difficult parking environment. 

 Many of us have experienced the added time required to drive along PCH into
Laguna Beach during the road construction project in 2009.  In fact, the
approximate five minute drive to South Coast Hospital from our community, often
became a 20 minute trip:

o In addition to current and expanded staff  requiring parking spaces at
SSC, construction equipment and/or construction workers parking along
Crown Valley Parkway, especially during weekday rush hour would
significantly limit the ability for traffic to flow smoothly or to enter and
leave Monarch Bay Villas.  If Crown Valley were backed up from the light
at Sea Island south past the entrance to MBV at Lumeria Lane, it would
be virtually impossible to exit MBV heading south and it would be very
difficult to enter the northbound traffic pattern backed up along Crown
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Valley Parkway, effectively making us traffic hostages in our own homes. 
How does the South Shores Church plan mitigate theses potential 
serious disruptions during construction phases?  Does the Plan 
include adding a police officer to direct traffic during construction 
peak periods at the Lumeria intersection or perhaps a traffic light? 

o Crown Valley is one of only three access routes to Laguna Beach
from the rest of the county and the only one for south Laguna Beach.
Therefore, it would need to be clearly accessible to high volumes of traffic
in emergency situations such as medical (the average age of residents in
MBV is 65-70 years, with at least 8 units owned by folks over 80), fire,
tsunami, earthquake etc;  The Dana Point General Circulation Plan,
Threshold 4.12.5 (page 4.12.8) under Thresholds of Significance 4.12. in
State CEQA guidelines, states projects should be viewed as to whether
they “Result in inadequate emergency access”

o Although there is a left turn lane from southbound Crown Valley Parkway
into Lumeria Lane, and plans to construct a Left Turn Out Median 
Shelter from Lumeria Lane into the southbound direction of Crown Valley 
Parkway have existed for more than 20 years, (provided elsewhere), 
nothing has been done with regard to this construction in the intervening 
years. Traffic heading from PCH north on Crown Valley Parkway, toward 
Sea Island, past the entrance to Monarch Bay Plaza, another intersection 
without a traffic light, and then Lumeria Lane often travels around curves 
at speeds well above the posted speed limit, making left turn exiting from 
Lumeria onto Crown Valley southbound, very challenging. Similar to the 
above Threshold question, how does this expansion reconcile with 
the Threshold issue 4.12.4 on page 4.12.8, which discusses 
“Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) …Please explain how the 
Applicants plan will address this deficiency, sure to be exacerbated 
by this extensive project? 

o In fact, when travelling along Crown Valley from Pacific Island to Alicia
Parkway, or along Alicia Parkway from Niguel Road to Also Creek Road,
one observes that virtually all of the residential neighborhoods that abut
these major traffic routes have either a traffic light or turn out lane or both,
whereas Lumeria Lane, which is sandwiched, between Pacific Coast
Highway and Sea Island, along Crown Valley Parkway a very high traffic
corridor, since it is the only  access routes to/from south Laguna Beach
and the rest of the county, has none.

 To the extent that the inclusion of a gymnasium (Life Center) building in the
project which otherwise contains buildings dedicated to learning centers: a
preschool and a nursery school, administration as well as the sanctuary,
foreshadows a larger school role, perhaps K-8, the traffic problems created by
parents lining up to drop off children in the morning and pick them up around
2:30 in the afternoon, will be much more disruptive to traffic flow along Crown
Valley, than anything addressed by these plans. Since it was not previously
addressed, how does the inclusion of the gymnasium in the plans impact
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the expected daily traffic flow and queuing along Crown Valley to enter this 
facility and how this is to be remedied? 

In light of the above issues including lack of adequate provision of on street 
parking for applicants employees and visitors as well as construction workers and 
their equipment, during many months of construction,  which would reduce 
Crown Valley northbound by one lane and perhaps two, if construction equipment 
drifted to one of the two remaining lanes, and would put extreme pressure on the 
traffic collected at the northbound light at Crown Valley and Sea Island, 
precluding reduction of the queue that develops, the lack of a traffic light or even 
a turnout lane from Lumeria Lane to southbound Crown Valley Parkway, the need 
for constant  transportation access for residents of Monarch Bay Villas, the 
cumulative effect of all these oversights have to be addressed in a meaningful 
way, more than simply concluding at each section of the DEIR “Less than 
significant impact.”  Are there contracts in place identifying parking alternatives 
to mitigate these extreme parking and disruptive traffic flow concerns, which 
should be addressed before moving forward with this application. 

 Recommended alternate (partial) solutions

As detailed above, this Transportation/Traffic portion of the applicants DEIR is deficient 
in a number of ways that fail to recognize current circumstances with respect to this 
project and which will have a significant negative impact on the residents of Monarch 
Bay Villas, the impacts of which have so far not been addressed.  

Therefore, I would recommend that the applicant/City of Dana Point consider 
pursuing measures that would relieve some of the access/egress pressure on 
Monarch Bay Villas residents as a result of this massive undertaking.  This might 
include 1) installing a southbound turnout lane on Crown Valley Parkway at 
Lumeria Lane, or installing a traffic light at this intersection.  In addition, many of 
the parking and congestion issues identified above would be precluded by 2) 
rebuilding the parking lot in the first stage of this project, 3) reducing the duration 
of the entire project to a much shorter time frame, perhaps five years versus ten 
and 4) identifying and contracting with a company that has the parking facilities to 
mitigate the parking deficiencies during the most extreme periods of the day and 
week. 

Noel Schachner 
23254 Atlantis Way 
Dana Point CA, 92629 
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NOEL SCHACHNER 

 

LETTER CODE: I-26 

DATE: October 29, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-1 

This comment is introductory in nature, and expresses concern about the Draft EIR, especially as 

it pertains to traffic and transportation.  

 

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-26-2 

This comment references the City of Dana Point General Plan Circulation Element Goal 1 as well 

as pages 4.12.1- 4.12.5 of the Draft EIR. The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should analyze 

the impact of the proposed project on Lumeria Lane traffic flow, including egress and ingress to 

the Monarch Bay Villas. The comment states that the Draft EIR determination that Level of 

Service (LOS) D for the Crown Valley/Lumeria Lane intersection constitutes unacceptable traffic 

conditions and discrimination against the Monarch Bay Villa residents.  

 

See Responses to Comments I-9-5 and I-17-3. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-3 

This comment inquires as to whether the Draft EIR provides additional analysis regarding access 

to the Monarch Bay Villas via Lumeria Lane. The comment requests confirmation that all 

analysis in the Draft EIR concerning parking demand along Crown Valley Parkway be based on 

observed conditions rather than estimations. The comment includes two photographs 

documenting exiting conditions along Lumeria Lane and Crown Valley Parkway.  

 

It is incorrect to say that the current on-street parking demand has been ignored. An independent 

car count company conducted parking demand surveys of the church for various days and time 

periods. These surveys are inclusive of parking on site and parking along Crown Valley Parkway. 

Both existing on-site and on-street parking observations have been factored into the future time-

of-day estimates of project parking demand. As described in Response to Comment I-25-37, on-

street parking along Crown Valley Parkway will be removed/restricted at project completion, 

which will improve driver visibility and sight distance.  
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RESPONSE I-26-4 

This comment asserts that the parking mitigation plan (2009 and 2010) for the proposed project 

has been withdrawn, and that if there is no parking mitigation it would exacerbate existing 

parking concerns.  

 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, parking surveys were 

conducted at the site in April 2014 to determine the peak weekday and Sunday parking demand. 

The Draft EIR determined that adequate weekday parking would be provided during each 

construction phase. However, a parking deficit would occur on Sundays during all phases with 

the exception of Phase 2. Therefore, off-site parking will need to be secured by the Church in 

order to accommodate the Sunday parking demand during project construction (with the 

exception of Phase 2). Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.1, which requires the 

Applicant to secure sufficient off-site parking on Sundays during those construction phases when 

the project site is projected to have insufficient on-site parking, would reduce the proposed 

project’s parking impacts during construction to a less than significant level. The off-site parking 

agreements would be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of any permits for each 

phase. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-5 

This comment discusses increased travel times along Pacific Coast Highway towards Laguna 

Beach during road construction in 2009. The comment also states that construction and operation 

traffic from South Shores Church would adversely impact traffic flows in and out of the Monarch 

Bay Villas, and questions how South Shores Church would mitigate these traffic impacts during 

construction. 

 

See Responses to Comments I-13-6 and I-17-4. The project would not cause significant impacts 

to any of the study area intersections, including Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane, during 

project construction or typical operations. The project would not create excessive delays along 

Crown Valley Parkway; therefore, it would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

Furthermore, a Construction Management Plan will be completed in coordination with the City to 

minimize potential circulation impacts.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-6 

This comment states that Crown Valley Parkway is one of three access routes to Laguna Beach, 

and as such, it should be accessible to high volumes of traffic, especially in emergency situations.  

 

See Response to I-26-5, above.  

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-7 

This comment asserts that the left turn conditions from southbound Crown Valley Parkway onto 

Lumeria Lane, as well as the proposed improvements for this intersection, result in hazardous 

traffic conditions. The comment suggests that the existing safety hazards at this intersection 
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would be exacerbated by the proposed project, and that the Applicant should be required to 

provide a means of addressing traffic concerns at this intersection. 

 

The project would not increase or exacerbate hazards due to speeding or U-turns (if any). As 

described on page 4.12-8 of the Draft EIR, the design of the proposed project would not 

substantially increase traffic hazards due to a design feature on local roadways. Further, as 

described in Section 4.12, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 

not cause a significant traffic impact at Crown Valley Parkway/Lumeria Lane. Therefore, 

mitigation measures are not required. Based on the satisfactory level of service (with and without 

the project), low traffic volumes in/out of Lumeria Lane, and low accident history at this location, 

improvements are neither justified nor warranted. Therefore, the 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-26-8 

This comment expresses concern that Lumeria Lane, between Pacific Coast Highway and Sea 

Island Drive, along Crown Valley Parkway, does not have traffic signals or turnout lanes in 

comparison to other intersections with similar traffic volumes in the surrounding area.  

 

See Response to Comment I-26-7, above. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-9 

This comment expresses concern over traffic impacts from inclusion of a gymnasium in addition 

to the school as part of the proposed project, and how any potential traffic impacts may be 

mitigated.  

 

The project would not increase student attendance so vehicle trips generated for student pick-ups 

and drop offs would not change from existing conditions. It is acknowledged that special events 

(such as basketball/volleyball leagues) may occur in the Community Life Center (gymnasium), 

but these activities will not take place during typical peak-hour periods on a weekday or Sunday 

(the busiest day on site). These facilities will serve as the new locations for church programs and 

activities currently housed in buildings that will be demolished with the proposed project. The 

new Community Life Center and Christian Education Buildings will be amenities for the existing 

church congregation. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-26-10 

This comment suggests that there is a lack of on street parking for both construction and 

operation of the proposed project, and as such, northbound traffic along Crown Valley parkway 

would be adversely impacted. The comment states that these traffic impacts to Crown Valley 

Parkway would adversely affect access to the Monarch Bay Villas, and that these impacts have 

not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment inquires as to whether or not 

parking alternatives have been identified to address parking and traffic flow concerns.  

 



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» 2-398 

See Responses to Comments I-13-6, I-17-4, and I-20-13. 

 

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-26-11 

This comment assets that the Transportation/Traffic section of the Draft EIR is inadequate, and 

does not address the proposed project’s significant negative impacts to the residents of Monarch 

Bay Villas. The comment suggests that the Applicant/City of Dana Point should pursue measures 

to address impacts to ingress/egress to the Monarch Bay Villas. The comment also suggests 

rebuilding the proposed project’s parking structure in the first stage of the proposed project, 

reducing the construction period for the proposed project, or providing parking facilities through 

a third-party for peak parking demand periods.  

 

See Responses to Comments I-13-6, I-17-4, and I-20-13. 
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Maryanne Cronin

From: Ryan Bensley

Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 12:01 PM

To: Maryanne Cronin

Subject: FW: South Shores (Baptist) Church Project - Work Vehicles

-----Original Message----- 

From: SAIMA QURESHY [mailto:SQURESHY@DanaPoint.org]  

Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 11:05 AM 

To: Ryan Bensley 

Subject: FW: South Shores (Baptist) Church Project - Work Vehicles 

Saima Qureshy, AICP 

Senior Planner 

City of Dana Point, CA 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Brian [mailto:ManningMrB@aol.com]  

Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:57 AM 

To: ERICA DEMKOWICZ; SAIMA QURESHY; uluna-reynosa@danapoint.org 

Cc: jlee92708@gmail.com 

Subject: Re: South Shores (Baptist) Church Project - Work Vehicles 

Hello Erica, 

I am sure you recall that we had several conversations in 2009 regarding Monarch Bay Terrace's (MBT) concerns about 

the South Shores Baptist Church (SSBC) project's traffic, namely work vehicles.  Both you and Kyle Butterwick agreed 

that a stipulation of, "NO SSBC work vehicles shall be allowed to enter Monarch Bay Terrace on Sea Island Drive or Seven 

Seas. No parking, no entering for turn a rounds and no stop off's for any reason. If any work vehicles are found to enter 

MBT, they would be fined ($1,000-5,000 ?) per incident, payable to the city within a specified period of time".  

You had told me personally that this stipulation would definitely be included in the project's DEIR and it's final EIR. Is this 

written within the city's stipulations of the project as agreed ?  I am unable to find it at this time. 

Thank you in advance, 

Lisa Manning 
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LISA MANNING 

 

LETTER CODE: I-27 

DATE: October 30, 2014 

 

 

RESPONSE I-27-1 

This comment provides a summary of the commenter’s conversation with City staff in 2009 

regarding inclusion of a traffic stipulation (in the form of a monetary fine) in the proposed 

project’s Draft EIR.  

 

Although this specific stipulation has not been included verbatim in the Draft EIR, Section 4.12 

Transportation/Traffic includes Standard Condition 4.12.1, Construction Management Plan, 

which forbids usage of local streets (such as Sea Island Drive or Seven Seas Street) as one of its 

provisions. This Construction Management Plan would be approved prior to issuance of any 

demolition, construction, or grading permit, and shall meet standards established in the current 

California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD), as well as City of Dana Point 

requirements. In addition, the City intends to incorporate a condition into the Conditional Use 

Permit (CUP) stating “The Applicant shall ensure no contractors use Sea Island Drive for 

parking, staging or truck usage. Use of Sea Island Drive for any construction-related activities is 

prohibited.” 
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GG KOHLHAGEN  

 

LETTER CODE: I-28 

DATE: October 30, 2014 

RESPONSE I-28-1 

This comment is introductory in nature, and states that South Shores Church supports the Draft 

EIR findings that all impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level; and therefore, states 

that a MND would have provided adequate environmental documentation.  

 

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-28-2 

This comment discusses the commenter’s understanding of Alternative 2 and its adequacy in 

meeting the goals and objectives of the project while decreasing potential environmental and 

community impacts. 

 

Comment noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decision-makers. As stated in Chapter 5.0, 

Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would result in less environmental impacts than the 

proposed project. In comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 2 proposes to reduce the size 

of Christian Education Building 2, but would slightly increase the size of Christian Education 

Building 1. The proposed Preschool/Administration building and Community Life Center would 

also be reduced in size. Alternative 2 would also provide fewer parking spaces than the proposed 

project. The Parking Structure would also be moved 10 ft to the north, farther away from the 

Monarch Bay Villas bordering the southern perimeter of the project site. Similarly, the proposed 

Community Life Center would be located further east, away from the neighboring residential uses 

across Crown Valley Parkway. 

 

Moreover, the City acknowledges that the Applicant has stated that they have been working with 

the adjacent neighbors in an attempt to obtain their input on the proposed project, and the City 

acknowledges that some aspects of Alternative 2, such as the lower building density, smaller 

Parking Structure, the relocation of the Parking Structure away from the Monarch Bay Villas to 

the south of the project site, and the relocation of the Community Life Center away from the 

neighboring residential uses across Crown Valley Parkway were the product of citizen input.   

 

In addition, 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 
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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 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. 

Revised Alternative 2 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-28-3 

The comment addresses the need for the proposed project and clarifies that the existing preschool 

enrollment and number of Sunday worship services would not increase as a result of the proposed 

project. The comment further clarifies that proposed use of the Community Life Center and states 

that parking demand would not increase.  

 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the Draft EIR acknowledges that special events, 

such as basketball/volleyball leagues, may occur in the Community Life Center gymnasium. The 

TIA concludes that these activities will not take place during typical peak-hour periods on a 

weekday or Sunday. 

 

This comment is clarification regarding the proposed uses on site and 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-28-4 

The comment is intended to clarify the discussion on pages 3-9 and 3-10 and Figure 3.7c in the 

Draft EIR to indicate that South Shores Church does not intend to utilize any of the buildings on 

the property, with the exception of the Sanctuary, once the Administration/Preschool building has 

its certificate of occupancy.  

 

This comment is clarification regarding the proposed uses on site and 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-28-5 

This comment notes that the Doheny Hotel project listed on Table 4.A of the Draft EIR has been 

withdrawn, and would therefore no longer contribute to cumulative impacts.  

 

No significant cumulative impacts were identified for the proposed project, even with the 

inclusion of the Doheny Hotel project, which was an active project at the time the Draft EIR was 

prepared and was therefore included in the list of cumulative projects. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-28-6 

This comment clarifies that South Shores Church does not propose fuel modification (or thinning) 

of the undisturbed coastal sage scrub on the northeast corner of the property, which is proposed to 

be preserved for both the proposed project and Alternative 2.  

 

This comment further clarifies the fuel modification plans associated with the proposed project 

and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. No further 

response is required. 

 

 

RESPONSE I-28-7 

This comment clarifies that the increases in wastewater and water demand as well as solid waste 

generation from the proposed project are conservatively high because they are based on square 

footage rather than operations.  

 

This comment clarifies the Applicant’s projected wastewater and water demand as well as solid 

waste generation, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. No further response is required. 

 

 

 

RESPONSE I-28-8 

This comment provides a correction to the number of parking spaces in Table 4.12H. The Table 

currently states that 150 parking spaces will be provided at Master Plan completion, but the 

number of spaces should be 411.  

 

Table 4.12.H in the Draft EIR has been corrected in the Errata to reflect that the number of spaces 

at buildout of the proposed Master Plan would be 411. 
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PART I: CEQA and Project General Process Deficiencies 

Re: South Shores Church Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Comments 
 CDP 04-11    CUP 04-21    SDP 04-31  
 State Clearinghouse No. 2009041129 (SCH#2009041129 herein) 

Project location, site address and APN: 
32712 Crown Valley Parkway, Dana Point CA 92629 
APN 670-181-02 

Attention: 
Saima Qureshy, AICP, Senior Planner 
City of Dana Point 
Community Development Department 
33282 Golden Lantern Suite 209 
Dana Point CA 92629 

To whom it my concern: 

Clean Water Now (CWN) respectfully requests that the City of Dana Point (herein 
the CITY) and primary CEQA consultants to the Project, creator of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) LSA Associates, Inc., respond fully to:  

(A) The following new submission by CWN, dated October 30, 2014 

(B) Those comments by CWN and ALL previous submitters never answered or 
directly, item-by-item, addressed in the DEIR. These previous 2009 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and March 22, 2010 Scoping 
Session utterances were merely cut and pasted into the DEIR.  

This intentional omission, this aversion hardly follows either the letter or 
spirit of CEQA. It must and should be challenged, must be responded to 
and held accountable as both incomplete and faulty regarding compliance. 

1.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123, this EIR acknowledges 
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the areas of controversy and issues to be resolved that are known to the 
City or that were raised during the scoping process. 

Comments submitted in writing during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
process included concerns related to: (1) aesthetic considerations and 
visual impacts, (2) air quality, (3) biological resources, (4) cultural 
resources, (5) general plan consistency, (6) geology and soils, (7) growth-
inducing impacts, (8) hazards and hazardous materials, (9) infrastructure 
and other fiscal impacts, (10) hydrology and water quality, (11) land use, 
(12) natural habitat, (13) noise, (14) open space, (15) recreation, (16) 
transportation, (17) parking, (18) privacy concerns, (19) project 
alternatives, (20) public safety, and (21) public services and utilities.  

Major issues and concerns raised at the scoping meeting held on March 4, 
2010 included: impacts to (1) visual resources, (2) geologic stability,(3) 
project site drainage, (4) land use compatibility, (5) project size and scale, 
(6) noise impacts to surrounding uses, (7) potable water supply, (8) traffic 
impacts related to construction and project build out, and (9) adequate 
parking during construction. 

The Draft EIR addresses each of these areas of concern or controversy in 
detail, examines project related and cumulative environmental impacts, 
identifies significant adverse environmental impacts, and proposes 
mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate potentially significant 
impacts of the proposed project.”   

Source: Page 1-4 Executive Summary  September 9, 2014 
P:\DPC0902\Draft EIR\1-4 1.0 Executive Summary.docx «09/09/14» 

Granted some of the past and present comments may be redundant, overlapping 
hence iterative, in part because the APPLICANT hasn’t changed a lot of its PROJECT 
PROGRAM. Iteration is, on the other hand, part and parcel, integral and understood 
as critical in the CEQA process itself.  

That said, the stakeholders have evolved in their analytical capabilities, they have a 
right to be heard and be fully responded to in an open, transparent atmosphere or 
forum: The Final EIR.  

To allege that each of the concerns was addressed in detail and refuted or 
responded to inferentially, by implication or embedding without individual notations, 
is vague, and not a professional standard of rejoinder. It’s dismissive, guilty of 
gross generalization and reactionary without meritorious context.  

CWN was LSA’s strongest and most fervid advocate when the RFP process was 
taking place over 4 years ago. We knew of LSA’s professional history, we had 
respect for this firm and felt that it could perform its task in an independent, 
objective and tabula rasa (clean slate) fashion.  
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In fact, statements made at the time by the APPLICANT, the CITY and RFP 
submitters touted and vowed a “de novo” mindset unfulfilled, unrealized in this 
DEIR. 

It is with much regret and sadness that we’ve reviewed this DEIR and found it as 
deficient, as flaccid and perfunctory as the originally objectionable, fatally-flawed, 
eventually rescinded MND. 

A Scoping Session, disguised as a misnomered “Study Session” held on October 
13, 2014 by the Dana Point Planning Commission at a CITY facility furthered our 
profoundly held belief that the CITY continues to process CEQA as lead agency in a 
pre-disposed, biased manner. 

What is most disturbing about the DEIR is that in many instances regarding the 
CEQA checklist sections neither Public Trustee and Resource agencies, interested 
parties, and/or impacted stakeholders are afforded adequate, precise information.  

Insufficient or non-existent studies are a common thread. The DEIR is not 
forthcoming in directly responding to previous submissions, merely noting them 
without collating or correlating; it only confounds, confuses and protracts the CEQA 
process.  

These processing disparities are all self-inflicted by the APPLICANT, by LSA and by 
the CITY. Nomenclature is a critical element of CEQA, and unfortunately the parties 
responsible for the crafting and oversight have lapsed, have failed to provide 
appropriate data and have fallen short in the clarification department as well.  

The stakeholder’s cannot assess that which in this PROJECT appears to be 
intentionally withheld, nor analyze and comment upon that which is unknown to 
them.  

CWN does not sense that CEQA has been honored or prescriptions of Chapter 9 
followed: 

Section 15126.2. Consideration and Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts. 

(a) The Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project. An 
EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental 
effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a 
proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should 
normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice 
of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced.  
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Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the 
environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due 
consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects. The 
discussion should include relevant specifics of the area, the 
resources involved, physical changes, alterations to ecological 
systems, and changes induced in population distribution, 
population concentration, the human use of the land (including 
commercial and residential development), health and safety 
problems caused by the physical changes, and other aspects of the 
resource base such as water, historical resources, scenic quality, 
and public services.” 

EXAMPLE: 

The APPLICANT intends to abandon a detention basin that has been in place for 20 
years. The subsequent strategy should have necessitated the notification and 
proposed significant drainage modifications (physical changes, alterations to 
ecological systems, etc.) announced to Pointe Monarch’s HOA and its property 
management company.  

Once again, violating CEQA by failing to notify potentially affected neighbors (albeit 
beyond required notification distances) that will suffer short, mid and long-term 
effects appears to have occurred. 

Nowhere in the DEIR has the APPLICANT described what CWN is broaching, 
nowhere has it identified the Pointe Monarch potentiality conundrum, nowhere does 
it examine what is obvious regarding the v-ditch system the APPLICANT intends to 
avail themselves of under questionable circumstances.  

More on this topic will be provided later in this submission, but suffice it to say that 
Pointe Monarch should have been engaged by direct contact---Not by hearing about 
it this week from the Voices of Monarch Beach, when it is too late to analyze, then 
provide intelligent and discrete DEIR comments. 

The hydrological regime changes (surface flow amounts, directions/vectors both 
above and below ground, v-ditch capacity values and intake capabilities, etc.) as 
embedded in the DEIR have effects not addressed, but worse, no mention of the 
recipients of those effects is mentioned (MBVHOA and Pointe Monarch).   

This basin, poorly analyzed or explained properly for other professional 
analysts, Public Resource and Trustee agencies with oversight/regulatory 
powers, general stakeholders or NGO reps, performs multiple important 
functions and it presently does not connect, does not transport, does not 
convey one drop of any runoff down-gradient to Pointe Monarch:  

(A) The basin attenuates/modulates peak flow from approximately 4 acres of 
impervious surface draining from the site according to the APPLICANT’S 
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own vendor, Adams-Streeter Engineering, Inc. According to the derivative 
report in the DEIR (originated and embraced) by A-SE Inc., if BOYLE 
ENGINEERING’s flow rates are correct millions of gallons are directly 
conveyed to the detention basin during even minor rainfall events, 
captured and discharged solely, exclusively from the PROJECT site. 

(B) The detention basin reduces pollutant loading that could adversely affect 
the WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT PROJECT AREA (ESA mitigation under 
the Monarch Beach Resort Specific Plan). Instead, the proposed 100% 
redirection/diversion of surface flows that, unlike the basin, have NOT 
reduced Fecal Indicator Bacteria (FIBs) significantly will be conveyed 
directly to Salt Creek Beach via the existing storm drain system.  

The CDS unit for the PROJECT, integrated into the subterranean cistern 
just below the parking structure only reduces hydrocarbon detritus, 
reduces sediment transport and attenuates/modulates peak flows 
(expressed as Cu. Ft./Second). CWN provides more information later in 
DEIR our comments, but any water quality hack knows of the flaws in such 
vortex separation systems. They are wonderful venues/media for flies, rats 
and mosquitoes, and even when aggressively maintained, can become 
vectors for diseases like West Nile virus. 

(C) Through both surface overflows/dispersions and subterranean 
transportation of water during significant rainy events, plus critical soil 
moisture that provides life-giving conditions for both flora and fauna down-
gradient due to groundwater recharge, the detention basin has a biological 
sustainability function. 

(D) Inexplicably, CWN has learned from Sea Breeze Management, property 
managers for Pointe Monarch, that they were never notified about the 
PROJECT’S potential adverse impact regarding the re-direction of this 
runoff. Allowing the APPLICANT to divert to the system presently 
evacuating and conveying discharges, especially peak flow events, could 
surpass the systems capabilities to fully contain runoff. This would result in 
topping, causing/creating both flooding and erosion conditions at the rear 
property line of Pointe Monarch subdivision near the Montessori School and 
Salt Creek Corridor Trail head. 

CWN lobbied, supported the hiring of LSA by the CITY fervently. We convinced 
VoMB to do so as well. 

CWN didn’t find fresh eyes or minds in the DEIR. We just see dismissive disdain, a 
re-tread, cannibalization, a recycling of diminished review and excuses for a 
monolithic commercial re-development unworthy of certification as proposed in 
either the PROJECT or in ALTERNATIVE #2.  
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The APPLICANT’S justification for acquiring unreasonable entitlements and ignoring 
their closest neighbors quality of life, plus that of other Salt Creek Corridor citizens 
reveals a selfish lack of respect.  

As for Monarch Bay Villas, the APPLICANT’S animosity towards them is well known. 
Creating a CEQA document that sustains, that rides in the worn ruts of that “Us vs. 
Them” mentality, further aggravates that animosity needlessly and is 
unacceptable.  

Discretionary (ministerial) allowances that have led to significant site alterations 
over the years add to the perception of biased shelter, inordinate numbers of 
instances reflecting glaring favoritism towards the APPLICANT.  

As forcefully noted in previous comments 5 years ago, CWN objects to the 
APPLICANT’S personal relationship with the CITY---parking tickets have been 
“fixed” by the CITY manager in outrageous acts of prejudice not experienced or 
enjoyed by other citizens. 

As for the APPLICANT’S slogan “TIME TO BUILD,” as LSA’s CEQA document 
reflects, whether it’s 10 or 100 years in the making, time spent doesn’t equal a 
quality product. This PROJECT is more of an experiment than a straightforward 
scheme. 

It has had seven (7) Master Plan (MP) iterations or versions since 2003: 

(1) MP 2003 (Concept #1) 

(2) MP 2003 (Concept #2) 

(3) MP 2004 (May) 

(4) MP 2004 (December) 

(5) MP 2006 (April) 

(6) MP 2012 (March) 

(7) MP2013 (December) 

In not one of these incarnations or attached relevant CITY documents does an 
independent, objective analyst find the words DRAFT MASTER, TIERED or 
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT.  

As CWN will explain and demand clarification of later in our comments, 
why and how was the APPLICANT allowed to avoid typifying, portraying, 
accurately describing the PROJECT per CEQA as either a TIERED, PROGRAM 
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or MASTER EIR? 

Master Plan in this instance has become a convenient yet inappropriately  
portrayed conceptual and descriptive phrase. This DEIR proposes a specific 
private redevelopment project, not a concept. The PROJECT fails to qualify, 
does not merit, and should have been stripped, i.e., divested of the phrase 
“Master Plan” proper noun nomenclature by the CITY years ago.  

The APPLICANT and the nascent CITY, along with County of Orange planners in 
1989 certainly understood what a PROGRAM EIR was, yet inexplicably, coming 
down with a case of convenient memory loss, when the PROJECT returned it was 
deemed only worthy of a lower rung, lower threshold of CEQA review and lessened 
mitigations as an MND. 

In essence and in deeds, the CITY acting as local lead agency, empowered with 
fiduciary oversight powers, “walked back” an obvious EIR situation to an MND. 
This is the first, but not the last “poker tell,” the CITY reflecting favoritism and 
prejudice from the both the CITY’S birth and PROJECT build-out. 

To an outsider, this should help explain stakeholder’s ongoing suspicions and 
mistrust. The auspice, the aura of favoritism poisoned, permeated future dealings 
and attempts to both alter and intensify use with scant, pre-approved review. 

Presently, the community-based “good deeds” by the APPLICANT are somehow 
being transferred as forms of intrinsic credit into extrinsic exceedances, special 
treatment allowances that no other commercial project in the CITY has enjoyed. 

The recorded documents below sustain the CWN contention that CEQA prescriptions 
continue to be compromised, guidelines intentional ignored and/or circumvented. 

In May of 1989 the APPLICANT properly and in compliance with CEQA 
processed improvements far less massive and invasive as a PROGRAM EIR 
(previously certified by the County Planning Commission as Final EIR 316). 

As the preliminary paperwork and CEQA ANALYSIS CHECKLIST began before 
LAFCO incorporation, the County basically handed off the project’s PROGRAM EIR 
completion and certification to the CITY that was founded in January of 1989. 

The CEQA process began in 1988, with Impact Statement I.S. 88-083, and 
Coastal Development Permit (per California Coastal Act) CD 88-13p.  

It was analyzed by planners at the now defunct County of Orange 
Environmental Management Agency, and here are the actual OCEMA 
documents: 

I-29

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-29-13

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-29-14



I-29

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-29-14



I-29

MCronin
Line

MCronin
Typewritten Text
I-29-14


	South Shores Church FEIR Vol. IV_Part3
	South Shores Church FEIR Vol. IV_Part4



