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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document comprises the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Ganahl 
Lumber Project (project). It is composed of a revised version of the Draft EIR (with strikethrough and 
underline showing changes from the original text), Technical Appendices (with strikethrough and 
underline showing changes from the original text), written comments received on the Draft EIR, and 
responses to those comments. The revised version of the Draft EIR and technical appendices are 
bound separately as Volume II.  

In compliance with Section 15201 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Juan Capistrano 
(City) has provided opportunities for public participation in the environmental process. The City 
distributed an Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) on May 22, 2019, to the California 
State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and interested parties for a 30-day public review period. 
The City also made the IS and NOP available on the City’s website to inform agencies and the public 
about the proposed project and to solicit input on the scope of the Draft EIR. The IS and NOP 
described the project and identified potential environmental impacts associated with project 
development and operation. In addition, the City held a public scoping meeting at the San Juan 
Capistrano Community Center on Thursday, June 6, 2019, to present the proposed project and to 
solicit input from interested parties regarding environmental issues that should be addressed in the 
Draft EIR. Appendix A of the Draft EIR contains a copy of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation 
(IS/NOP) and comments received. Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR identifies areas of concern raised in 
response to the NOP or at the scoping meeting. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a Draft EIR to have a review period lasting 
at least 45 days for projects that have been submitted to the California State Clearinghouse for 
review (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 150105(a)). As required by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15087, the City provided a public Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR for the Ganahl Lumber 
Project at the same time it filed a Notice of Completion (NOC) with the State Clearinghouse. The 
Draft EIR was circulated for public review for a period of 45 days, from January 6, 2020, to February 
19, 2020.   

The City used several media to solicit comments on the Draft EIR. The City placed the NOA in the 
Orange County Register on January 6, 2020. The NOA was mailed to the last known name and 
address of agencies, organizations, and individuals who previously requested such notice in writing. 
The City submitted the Draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to, and review by, State 
agencies. The City made copies of the Draft EIR available at two locations: the City of San Juan 
Capistrano Development Services Department and the San Juan Capistrano Public Library. In 
addition, the City posted the Draft EIR and all technical appendices on the City website. 

The City received nine (9) comment letters on the Draft EIR. Comments were received from State, 
regional, and local agencies, and members of the public. The comments are included in and 
responded to in this Final EIR. Comments that address environmental issues are responded to 
thoroughly. Comments that (1) do not address the adequacy or completeness of the Draft EIR; (2) do 
not raise environmental issues; or (3) do request the incorporation of additional information not 
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relevant to environmental issues do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, states: 

a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. 
The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed 
comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.  

b) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental 
issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated 
impacts or objections). In particular, major environmental issues raised when 
the lead agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections 
raised in the comments must be addressed in detail, giving the reasons that 
specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good 
faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by 
factual information will not suffice. 

c) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or 
may be a separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments 
makes important changes in the information contained in the text of the draft 
EIR, the lead agency should either: 

1. Revise the text in the body of the EIR; or 

2. Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the 
responses to comments. 

Information provided in this Final EIR clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications to the Draft 
EIR. No significant changes have been made to the information contained in the Draft EIR as a result 
of the comments received on the Draft EIR, and no significant new information has been added that 
would require recirculation of the document pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, section 15088.5. A 
revised version of the Draft EIR has been prepared to make minor corrections and clarifications to 
the Draft EIR as a result of comments received during the public review period. Therefore, as stated 
above, this Final EIR includes a revised version of the Draft EIR (with strikethrough and underline 
showing changes from the original text), Technical Appendices (with strikethrough and underline 
showing changes from the original text), written comments received on the Draft EIR, and responses 
to those comments. 

1.1 INDEX OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 

The following is an indexed list of the agencies that commented on the Draft EIR. The comments 
received have been organized in a manner that facilitates finding a particular comment or set of 
comments. Each comment letter received is indexed or coded with a number as shown in Table 1.A 
below.  
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Table 1.A: Comments Received During the Public Comment Period 

Comment Code Signatory Date 
State  

S-1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife South Coast Region 02/18/2020 
S-2 Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 02/20/2020 

Local  
L-1 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 01/21/2020 
L-2 City of Dana Point 02/18/2020 
L-3 Orange County Transportation Authority 02/19/2020 
L-4 South Coast Water District 02/19/2020 

Regional 
R-1 Southern California Regional Rail Authority 10/03/2019 

Members of the General Public (Individuals and Organizations not affiliated with government agencies)  
P-1 Christine Johnson 01/21/2020 
P-2 Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation 03/19/2020 

 
1.2 FORMAT OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Responses to each of the indexed/coded comment letters are provided on the following pages. The 
comment index numbers are provided in the upper right corner of each comment letter, and 
individual comments within each letter are numbered along the right-hand margin of each letter. 
The City’s responses to each comment letter immediately follow each letter and are referenced by 
the index numbers in the margins. As noted in some of the responses, the City has made some text 
revisions to the Draft EIR in response to certain comments. The proposed revisions to the Draft EIR 
are bound separately but are part of this Final EIR, as described above. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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2.1 STATE AGENCIES 
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2.1.1 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (CDFW) SOUTH COAST REGION 

Letter Code: S-1 
Date: February 18, 2020 

Response to Comment S-1-1 

The comment is introductory and describes the role of CDFW as California’s Trustee Agency for fish 
and wildlife resources. The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). No further response is required. 

Response to Comment S-1-2 

The comment summarizes the project description and location, and notes that the vegetation that 
would be removed as part of project implementation may provide suitable habitat for nesting birds. 
As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the project would be required to 
comply with Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which requires the completion of a pre-construction nesting 
bird survey if activities with the potential to disrupt nesting birds are scheduled to occur during the 
bird breeding season. In the Final EIR, the measure has been revised to require that pre-construction 
nesting bird surveys be done 3 days prior to site disturbance instead of 14 days, as explained in 
Response to Comment S-1-3, below. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as revised 
in the Final EIR, the project’s impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment S-1-3 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is insufficient to reduce potential impacts to 
nesting birds due to the proposed timing of pre-construction surveys. As circulated in the Draft EIR, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 states that a pre-construction presence/absence survey for nesting birds 
will be conducted no more than 14 days prior to site disturbance. The comment correctly states that 
a 2-week timeframe would allow the possibility for birds, including special-status bird species with a 
low to moderate potential to occur on the project site, to establish nests after the survey has been 
conducted but before construction starts. CDFW’s recommendation to amend Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1 to state that nesting bird surveys shall be conducted a maximum of 3 days prior to 
construction-related activities has been incorporated into the Final EIR by way of revisions that were 
made to the relevant measure reflected in the Draft EIR (refer to page 4.3-12 of the Final EIR). 
Information added to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR represents a more 
conservative approach to the timing of implementation of mitigation and has been revised out of an 
abundance of caution. TAs such, this revision does not constitute “significant new information,” as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required. 

Response to Comment S-1-4 

The comment acknowledges the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirement to 
incorporate information developed in environmental impact reports into a database that may be 
used to make subsequent or supplement environmental determinations. The comment also 
requests that any special-status species and natural communities detected during project surveys be 
reported to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). As described in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, no special-status plant or animal species were observed on 
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the project site during the biological site surveys conducted on September 12, 2017, and December 
14, 2018. The comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the 
environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment S-1-5 

The comment summarizes the requirement to pay applicable CDFW fees at the time of filing a notice 
of determination in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. The 
City acknowledges this requirement. The comment also provides contact information for personnel 
at CDFW should future coordination efforts be necessary. The comment does not contain any 
substantive comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in 
the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  
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2.1.2 CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH STATE CLEARINGHOUSE  

Letter Code: S-2 
Date: February 20, 2020 

Response to Comment S-2-1 

The comment states that the State Clearinghouse distributed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) to selected State agencies for review and that the review period closed on February 19, 
2020. The comment provides directions for what to do in the event the comment package provided 
by the State Clearinghouse to the City of San Juan Capistrano (City) is not in order. The City found no 
issues with the comment package as provided.  

Response to Comment S-2-2 

The comment cites Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resource Code and directs the City to 
check the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) database for submitted comments on the 
Draft EIR. The City has confirmed receipt of all comments submitted to the State Clearinghouse and 
has responded to each of the comment letters from State agencies individually. Refer to Response 
to Comment Letter S-1. 

Response to Comment S-2-3 

The comment acknowledges that the City complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA. No additional response is 
required.  
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2.2 LOCAL AGENCIES  
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2.2.1 ORANGE COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION (OC LAFCO) 

Letter Code: L-1 
Date: January 16, 2020 

Response to Comment L-1-1 

This comment is introductory and describes the role of OC LAFCO.  It does not contain any 
substantive comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in 
the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment L-1-2 

This comment states that the Draft EIR should discuss the anticipated transfer of the City of San Juan 
Capistrano’s (City) water and wastewater utilities to the Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) and 
the SMWD’s capacity to provide water and wastewater services to the project.  

As discussed in Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, it was determined that 
the project-related increase in demand for potable water service would not result in a significant 
impact with regard to the City’s ability to meet existing service commitments and provide adequate 
supply to existing and projected future customers. As determined in the IS/NOP (Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR), wastewater systems were determined to have sufficient capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand for the collection and treatment of wastewater in addition to existing 
commitments. 

The transfer of provider responsibilities from the City’s Utility Department to SMWD involves the 
annexation of existing City-owned and operated utility systems infrastructure into the boundaries 
and operations of SMWD. The annexation constitutes a change in organization of the utility systems 
and assumption of operational responsibilities rather than the development of new or additional 
utility systems or a shift in the supply of water. Regardless of the water/wastewater system 
operator, the proposed project would comply with Regulatory Compliance Measures UTL-1 through 
UTL-3 and Mitigation Measures UTL-1 and UTL-2, which would reduce project-related impacts to 
water and wastewater systems to less than significant levels.  

Specifically, Mitigation Measure UTL-1 would require preparation of a Water Capacity Study, which 
would include a review of the existing water distribution system that would serve the project site to 
confirm that it has available capacity to convey the water required by the proposed project’s uses. 
Mitigation Measure UTL-2 would require preparation of a Sewer Feasibility Study, which would 
include a review of the existing sewer system that would serve the project site to confirm that it has 
available capacity to accept the wastewater flow generated by the proposed project’s uses. Any 
required water and wastewater improvements would be identified in the Water Capacity Study and 
Sewer Feasibility Study, respectively, and in the event of a deficiency, the project Applicant would 
be required to pay a fair-share portion of the cost to improve or replace water and/or sewer lines to 
ensure sufficient capacity. Performance standards included in Mitigation Measures UTL-1 and UTL-2 
would require payment of a fair-share portion of the cost of improvements if either the Water 
Capacity Study and/or Sewer Feasibility Study identify deficiencies. As such, the Draft EIR 
determined that project-related impacts related to the expansion and operation of water and 
wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation. 
With preparation of the Water Capacity Study and Sewer Feasibility Study as required by Mitigation 
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Measures UTL-1 and UTL-2, SMWD’s capacity to provide water and wastewater services to the 
project will be considered.  

In addition, per the terms of the Annexation Agreement between the City and the SMWD, the City’s 
water rights would be transferred to the SMWD upon annexation of the City’s water and 
wastewater services into the SMWD.1 Therefore, because the water supplies identified in the City’s 
2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) would be made available to the SMWD to meet the 
needs of the City, the conclusion made in Threshold 4.14.2 in the Draft EIR related to water supply 
(less than significant impacts) remains valid.  

Information added to Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Final EIR includes references 
to the SMWD to account for the possibility that SMWD will be the utility providing water and sewer 
service at the time Mitigation Measures UTL-1 and UTL-2 are implemented. Additionally, 
clarification was provided stating that water supplies identified in the City’s 2015 UWMP would be 
made available to SMWD to meet the needs of the City, and therefore, impacts related to water 
supply would remain less than significant. These revisions disclose a potential change in the utility 
provider from the City’s Utility Department to SMWD, and do not change the analysis or significance 
determinations contained in the Draft EIR. As such, these revisions do not constitute “significant 
new information,” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation 
of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-1-3 

The comment requests that OC LAFCO be added to the mailing list for any and all notices related to 
the project, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Ralph M. Brown 
Act. OC LAFCO specifically requests copies of any and all CEQA notices as well as any and all public 
meetings and/or hearing notices for the project. The comment provides contact information for 
future distribution of CEQA notices and related materials.  

Notice will be provided as requested. This comment does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

                                                      
1  City of San Juan Capistrano City Council, Resolution No. 20-01-21-03, adopted on January 21, 2020. 
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2.2.2 CITY OF DANA POINT 

Letter Code: L-2 
Date: February 18, 2020 

Response to Comment L-2-1 

This comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about 
the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
No further response is required. 

Response to Comment L-2-2 

This comment states that the consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives and the adoption 
of feasible mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts are required.  

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 
issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis, and therefore, no 
further response is required.  

As discussed in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, the range of alternatives required in an 
EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need 
examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. Among the factors 
that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, 
or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent) 
(15126.6[f]). In accordance with Section 15126.6(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR 
prepared for the project has identified and analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
included three reduced project alternatives (refer to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR) 
which would reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the project and therefore lessen the 
identified traffic impacts associated with the proposed project. Further, the Draft EIR proposed the 
implementation of feasible mitigation measures (refer to 7.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of the Draft EIR) as required by Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6. 

Response to Comment L-2-3 

This comment states that the proposed project would result in significant environmental impacts at 
the intersection of Del Obispo Street and Stonehill Drive, and Stonehill Drive between Camino 
Capistrano and Del Obispo Street. This comment suggests that the significant and unavoidable 
impact determination based on the lack of availability of right-of-way is unjustified.  

The feasibility of adding a third eastbound through-lane on Stonehill Drive as part of the proposed 
project was considered by the City following the receipt of a comment letter from the City of Dana 
Point. The City engaged in substantial coordination with Dana Point City staff and received extensive 
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input on this topic. The City of San Juan Capistrano and the City of Dana Point both agree that the 
widening of Stonehill Drive could reduce project-related impacts. However, because this would 
require future coordination between the cities and the outcome of that coordination is uncertain, 
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable if the cities are not able to come to a 
resolution. As such, including mitigation that requires the widening of Stonehill Drive through the 
City of Dana Point cannot be guaranteed, and therefore, is not feasible.  

Response to Comment L-2-4 

This comment states that the proposed project should review traffic access points, and redirect trips 
away from Stonehill Drive if possible. Further, the comment suggests that the City should evaluate 
alternatives with alternative access redirecting trips away from Stonehill Drive and coordinate with 
neighboring agencies and stakeholders. The comment also states that the EIR should evaluate those 
alternatives and impacts and consider mitigation if applicable.  

Alternative access points that are not on Stonehill Drive are not available due to the location of the 
proposed project, which is bounded by the railroad on the east and San Juan Creek on the west. The 
project site benefits from  a utility easement travelling north/south from the northwestern corner of 
the project site to Avenida Aeropuerto; the easement is located immediately west of the mobile 
home park adjacent to the project site. The easement is located on the adjacent owner’s property.  
The project proponent merely benefits from the utility easement and is bound by the terms and 
conditions of that easement.  The project proponent cannot expand the use of the utility easement 
beyond the purposes set forth in the utility easement.  Consequently, neither the project proponent 
nor the City have authority to convert the use of the utility easement to an easement for access 
purposes.  Finally, across the project site, an existing access easement would remain in place. This 
easement is not available for public ingress and egress to the project site because it traverses 
through private property and terminates at the southern edge of the project site. Therefore, the 
creation of a permanent public roadway through private property at this location is infeasible. 

Response to Comment L-2-5 

This comment states that adding a third eastbound through-lane on Stonehill Drive, between Del 
Obispo Street and Camino Capistrano is feasible and would mitigate the impacts identified above 
under Response to Comment L-2- 2 and that the City of Dana Point is willing to work with the City of 
San Juan Capistrano to implement those improvements.  

See Response to Comment L-2-3. The City of San Juan Capistrano is also willing to work with the City 
of Dana Point regarding possible future improvements along Stonehill Drive. However, because of 
the future inter-jurisdictional cooperation that would be required for these improvements, the 
widening is uncertain and thus cannot be included as mitigation for the Ganahl Lumber Project. 

Response to Comment L-2-6 

This comment states that given that the proposed project has significant traffic impacts, the City of 
San Juan Capistrano is required to incorporate feasible measures identified by the City of Dana Point 
and ensure that they are defined and enforceable with adequate sources of funding for 
implementation.  

See the Response to Comment L-2-3.  
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Response to Comment L-2-7 

This comment requests assurance that the project driveway is aligned with the opposing access to 
the South Coast Water District site and documentation in the Draft EIR that a crosswalk is not going 
to be placed across Stonehill Drive, and that directional signage should be installed to notify the 
public not to cross there and cross at the intersection at Stonehill Drive and Camino Capistrano or to 
use the undercrossings along San Juan Creek.  

The proposed project’s signalized intersection and driveway would be aligned with the opposing 
access to the South Coast Water District site.  The City of San Juan Capistrano intends to install a 
pedestrian crossing across Stonehill Drive when the traffic signal is installed at the project driveway 
for the following reasons: (1) given that the anticipated pedestrian volume crossing Stonehill Drive 
would be low, it would not cause disruption to eastbound and westbound traffic; and (2) the project 
driveway traffic signal will be synchronized with the traffic signal at Camino Capistrano and Stonehill 
Drive to enhance traffic flow. 

Response to Comment L-2-8 

This comment states that day laborers and associated nuisance issues can result from the project. 
This comment requests that adequate mitigation measures be provided to require the project 
Applicant to address loitering, trash and debris, sanitation, and other issues.  

Loitering and associated trash and debris problems are a code enforcement issue and not a CEQA 
topic issue. These issues would be addressed through the City’s code enforcement department.  
.Therefore, because such behaviors are not considered a significant impact, no mitigation is 
required.  

Response to Comment L-2-9 

This comment requests clarification in Section 3.3, Circulation and Access, of the Project Description 
on whether the proposed signalized driveway will be designed as an intersection at Stonehill Drive 
that will provide southbound access to the South Coast Water District property.  

As described throughout the Draft EIR, the signalized project driveway will be designed and aligned 
to provide southbound access to the South Coast Water District property. The signalized project 
driveway will function as an intersection.  

Response to Comment L-2-10 

This comment requests a reference for the following statement: "The prevailing wind directions are 
mostly from the south-southwest, which would most likely follow the northerly direction up through 
the San Juan Creek Channel."  The comment also points out that Section 4.2.3.1, Regional Climate, 
states the winds shift daily and asks that we provide sources for wind patterns.   

Both references presented in the comment are true. Although the prevailing wind directions are 
mostly from the south-southwest, the winds do shift daily. 
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The Iowa Environmental Mesonet maintains an archive of automated airport weather observations 
from the John Wayne Airport and former Marine Corps Air Station at El Toro2. The wind data are 
historical weather observations expressed as wind roses.  Wind roses are a plot providing 
frequencies of wind direction and wind speed. The historical wind patterns at John Wayne Airport 
(SNA) and former El Toro Marine Corps Air Station (NZI) present evidence that the local wind 
directions are from the south-southwest as shown below: 

   

Section 4.2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, Regional Climate, provides a discussion of the wind patterns for the 
entire South Coast Air Basin. “Across the south coastal region, wind patterns are characterized by 
westerly or southwesterly onshore winds during the day and by easterly or northeasterly breezes at 
night. [underlining added for emphasis]” (refer to page 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR). No changes to the 
Draft EIR text are required. 

Response to Comment L-2-11 

This comment requests a source or reference for the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) guidance referred to on pages 4.2-15 and 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR. This comment states 
that Table 4.2.E, Regional Operations Emissions, does not seem to account for additional operations 
emissions including neighboring existing automobile sales and service uses, industrial uses, and 
traffic on Stonehill Drive.  

As stated on pages 15 to 16 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment prepared by ECORP 
Consulting, Inc. in 2019 (provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR), by its very nature, air pollution is 
largely a cumulative impact. No single project is sufficient in size, by itself, to result in 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute 
to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s individual emissions 
exceed its identified significance thresholds, the project would be cumulatively considerable. 
Projects that do not exceed significance thresholds would not be considered cumulatively 
considerable. Thus, Table 4.2.E does not account for the current operational emissions of the 
existing automobile sales and service uses, industrial uses, and existing traffic on Stonehill Drive. 
Further, the SCAQMD does not recommend the quantification of existing emissions surrounding a 
proposed project’s location. The term “Regional Significance Thresholds” is used in the assessment 

                                                      
2  Iowa Environmental Mesonet. 2019. Wind Roses. Archive of automated airport weather observations 

including wind direction and wind speed observed at John Wayne Airport (January 1970–January 2019) 
and former Marine Corps Air Station at El Toro (January 1970 - January 2012). Iowa State University 
Department of Agronomy. Ames, IA. 
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of air quality in order to distinguish the SCAQMD’s mass daily significance thresholds, which were 
established  to meet the objective of achieving attainment status with state and federal standards, 
from the SCAQMD's localized significance thresholds (LSTs). The source of all SCAQMD thresholds 
used in ECORP’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment is the SCAQMD Air Quality Analysis 
Handbook (available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook). 

Response to Comment L-2-12 

This comment requests support for including only 10 percent of project-related mobile sources in 
the localized emissions operations emissions calculations. This comment suggests that it seems 
appropriate to assess emissions including all of the mobile sources generated by the proposed 
project, perhaps at some peak condition.  

As stated on page 22 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment (ECORP Consulting 2019) 
(Appendix B of the Draft EIR), according to the SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the 
operational phase of a proposed project only if the project includes stationary sources or attracts 
heavy-duty trucks that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse or 
transfer facilities). The proposed project includes high-turnover restaurants, a hardware store and 
lumber yard for retail sales, and a vehicle storage lot and thus does not include such uses. While the 
lumber yard component of the project would accommodate product deliveries that would arrive on 
heavy-duty trucks, it would not represent a distribution center used by manufacturers, importers, 
exporters, wholesalers, and transport businesses, which distinguishes the project from a high-cube 
warehouse or distribution center that predominately accommodates substantial amounts of heavy-
duty trucks. As stated in the Project Description of the Draft EIR, the proposed hardware store and 
lumber yard are anticipated to be served by 10 to 15 vendor trucks daily and would also use 9 trucks 
for daily customer deliveries. 

Therefore, in the case of the proposed project, the operational phase LST protocol does not need to 
be applied. Nonetheless, for the purpose of full disclosure, the operational phase LST protocol has 
been applied to the proposed project to the extent possible (refer to pages 4.2-18 – 4.2-19 of the 
Draft EIR). The applied LST protocol is limited since the project does not actually include the 
components for warranting an operational LST analysis, as previously described. As further 
described, the SCAQMD’s LST methodology clearly states that “off-site mobile emissions from a 
project should not be included in the emissions compared to LSTs.” Therefore, for purposes of the 
project LST analysis, only emissions generated “on site” were considered. For a worst-case scenario 
LST assessment, the emissions shown in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment include all 
“on site” project-related stationary (area) sources and 10 percent of the project-related mobile 
sources. Considering that the longest weighted trip length used in the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) for the proposed project is approximately 16.6 miles, 10 percent of this total 
would represent an on-site travel distance for each car and truck of approximately 1.7 miles. 1.7 
miles of on-site travel is the equivalent of every visiting automobile traversing the internal 
circulation network 5 times upon arrival and another 5 times upon departure from the site. Thus, 
the 10 percent assumption is conservative and would tend to overstate the actual impact as it is 
unlikely that visitors to the project site would traverse the entire internal circulation network 10 
times. As indicated in the discussion under Threshold 4.2.3 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, (refer to page 
4.2-19 of the Draft EIR), the project would result in less than significant impacts related to LSTs 
during operational activities. 
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Response to Comment L-2-13 

This comment suggests that the greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis is misleading because it applies 
“SCAQMD thresholds,” and that such thresholds are summarized in a ten-year-old draft document 
and were never formally adopted by the SCAQMD.  

The comment refers to the SCAQMD draft guidance document titled Interim CEQA GHG Significance 
Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans (December 5, 2008) that was developed to provide 
guidance to lead agencies. On September 28, 2010, SCAQMD Working Group Meeting #15 provided 
further guidance, including an interim screening-level bright-line threshold of 3,000 metric tons (MT) 
of CO2e annually, and an efficiency‐based threshold of 4.8 MT of CO2e per service population per 
year in 2020 and 3.0 MT of CO2e per service population per year in 2035. Although these documents 
are approximately ten years old and were never formally adopted by SCAQMD, they remain the 
industry standard for analyzing project-related GHG impacts. 

The State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions state the following: CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) 
provides that the “determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the 
extent possible on scientific and factual data,” and further, states that an “ironclad definition of 
significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the 
setting.” 

While individual projects are unlikely to measurably affect GHGs, each project incrementally 
contributes toward the potential for GHGs on a cumulative basis, in concert with all other past, 
present, and probable future projects. At present, there is not a statewide threshold of significance 
or particular methodology for measuring GHG impacts. As with most environmental topics, 
significance criteria are left to the judgment and discretion of the lead agency. 

The SCAQMD has adopted a significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e) per year (MT CO2e/yr) for permitted (stationary) sources of GHG emissions for 
which SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. To provide guidance to local lead agencies on 
determining significance for GHG emissions in their CEQA documents, SCAQMD has convened a GHG 
CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group (Working Group) to develop GHG significance 
thresholds. Based on the last Working Group meeting held in September 2010 (Meeting No. 15), 
SCAQMD is proposing to adopt a tiered approach for evaluating GHG emissions for development 
projects where SCAQMD is not the lead agency: 

• Tier 1. Exemptions: If a project is exempt from CEQA, project-level and cumulative GHG 
emissions are less than significant. 

• Tier 2. Consistency with a locally adopted GHG Reduction Plan: If the project complies with a 
GHG emissions reduction plan or mitigation program that avoids or substantially reduces GHG 
emissions in the project’s geographic area (i.e., city or county), project-level and cumulative 
GHG emissions are less than significant. 

• Tier 3. Numerical Screening Threshold: If GHG emissions are less than the numerical screening-
level threshold of 3,000 metric tons CO2e per year, project-level and cumulative GHG emissions 
are less than significant. 
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• Tier 4. Performance Standards: If emissions exceed the numerical screening threshold, a more 
detailed review of the project’s GHG emissions is warranted. The current recommended 
approach is per capita efficiency targets. SCAQMD proposes a 2020 efficiency target of 4.8 MT 
CO2e per year per service population (MT CO2e/yr/SP) for project-level analyses. The GHG 
efficiency metric divides annualized GHG emissions by the service population, which is the sum 
of residents and employees, per the following equation: 

Rate of Emission: GHG Emissions (MT CO2e/yr) ÷ Service Population 

The efficiency evaluation consists of comparing the project’s efficiency metric to efficiency targets. 
Efficiency targets represent the maximum quantity of emissions each resident and employee in the 
State of California could emit in various years based on emission levels necessary to achieve the 
statewide GHG emissions reduction goals. 

The proposed project’s GHG emissions were first compared to the SCAQMD interim screening level 
numeric bright‐line threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e/yr annually. As the proposed project was estimated 
to exceed this screening threshold, the proposed project’s GHG emissions were then compared to 
the SCAQMD-recommended efficiency-based threshold of 4.8 MT CO2e per service population per 
year in 2020, and 3.0 MT CO2e per service population per year in 2035. As previously described, 
these thresholds were developed as part of the SCAQMD GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working 
Group. The working group was formed to assist the SCAQMD’s efforts to develop a GHG significance 
threshold and is composed of a wide variety of stakeholders including the state Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR), California Air Resources Board (CARB), the Attorney General’s Office, a variety 
of city and county planning departments in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), various utilities such as 
sanitation and power companies throughout the Basin, industry groups, and environmental and 
professional organizations. The numeric bright line and efficiency-based thresholds were developed 
to be consistent with CEQA requirements for developing significance thresholds, are supported by 
substantial evidence, and provide guidance to CEQA practitioners and lead agencies with regard to 
determining whether GHG emissions from a proposed project are significant. The State CEQA 
Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the appropriate methodologies and 
thresholds of significance consistent with the manner in which other impact areas are handled in 
CEQA. Thus, the City of San Juan Capistrano as the lead agency for the project is entitled to employ 
SCAQMD recommendations to determine whether GHG emissions from the proposed project would 
be significant. 

It is noted that the proposed project is also evaluated for compliance with the Southern California 
Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) 2016–2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which establishes an overall GHG target for the region consistent 
with both the target date of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (2020) and the post-2020 GHG reduction goals of 
Senate Bill (SB) 32. The City of San Juan Capistrano is a member of SCAG. 

Response to Comment L-2-14 

This comment suggests that defining a retail project’s service population to include patrons is 
improper and results in significantly understating the project’s GHG impacts. Instead, the 
commenter notes that the analysis should only include project employees in the project’s service 
population. 



G A N A H L  L U M B E R  P R O J E C T  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  J U A N  C A P I S T R A N O  

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  
M A Y  2 0 2 0  

 
 

 
 
2-100 

It is unclear why omitting patrons from the efficiency evaluation would be appropriate because 
patrons represent the majority of the population that would be served by the project. While patrons 
visiting the project would not reside on the project site, they would largely reside in the surrounding 
communities and represent a population that is served by the project’s land uses. Additionally, 
patrons traveling to the project site would represent the dominant source of project GHG emissions 
and thus would be the primary subject of per capita efficiency. Because the GHG reduction goals of 
AB 32 apply to the entire state of California and virtually all project patrons would reside in 
California, they are included in the service population.  

It is also noted that the California Supreme Court accepted the use of efficiency-based thresholds, as 
used in the Draft EIR, which describe GHG emissions on a per capita basis, per service population 
basis, or some other rate-oriented descriptor in the Center for Biological Diversity v. California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and Newhall Land and Farming (2015) 224 Cal.App.4th 1105 (CBD 
vs. CDFW; also known as the “Newhall Ranch” case).  

The AB 32 Scoping Plan also presents the California Statewide reduction target required by AB 32 
based on improved efficiency for all Californians (i.e., reducing per capita emissions of all 
Californians from 14 to 10 MT CO2e/year by 2020). Because the project’s patrons would be 
Californians and would be served by the project land uses, they are included in the service 
population. As stated on page 38 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment (ECORP 
Consulting 2019), which is included as Appendix B to the Draft EIR, the per capita thresholds 
represent the rates of emissions needed to achieve a fair share of the State’s emission reduction 
mandate. The use of “fair share” in this instance indicates the GHG efficiency level that, if applied 
statewide or to a defined geographic area, would meet the statewide year 2020 and post-2020 
emissions targets. Such thresholds are determined by dividing the statewide GHG emissions 
inventory goal (allowable emissions) by the estimated statewide population. This method allows 
highly efficient projects (e.g., compact development and those located efficiently to promote land 
use diversity) with higher mass emissions to meet the overall GHG reduction goals promulgated by 
the State. For these reasons, an efficiency-based threshold grounded on a per capita metric by all 
Californians served by the project is appropriate. 

The Appendix G thresholds for GHG emissions do not prescribe specific methodologies for 
performing an assessment, do not establish specific thresholds of significance, and do not mandate 
specific mitigation measures. Rather, the State CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s 
discretion to determine the appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance consistent 
with the manner in which other impact areas are handled in CEQA.  Thus, the City of San Juan 
Capistrano as the lead agency for the project is entitled to employ SCAQMD recommendations in 
order to determine whether GHG emissions from the proposed project would be significant. With 
respect to GHG emissions, the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a) states that lead agencies 
“shall make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to 
describe, calculate or estimate” GHG emissions resulting from a project. The State CEQA Guidelines 
note that an agency has the discretion to either quantify a project’s greenhouse gas emissions or 
rely on a “qualitative analysis or other performance-based standards.” (14 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] 15064.4(b)). A lead agency may use a “model or methodology” to estimate GHG 
emissions and has the discretion to select the model or methodology it considers “most appropriate 
to enable decision makers to intelligently take into account the project’s incremental contribution to 
climate change.” (14 CCR 15064.4(c)). Section 15064.4(b) provides that the lead agency should 
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consider the following when determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the 
environment: (1) the extent a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the 
existing environmental setting, (2) whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the lead agency determines applies to the project, and (3) the extent to which the project 
complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions (14 CCR 15064.4(b)).  

Response to Comment L-2-15 

This comment suggests that the proposed project is inconsistent with SCAG’s RTP/SCS Goal 4: 
“Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system” because there are “significant 
unmitigated impacts” for traffic and that the Traffic Impact Analysis does not identify alternatives to 
improve further capacities. This comment requests that the EIR be revised to include and require 
alternative mitigation along Stonehill Drive.  

It should be noted that Section 4.12, Transportation, indicated that a significant project impact 
would occur at two study area roadway segments (Stonehill Drive between Camino Capistrano and 
the Project Driveway and between the Project Driveway and Del Obispo Street). However, a peak-
hour link analysis shows that each segment would operate at satisfactory level of service (LOS) in 
both directions during the peak hours. See also Response to Comment L-2-3. 

The purpose of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is to integrate land use and 
transportation strategies that will achieve California Air Resources Board (CARB) emissions reduction 
targets for the entire South Coast region. The sustainable regional transportation system identifies 
the areas for future land uses, residential densities, and building intensities in order to 
accommodate the needs of the growing population in the South Coast region. 

The proposed project would result in the conversion of the currently vacant and underutilized 
project site to a commercial property with a new lumber yard and hardware store, fast-food 
restaurants, and a vehicle storage lot. The project site is located directly north of Stonehill Drive, 
which is a Primary Arterial that runs in an east-west direction through the Cities of Dana Point and 
San Juan Capistrano. The project would provide access to the site off Stonehill Drive, which would 
serve to connect the site with the local and regional transportation systems. Moreover, all access 
improvements included as part of the proposed project would comply with the City and Orange 
County Fire Authority (OCFA) standards to ensure the safety and reliability of transportation 
improvements included as part of the project. As stated in the Draft EIR, each roadway segment 
surrounding the project site would operate at satisfactory LOS except for Stonehill Drive between 
Camino Capistrano and the Project Driveway (LOS E), Stonehill Drive between the Project Driveway 
and Del Obispo Street (LOS D), and Valle Road between San Juan Creek Road and the Interstate 5 
(I-5) northbound ramps (LOS F). However, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio does not increase by 
0.01 or greater for Valle Road between San Juan Creek Road and the I-5 northbound ramps in the 
Existing Plus Project condition. Although a significant project impact would occur at two study area 
roadway segments (Stonehill Drive between Camino Capistrano and the Project Driveway and 
between the Project Driveway and Del Obispo Street), a peak-hour link analysis shows that each 
segment would operate at satisfactory LOS in both directions during peak hours. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the goal of preserving a sustainable regional 
transportation system. 
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Response to Comment L-2-16 

This comment requests the liquefaction analysis by the project Applicant or the County of Orange to 
justify the statement that “lateral spreading is not anticipated to occur on the project site because 
the recently constructed sheet pile system along San Juan Creek levee penetrates below the lowest 
liquefiable layer identified within the project site for protection of the levee.”  

Willdan Geotechnical’s review of available published material indicated that extensive investigations 
including liquefaction and lateral spreading analysis were performed for this section of San Juan 
Creek Levee Protection for the County of Orange Public Works.3,4 The referenced source materials 
are available for review at the City of San Juan Capistrano Development Services Department. 

Lateral spreading potential at the steep embankment of the San Juan Creek Levee has been 
addressed by reducing the potential for seismic slope deformation to occur. The potential seismic 
slope deformation before installation of the sheet pile system was estimated to range from 2 to 6 
feet. Because the sheet piles have been installed, the estimated potential seismic slope deformation 
is expected to reduce to less than 2 feet.5 The majority of the potential liquefaction in the vicinity of 
San Juan Creek and the project site would occur at depth, below the bottom of the creek. Therefore, 
due to the design depth of the sheet pile system at 50 feet below the top of the levee berm (up to 
27 feet below the bottom of the San Juan Creek channel) and the absence of a continuous 
liquefiable layer within the project site, the potential for lateral displacement at the project site is 
considered to be very low. 

Response to Comment L-2-17 

This comment states that the sheet pile system was solely designed for flood management and did 
not include any lateral spreading analysis. This comment requests that this is investigated further in 
the Draft EIR.  

Please see Response to Comment L-2-16 and references for the detailed lateral spreading analysis. 

Response to Comment L-2-18 

This comment requests clarification on why shoring required for the proposed project would be 
required to meet California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) standards.  

Shoring will be designed in accordance with the latest version of the Caltrans’ 2011 Trenching and 
Shoring Manual. Although the City has not formally adopted the Caltrans Trenching and Shoring 
Manual, it is widely used in San Juan Capistrano and other cities as well as the County of Orange and 
is an acceptable engineering practice for the design of shoring.  

                                                      
3  AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 2010. Geotechnical Report San Juan Creek (L01) Channel Levee 

Protection, Phases 4 & 5 (Station 51+00 to 112+00), San Juan Capistrano, California. June 24, 2010. 
4  TetraTech. 2016. Design Level Analysis for Sheet Pile Wall, San Juan Creek (L01) – Phases 4 &5, East 

Levee Station 51+00 to Station 112+00, Orange County, CA. March 25, 2016. 
5  Ibid. 
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Response to Comment L-2-19 

This comment requests clarification on the threshold for mitigation in regards to seismic settlements 
due to liquefaction and on where the “areas where settlements cannot be tolerated by spread/strip 
footings” are located and what the settlement amount that is tolerated, and the mitigation 
proposed.  

Allowable settlement is not a geotechnical defined criteria. The estimated settlement is calculated 
using standards of practice available in the industry. The structural engineer utilizes the estimated 
settlement to design the foundation/structure that can accommodate the estimated settlement to 
an acceptable deformation level. Although there is no formal written standards used in the industry, 
engineers always include “safety factors” in their calculations, which are intended to allow an 
acceptable tolerance for other variables that could affect design integrity.  

Response to Comment L-2-20 

This comment suggests that the liquefaction and lateral spreading analysis should be reviewed by a 
third party consultant specializing in these areas.  

Third party review of the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Willdan was conducted 
by LGC Geotechnical, Inc. (LGC) (included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR). LGC is a full-service 
geotechnical consulting firm that has been retained by the City to conduct third party reviews of 
geotechnical assessments for various projects in San Juan Capistrano on an on-call basis. The firm 
has been providing such services to the City for more than five years and its list of clients include 
land developers, residential builders, engineers, architects, school districts, utility companies, 
commercial builders, and numerous public agencies. The firm has extensive experience in providing 
geotechnical design reports for public structures and improvements, observation and testing during 
grading and construction, and third-party review for public agencies. Additional information 
regarding LGC’s qualifications is on file with the City’s Public Works Department. Therefore, there 
has been adequate third party review.  

Response to Comment L-2-21 

This comment suggests that Mitigation Measure GEO-1 should include a statement that the City of 
Dana Point shall review and approve the final geotechnical liquefaction and lateral spreading 
analysis and recommendations for any impacts to the San Juan Creek and Stonehill Drive Bridge.  

The City of San Juan Capistrano is the lead agency for certification of the EIR and approval of the 
project. Therefore, it has the ultimate responsibility to ensure that the mitigation incorporated in 
the Final EIR is implemented as required. The City of San Juan Capistrano will provide the City of 
Dana Point with a copy the Final EIR, including the adopted Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Program, and will continue to cooperate with the City of Dana Point as requested, should concerns 
arise during construction activities.  

Response to Comment L-2-22 

This comment suggests that Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 should include a statement that the removal 
and disposal of all material shall not be transported through the City of Dana Point or surrounding 
Cities without separate notification and permitting as required. 
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 will not be revised to require separate notice and permitting from the 
City of Dana Point or surrounding cities in advance of transporting materials through those cities.  As 
described in the Draft EIR, the Initial Study substantiates that impacts associated with the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is less than significant with compliance with 
existing governmental regulations such as the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, and the California Code of Regulations (Title 22). As such, the 
transport of any hazardous materials would comply with all applicable regulations and associated 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. No changes to Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 are required.  

See also Response to Comment L-2-23, below. 

Response to Comment L-2-23 

This comment states that the required Construction Contingency Plan submitted for review and 
approval shall include the approval of all cities proposed along the haul route for any material under 
review.  

As described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, any potential need for the disposal of substances would 
be consistent with local, State, and federal regulations, including any permitting or notification 
requirements. These requirements mandate the notification of State and local agencies with 
governing authority over the handling and transport of hazardous waste and responsibility to 
respond.  

Transporters of hazardous waste must be authorized by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), and must comply with the California Vehicle Code, California Highway 
Patrol (CHP) Regulations (CA Code Regulations, Title 13, Chapter 6, Hazardous Materials); the 
California State Fire Marshal Regulations (CA Code Regulations, Title 19); United States Department 
of Transportation (DOT) regulations, Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations (49 Code of Federal 
Regulations); and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Regulations, Title 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations. Any hazardous waste hauled from the site must be transported via the most 
direct route, using State or interstate highways wherever possible (California Vehicle Code, Section 
31303), and the transporter must have a valid registration issued by DTSC, as outlined in Title 22 of 
the Health & Safety Code and California Code of Regulations.6 These regulations do not require the 
notification and approval of the cities along the haul route. 

Title 40, Part 370 of the Federal Code of Regulations requires that, prior to the transport of 
hazardous materials, notification be provided to the Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC), 
State Emergency Response Commission (SERC), and fire department with jurisdiction over the 
facility. The City of San Juan Capistrano maintains a Community Emergency Response Team (CERT), 
and is within the jurisdiction of the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) for hazardous materials 
response. OCFA issues and maintains hazardous materials permits in almost every part of their 

                                                      
6  California Department of Toxic Substances Control and California Environmental Protection Agency. 2007. 

Hazardous Waste Transporter Requirements Fact Sheet. Website: https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/
uploads/sites/31/2018/02/Hazardous-Waste-Transporter-Requirements.pdf (accessed April 16, 2020). 
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service area, and maintains a hazardous materials response team to oversee the use, transport, and 
disposal of hazardous materials, and to respond to hazardous material incidents.7 

Per California Government Code (GC) Section 8589.7, the California Emergency Management 
Agency is responsible for the coordination of the appropriate State and local administering agencies 
that would be required to respond to on-site spills or release of hazardous materials. The agencies 
to be contacted are dependent on the type of material released or spilled.  

In the event that hazardous substances require transport from the site and disposal, the proposed 
project would comply with applicable federal, State, and local requirements, which do not require 
the notification and approval of cities having jurisdictional authority along the haul route. No 
changes to the proposed mitigation are required.   

Response to Comment L-2-24 

“Victor” will be replaced with “Victoria” as suggested in reference to the address of Dick Simon 
Marine at 25802 Victoria Boulevard. This will be corrected in the Final EIR.  

The revision to the address in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR 
represents a minor correction. As such, this revision does not constitute “significant new 
information,” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of 
the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-2-25 

This comment states that the City of Dana Point is submitting a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) that 
involves the project site. The LOMR would place the project site within Zone AE of the 100-year 
floodplain (Flood Hazard Zone A with an established flood elevation). The comment also states that 
the revised floodplain information has been shared with the City of San Juan Capistrano but is not 
reflected in the Draft EIR.  

The project has been designed to comply with all currently published studies and FEMA maps and 
the drainage plans have been designed in accordance with the CLOMR-F documentation prepared 
for the project. The current status of the City of Dana Point’s LOMR submittal remains unknown; 
therefore, all pertinent information pertaining to flood zone compliance is stated in the CLOMR-F 
document. No revisions to the EIR are necessary in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment L-2-26 

This comment states that San Juan Creek Levee is not accredited by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) as a flood control channel. Additionally, the outlets, flap gates, and 
containment of floodwater within San Juan Creek are not confirmed by FEMA or the Orange County 
Flood Control District. Therefore, the assumptions regarding the containment, time of 
concentration, and performance during peak storm events are without basis.  

This comment is not substantial evidence that the proposed project would have an impact on the 
environment for several reasons. 

                                                      
7  Orange County Fire Authority. Standards of Cover Final Report. Website:  (accessed April 16, 2020).  
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First, the comment is focused on the impacts that the flood control channel would have on the 
project site and adjacent properties. In an opinion issued on December 17, 2015, related to the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines, the California Supreme Court held that 
CEQA does not generally require an analysis of the impacts of locating development in areas subject 
to environmental hazards unless the project would exacerbate existing environmental hazards. The 
Supreme Court also found that CEQA requires the analysis of exposing people to environmental 
hazards in specific circumstances, including the location of development near airports, schools near 
sources of toxic contamination, and certain exemptions for infill and workforce housing. The 
Supreme Court also held that public agencies remain free to voluntarily conduct this analysis not 
required by CEQA for their own public projects (CBIA v. BAAQMD [2016] 2 Cal.App.5th 1067, 1083).  
Here, the proposed project does not exacerbate an existing condition related to the flood control 
channel. The project would have no impacts to the flood control channel or its functionality.  The 
project has applied for a CLOMR-F and will go through the FEMA process to remove the site from 
the floodplain. Moreover, the proposed project does not involve any of the specific circumstances 
that the Supreme Court called out for focused analysis. Thus, for this reason alone, the commenter’s 
request for the City to analyze the functionality of the flood control channel is misplaced. 

Second, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(d) is clear about the role of a responsible agency 
during the Draft EIR process. Specifically, this section states that “a responsible agency should 
review and comment on draft EIRs . . . for projects which the responsible agency would later be 
asked to approve.”  (Id.)  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(d) goes on to say that the responsible 
agency’s comments “shall be limited to those project activities which are within the agency’s area of 
expertise or which are required to be carried out or approved by the agency or which will be subject 
to the exercise of powers by the agency.”  The comments raised in this comment are beyond the 
project activities that are within the City of Dana Point’s area of expertise (Orange County Flood 
Control District and FEMA are the expert agencies in these areas); neither the City of San Juan 
Capistrano nor the City of Dana Point have approval authority over the activities within the adjacent 
flood control channel; and Dana Point’s comments must be related to the parts of the project over 
which the City of Dana Point has approval authority (namely, the various needed transportation 
improvements).   

Finally, the Baseline Floodplain Hydraulics for San Juan Creek prepared by PACE dated April 2010 
was appropriate and focused its analysis on the impacts that would occur on the project site in the 
event of a 100-year storm event. The commenter is asking the City to conduct an analysis of the 
actual channel and there is no basis for this request because the project itself does not involve any 
changes, modifications or impacts to the flood control channel. The Baseline Floodplain Hydraulics 
for San Juan Creek study indicates that during a 100-year storm event the level of San Juan Creek in 
the vicinity of the project site could exceed the elevation of the creek levees. Should this occur in 
the existing condition, floodwaters would pond on the project site and ultimately flow to the 
railroad right-of-way as described in the Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulics Analysis prepared by 
Truxaw and Associates (Appendix H to the Draft EIR). In the post-project condition, given the same 
over-topping parameters, flood waters would also pond on the developed project site and 
ultimately overflow to the railroad right-of-way, similar to the existing condition. This existing and 
post project hydrologic condition described in detail in the Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulics 
Analysis prepared by Truxaw and Associates and as summarized in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the EIR is consistent with the flood conditions described in the Baseline Floodplain 
Hydraulics for San Juan Creek. The proposed project has been designed to be in compliance with 
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FEMA Flood Zone requirements and would not change the flood flow path compared to existing 
conditions. 

Response to Comment L-2-27 

This comment states that the hydraulic analysis for the project and storm drain outlets should be 
based on the San Juan Creek Watershed Hydrologic Study (March 2008) and the Baseline Floodplain 
Hydraulics for San Juan Creek (April 2010) prepared by PACE. 

The San Juan Creek Watershed Hydrology Study prepared by PACE dated August 2008 and the 
Baseline Floodplain Hydraulics for San Juan Creek prepared by PACE dated April 2010 were both 
reviewed. Based on the review of the San Juan Creek Watershed Hydrology Study, Table 5.2 on page 
19 of the report indicates that the lag time of the San Juan Creek Watershed 100-year critical flow 
depth (HC) storm event determined at the La Novia Stream Gauge, approximately 2 miles upstream 
from the project site, is 2.39 hours.  This lag time is significantly longer than the Time of 
Concentration of storm water discharge from the proposed project. This information from the San 
Juan Creek Watershed Hydrology Study supports the assumptions noted in the Preliminary 
Hydrology and Hydraulics Analysis prepared by Truxaw and Associates that the stormwater runoff 
from the project site in the proposed condition would discharge flow to San Juan Creek prior to high 
flows closing the flap gates at the outfall structures. 

Response to Comment L-2-28 

This comment states that the project site is within a floodway and is required to not increase the 
base flood elevation, as required by the City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code Section 
8-11.120(a).  

According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the project site is not within a floodway, 
but rather is within a floodplain. As correctly stated in the comment, no increase in the base flood 
elevation is allowed within a floodway. However, up to a 1 foot increase in base flood elevation can 
be allowed by FEMA in the floodplain, but would require a Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR) and Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). Because the project site is not located within a 
floodway, Municipal Code Section 8-11.120(a) is not applicable to the project. Regardless, the 
proposed development has been designed in accordance with the floodplain requirements of the 
City of San Juan Capistrano and in accordance with the CLOMR-F that is currently under review with 
FEMA. The proposed project does not propose raising the surface elevation of the base flood 
elevation, but does propose raising the proposed structures to be one foot above the City-accepted 
base flood elevation per City Municipal Code requirements.  

Response to Comment L-2-29 

This comment states that San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code Section 8-11.117 is applicable to the 
project and should be discussed in the EIR.  

The City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code Section 8-11.117, Standards for Subdivisions, applies 
to the project and has been incorporated into the design of the proposed development. 

To clarify the Municipal Code Requirements, the following text was added to Section 4.9.4.4, Local 
Regulations, in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality (page 4.9-14 of the Final EIR): 
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• Section 8-11.117 of the Municipal Code specifies the design requirements for preliminary 
subdivision proposals and other proposed developments greater than fifty lots or five acres 
within a 100-year floodplain. Section 8-11.117 requires that special flood hazard areas and the 
elevation of the base flood be identified; the elevation of proposed structures and pads be 
specified in the final subdivision plans; the final pad, lowest floor, and lowest adjacent grade 
elevations be certified by a registered professional engineer or surveyor; the development be 
consistent with the need to minimize flood damage; all utilities and facilities be located and 
constructed to minimize flood damage; and adequate drainage be provided to reduce exposure 
to flood hazards. 

The project design is consistent with the requirements of the City of San Juan Capistrano 
Municipal Code Section 8-11.117 for the following reasons: 

a) The project plans identify the special flood hazard area and the plans have been engineered 
in accordance with the CLOMR-F as accepted by the City of San Juan Capistrano and 
currently under review by FEMA; 

b) The final subdivision plans will specify both Finish Floor and Pad elevations of all proposed 
structures. Further, during construction, the final pad elevations, lowest floor elevation, and 
lowest adjacent grade will be certified and incorporated into a LOMR-F that will be reviewed 
by the City of San Juan Capistrano and processed with FEMA. 

c) The proposed development has been engineered to be consistent with the need to minimize 
flood damage; 

d) The proposed development will include sewer, gas, electric and water systems located and 
designed to minimize flood damage; and, 

e) The proposed development has been engineered to provide adequate drainage facilities to 
reduce exposure to flood hazards. 

Regulatory Compliance Measure WQ-6 was revised as follows, to include the requirement that the 
registered professional engineer or surveyor certify that the project complies with Section 8-11.117 
of the Municipal Code: 

RCM WQ-6 Flood Hazard Certification. Prior to issuance of any Certificates of Occupancy, the 
project Applicant shall obtain certification from a registered professional engineer 
or surveyor that the constructed structures on the project site comply with the 
requirements of Section 8-11.115 and Section 8-11.117 of the City’s Municipal Code. 
The certification shall be a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Elevation Certificate and shall verify that the elevation of the first floor of the 
completed building is located above the 100-year floodplain and complies with the 
elevation requirements in Section 8-11.115 of the City’s Municipal Code. In addition, 
the certification shall verify that the on-site structure would not impede or increase 
the 100-year flood elevations. Additionally, the registered engineer or surveyor shall 
certify the final pad elevation, lowest floor elevation, and lowest adjacent grade in 
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compliance with Section 8-11.117 of the City’s Municipal Code. The certification 
shall be submitted to and verified by the City Floodplain Administrator. 

Revisions to Regulatory Compliance Measure WQ-6 in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Final EIR represent additional information that was included to clarify and provide a more 
thorough description of the measures to be taken related to the FEMA certification. As such, this 
revision does not constitute “significant new information,” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-2-30 

This comment states that stormwater runoff from the project would be directed to neighboring 
properties, including the railroad, during a 100-year storm event. This comment also states that the 
proposed outlet onto neighboring properties is not in compliance with sub article 11 of the Orange 
County Grading Manual.  

Please refer to Response to Comment L-3-2 for a discussion of stormwater runoff related to the 
railroad right-of-way. The project would comply with sub article 11 of the County of Orange Grading 
Manual in that all of the project’s drainage facilities have been designed to convey the 100-year 
storm event to the existing outfalls at San Juan Creek. 

Response to Comment L-2-31 

This comment cites the discussion in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Appendix H 
(Hydrology and Hydraulics Report [Joseph C. Truxaw and Associates, Inc. 2019]) of the Draft EIR, 
which states that the project would increase the 100-year storm overflow runoff volume to the 
adjacent LOSSAN railroad right-of-way by less than 4 percent. The comment requests that the 
increase in base flood elevation be stated in feet or shown to be compliant with the City Municipal 
Code requirements.  

No changes to the base flood elevation have been proposed. The base flood elevation was derived 
from the Letter of Map Revision effective February 11, 2013, as referenced and included in the 
CLOMR-F, as accepted by the City of San Juan Capistrano and currently under review by FEMA. 

Response to Comment L-2-32 

The comment states that stormwater runoff during the 100-year storm event will be directed to 
neighboring properties, including the adjacent LOSSAN railroad right-of-way. However, the existing 
drainage culvert is not depicted on a map or plan and has not been demonstrated to be adequately 
sized to accept additional stormwater.  

The onsite proposed storm drain is designed to accommodate the additional runoff.  This is 
addressed in the calculations, discussion and maps provided in the Hydrology and Hydraulics 
Analysis included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment L-2-33 

This comment states that additional analysis and mitigation measures are required for Thresholds 
4.9.3.ii, 4.9.3.iii, and 4.9.3.iv.  
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Please refer to Response to Comments L-2-25 through L-2-32 for additional discussion in response 
to the previous specific comments related to hydrology. Please refer to Response to Comments L-2-
34 and L-2-35 for a response to specific comments related to the mitigation measures in Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR. This comment does not specify what additional analysis or 
mitigation measures are requested beyond those detailed in Responses to Comments L-2-25 
through L-2-32, L-2-34, and L-2-35; therefore, no additional changes to the EIR have been made in 
response to this comment.   

Response to Comment L-2-34 

This comment states the Regulatory Compliance Measure WQ-5 should include a reference to the 
City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code Section 8.11 and state that no floodwater from the 100-
year storm event would be directed to adjacent properties. 

It appears that the commenter is referring to the City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code Section 
8-11.120(a). Please refer to Response to Comment L-2-28 for a discussion on why this Municipal 
Code section is not applicable to the project. Please also refer to Response to Comment L-3-2 for a 
discussion of stormwater runoff related to the railroad right-of-way. 

Response to Comment L-2-35 

This comment states the Regulatory Compliance Measure WQ-7 should be revised to state that the 
CLOMR and LOMR should be based upon the most recent San Juan Creek hydrology data available 
from the neighboring cities and the Orange County Flood Control District, including the San Juan 
Creek Watershed Hydrologic Study (March 2008) and the Baseline Floodplain Hydraulics for San Juan 
Creek (April 2010) prepared by PACE.  

The project is complying with all currently published studies and FEMA maps. The CLOMR-F and 
LOMR-F are not affected by other unpublished documents.  

Response to Comment L-2-36 

This comment states that the 2009 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Commuter 
Bikeways Strategic Plan identifies a proposed bicycle corridor along the east bank of San Juan Creek 
and requests demonstration that the proposed project would not conflict with regional connectivity 
plans and recreation polices for potential development of bicycle trail access to Doheny State Beach.  

San Juan Creek Trail is an existing trail west of the project site. As described under Threshold 4.12.1 
in Section 4.12, Transportation of the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not include any 
characteristics that would physically impair or otherwise interfere with bicycle facilities and/or 
pedestrian facilities in the project vicinity. The proposed project would connect nearby sidewalks 
and bicycle routes including Stonehill Drive (west of the project site), and Del Obispo Street (west of 
the project site), which serve to connect the project area with the San Juan Creek Trail (west of the 
site) and surrounding residential, employment, commercial, and recreational destinations. 
Improvements included as part of the project would not conflict with the potential development of 
bicycle trail access to Doheny State Beach.  
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Response to Comment L-2-37 

This comment states that the mobile home park located south of the project site across Camino 
Capistrano/Doheny Park Road is not located within the City of San Clemente as described in the 
report and should be revised to state that the mobile home park is located within the City of Dana 
Point.  

The Commenter is correct that the mobile home park located south of the site and east of Camino 
Capistrano/Doheny Park Road is mistakenly identified as being within San Clemente. A correction 
will be made to Section 4.11, Noise (page 4.11-12 of the Final EIR) to indicate that this mobile home 
park is located with the City of Dana Point. However, it should be noted that applicable noise 
standards (mobile noise source standards) are the same for both jurisdictions (65 decibels).   

The revision to Section 4.11, Noise, of the Final EIR represents a minor correction. As such, this 
revision does not constitute “significant new information,” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-2-38 

This comment states that the existing Ganahl Lumber store in Dana Point generates significant day 
laborer pedestrian activity on public sidewalks and private property along Doheny Park Road. This 
comment suggests the consideration of designating adequate on-site areas with shade and facilities 
for day laborers to minimize conflicts between automobiles and pedestrians. The comment also 
states that a pedestrian crosswalk should be provided at the proposed signalized intersection. 

See Response to Comment L-2-7.  

Response to Comment L-2-39 

This comment requests to see the attached memorandum.  

The attached memorandum referred to in this comment is titled Ganahl Lumber Development 
Project TIA Peer Review San Juan Capistrano, CA prepared by Linscott Law & Greenspan. Comments 
in this memorandum are addressed in Responses to Comments L-2-42 through L-2-54, below. 

Response to Comment L-2-40 

This comment requests clarification on the status of the utility and access easements requested 
from the South Coast Water District for the proposed project.  

The access easement referred to in this comment already exists and is not being altered by the 
proposed project. This is a real estate issue and there exists no obligation for the Ganahl Lumber 
Project to provide access under Stonehill Drive for the properties south of Stonehill Drive or 
establish a utility easement in the same area. This issue will be addressed separately by and 
between the City of San Juan Capistrano (City), the South Coast Water District (SCWD), Harrison 
property owners, and Cassidy property owners.  
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Response to Comment L-2-41 

This comment suggests that a statement should be added to all Mitigation Measures ensuring a 
5-foot separation from all proposed utilities and utility connections to the Stonehill Drive bridge.  

Although this comment requests a 5-foot separation from all proposed utilities and utility 
connections to the Stonehill Drive bridge, the comment does not provide the reasons for the 
request or cite the requirement for such a separation. Therefore, no revisions to the EIR or 
mitigation measures have been made.  

Response to Comment L-2-42 

This comment is introductory to the memorandum titled Ganahl Lumber Development Project TIA 
Peer Review San Juan Capistrano, CA,  and does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required.  

Response to Comment L-2-43 

This comment summarizes the study area, analysis scenarios, and project description included in the 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (LSA 2019) prepared for the proposed project (provided in Appendix J of 
the EIR) and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment L-2-44 

This comment summarizes the project trip generation and assignment, and traffic volumes as 
included in the project TIA (Appendix J of the EIR) and does not contain any substantive comments 
or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required.  

Response to Comment L-2-45 

This comment summarizes the significant impacts related to traffic identified in the TIA. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment L-2-46 

This comment states that the City of Dana Point recommends a third through-lane on Stonehill Drive 
between Del Obispo Street and Camino Capistrano be implemented as mitigation to address the 
significant impacts identified in the project TIA. This comment also recommends that the TIA be 
updated to reflect this mitigation and revisions made to the EIR to reflect the change.  

Please refer to Responses to Comments L-2-3 and L-2-5. The suggested mitigation improvements are 
within and under the jurisdiction of another agency (the City of Dana Point), and therefore their 
implementation cannot be ensured by, or required by, the City of San Juan Capistrano. Therefore, 
this mitigation is infeasible and no revisions to the Draft EIR have been made. 
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Response to Comment L-2-47 

This comment recommends revisions to Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, to be 
updated to add the mitigation measure referred to under Response to Comment L-2-46. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments L-2-3 and L-2-5. The suggested mitigation improvements are 
within and under the jurisdiction of another agency (the City of Dana Point), and therefore their 
implementation cannot be ensured by, or required by, the City of San Juan Capistrano. Therefore, 
this mitigation is infeasible and no revisions to the Draft EIR have been made. 

Response to Comment L-2-48 

This comment summarizes the site access and signal warrant analysis prepared for the proposed 
project and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment L-2-49 

This comment summarizes the construction worker and truck trip generation prepared for the 
proposed project and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the 
environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment L-2-50 

This comment states that the volumes at the “hot spot” locations in San Juan Capistrano that are 
shown in Figure 4 of the TIA may have some discrepancies in the PM peak hour.  

There are no “hot spot” intersection volume discrepancies. Page 7 of the TIA (included as Appendix J 
of the Final EIR) has been revised to state that the existing volumes at the “hot spot” intersections 
were balanced for conservation of flow. Conservation of flow means that traffic volumes are 
adjusted at closely-spaced intersections so the volumes departing/approaching one intersection are 
equal to the volumes approaching/departing the upstream/downstream intersection. 

The revisions to the TIA represent minor corrections. As such, this revision does not constitute 
“significant new information,” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-2-51 

This comment suggests including the text “Stonehill Drive between the Project Driveway and Del 
Obispo Street” to a sentence on page 62 of the TIA. 
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The following sentence on page 62 of the TIA will be revised as follows: 

“As Table AB indicates, all study area roadway segments, including the hot-spot 
roadways, are forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS, with the exception of San 
Juan Creek Road between Valle Road and Camino Capistrano (LOS E), Stonehill Drive 
between Camino Capistrano and the Project Driveway (LOS E), Stonehill Drive 
between the Project Driveway and Del Obispo Street (LOS D), and Valle Road 
between San Juan Creek Road and the I-5 northbound ramps (LOS F).”  

This revision was also made to similar text discussing Alternative 1 in Section 4.12, Transportation, 
of the EIR. 

The revisions to the TIA and Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Final EIR represent minor 
corrections. As such, this revision does not constitute “significant new information,” as defined by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-2-52 

This comment states that Table AI should reflect that Del Obispo Street/Stonehill Drive also operates 
at LOS D during the PM peak hour, and therefore should be highlighted accordingly.  

The intersection of Del Obispo Street/Stonehill Drive has been highlighted as suggested on Table AI 
of the revised TIA and Table 4.12.L in Section 4.12, Transportation (page 4.12-28 of the Final EIR).  

The revisions to the TIA and Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Final EIR represent minor 
corrections. As such, these revisions do not constitute “significant new information,” as defined by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment L-2-53 

This comment states that the project average daily traffic (ADT) cannot be confirmed or replicated, 
but that changes to the project trips are not anticipated to affect the overall findings of the report.  

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR that would require revisions. No further response 
is required.  

Response to Comment L-2-54 

This comment requests the inclusion of the existing conditions Synchro reports in Appendix C.  

The existing conditions Synchro reports have been included in Appendix C of the revised TIA.  The 
inclusion of existing conditions Synchro reports in Appendix C of the Final EIR represents additional 
information that was included to provide a more thorough record as requested by the comment. As 
such, this addition does not constitute “significant new information,” as defined by State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
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Response to Comment L-2-55 

This comment provide tables containing intersection capacity utilization (ICU) and LOS results 
compiled by Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers and does not contain any substantive comments 
or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No 
revisions or further response is required. 

Response to Comment L-2-56 

This comment highlights several pages of text and tables contained in Section 4.12, Transportation, 
of the Draft EIR, where the commenter is requesting that the reference to a significant and adverse 
impact be revised. The comment further states that implementation of a third eastbound through 
lane along Stonehill Drive between Del Obispo Street and Camino Capistrano is feasible mitigation 
that would reduce significant impacts. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments L-2-3 and L-2-5. The suggested mitigation improvements are 
within and under the jurisdiction of another agency (the City of Dana Point), and therefore their 
implementation cannot be ensured by, or required by, the City of San Juan Capistrano. Therefore, 
no revisions to the Draft EIR have been made. 

Response to Comment L-2-57 

This comment highlights several pages of text and tables contained in Section 1.0, Executive 
Summary, and Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, where the commenter is requesting 
that the reference to a significant and adverse impact be revised.  

Please refer to Responses to Comments L-2-3 and L-2-5. The suggested mitigation improvements are 
within and under the jurisdiction of another agency (the City of Dana Point), and therefore their 
implementation cannot be ensured by, or required by, the City of San Juan Capistrano. Therefore, 
no revisions to the Draft EIR have been made. 

Response to Comment L-2-58 

This comment is a figure depicting the striping modifications for the suggested implementation of a 
third eastbound through lane along Stonehill Drive between Del Obispo Street and Camino 
Capistrano. This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the 
environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No revisions or further response is 
required. 
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2.2.3 ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (OCTA) 

Letter Code: L-3 
Date: February 18, 2020 

Response to Comment L-3-1 

This comment is introductory and summarizes the project description contained in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The comment does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment L-3-2 

The comment states that the project site is near an active railroad corridor that provides passenger 
and freight rail service. The comment requests that the Draft EIR ensure that the proposed project’s 
storm drain system be designed in a manner that would not drain onto the railroad right-of-way 
(ROW).  

According to information provided in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, in 
the existing condition, most of the stormwater runoff from the project site is conveyed to San Juan 
Creek via outfall structures that are designed with flap gates. In the unlikely event that the flap gates 
are closed during a storm event due to high flows within San Juan Creek, stormwater would pond on 
the project site before overflowing the east property line, flowing along the west limit of the Los 
Angeles–San Diego–San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail corridor, and flowing southerly to discharge to the 
Pacific Ocean at Doheny State Beach through an existing drainage culvert. In addition, portions of 
the project site are currently at higher elevation than the adjacent railroad ROW and slope toward 
and drain directly to the railroad ROW, which is currently below the base flood elevation shown on 
published FEMA maps. 

In the proposed condition, a retaining wall would prevent localized runoff from entering the railroad 
during most storm events. The project site would be graded to intentionally allow for some on-site 
ponding to occur. Similar to existing conditions, in the proposed condition in the unlikely event that 
the flap gates are closed during a storm event due to high flows within San Juan Creek, stormwater 
would pond on the project site before overflowing the east property line, flowing along the west 
limit of the LOSSAN rail corridor, and flowing southerly to discharge to the Pacific Ocean at Doheny 
State Beach through an existing drainage culvert. The on-site ponding combined with the storage 
capacity of the underground detention storage would limit the increase in discharge volume from 
the proposed project to the railroad during this unlikely catastrophic flood event.  

According to the Hydrology and Hydraulics Analysis (Truxaw 2019) prepared for the project, taking 
into account the combined storage volume, the proposed project would increase the 100-year 
storm overflow runoff volume by less than 4 percent in the event that a catastrophic flood event 
occurs. However, due to the lag time between the watershed peak flow and the project site peak 
flow reaching San Juan Creek, this condition is not expected to occur during the project lifespan and 
represents a conservative, worst-case scenario to ensure a conservative project design for structure 
protection. In addition, the railroad tracks would be inundated and inoperable during a 100-year 
storm event in the existing condition because they would remain below the base flood elevation 
identified on published FEMA maps. During the low likelihood condition that the project site were to 
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overflow to the railroad in the proposed condition, the 4 percent increase in overflow to the railroad 
would not further impede the operations of the railroad because the railroad tracks would already 
be underwater according to the published FEMA maps. According to the FEMA maps for the area, 
the LOSSAN rail corridor would flood in a 100 year storm event, regardless of whether or not the 
proposed project is implemented. 

The terrain of the general area in which the site is located slopes from north to south; however, the 
project site is located in a depression. Stonehill Drive on the south side of the project site, the levee 
along San Juan Creek on the west side of the site, and the property to the north of the site are all 
higher in elevation than the project site. The railroad ROW is the only adjoining property that is 
lower in elevation than the project site. This complicates the development of an engineering 
solution to accommodate the storm drainage; however, the drainage plans for the project, which 
are outlined in greater detail in the Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan and the Hydrology 
and Hydraulics Report (both reports are included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR), reduce the amount 
of runoff to the LOSSAN rail corridor under most conditions, with the notable exception of a 
catastrophic storm event in which the railroad tracks would already be under water. As described 
above, the LOSSAN rail corridor would be inundated by flood water in this scenario, regardless of 
whether or not the proposed project is built. 

Response to Comment L-3-3 

This comment states that the existing drainage flow from the railroad ROW to San Juan Creek must 
be continued to ensure no flooding occurs.  

As discussed, in Section 4.9.3.2 in Section 4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, in the 
existing condition, a substantial portion of off-site run-off from the LOSSAN rail corridor and the 
hillside located to the east of the project site is bypassed through the project site via an 
underground storm drain pipe and natural swales where it is discharged into San Juan Creek via an 
48 inch outfall. The proposed project would raise the project site to accommodate development 
within the flood zone and a 48 inch storm drain would be constructed on the project site to allow for 
the continued conveyance of off-site runoff from the rail corridor and hillside to the same outfall 
location along San Juan Creek. Please also refer to Response to Comment L-3-2 for a discussion on 
changes in stormwater related to the railroad. 

Response to Comment L-3-4 

The comment states that design and construction plans for the project should be routed through 
OCTA for review. This includes any potential need for construction access or a temporary 
construction easement to construct the proposed project.  

Construction plans will be submitted to OCTA for review prior to grading. Any need for construction 
access or temporary construction easements through the adjacent railroad ROW will also be 
coordinated through OCTA. 
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2.2.4 SOUTH COAST WATER DISTRICT 

Letter Code: L-4 
Date: February 19, 2020 

Response to Comment L-4-1 

This comment is introductory and states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately describe and offer 
mitigation for the project’s traffic and circulation impacts.   The comment is introductory in nature, 
and the project’s traffic and circulation impacts, as well as feasible mitigation, are discussed in detail 
in Responses to Comments L-4-3 through L-4-13, provided below. 

Response to Comment L-4-2 

This comment states that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a Draft EIR to 
identify a project’s significant effects, and identify mitigation measures and project alternatives to 
reduce or avoid such effects. This comment then summarizes relevant portions of Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Sections 21002 and 21002.1, which require a lead agency to identify feasible mitigation 
measures that may reduce or avoid a project’s significant impacts.  

This comment is a summary of CEQA requirements and does not contain any substantive comments 
or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment L-4-3 

This comment suggests that the Draft EIR did not adequately address the project’s impacts on 
ingress and egress to the properties immediately south of Stonehill Drive on the west side of the Los 
Angeles–San Diego–San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail corridor (the Harrison and Cassady properties) by 
making no provision for an access easement to those properties, and by not addressing the traffic 
and circulation impacts that may occur from disregarding an access easement to those properties. 
This comment also claims that the Draft EIR fails to address cumulative traffic impacts of foreseeable 
projects within the City of Dana Point, including plans for the South Coast Water District’s (SCWD) 
properties on the south side of Stonehill Drive from the project site for the Ganahl Lumber Project. 

In 1999, Harrison and Cassady, neighboring parcels to the south of the project site, were granted a 
non-exclusive access easement over the project site by Home Depot. Pursuant to the terms of that 
grant of easement, Harrison and Cassady were afforded access over the project site, when the site 
was improved, as an interim solution. Home Depot’s grant of easement terminated at the edge of 
the project site and did not address access under the Stonehill Drive bridge.  The City of San Juan 
Capistrano purchased the project site from Home Depot and thereby became Home Depot’s 
successor-in-interest under the easement.   

According to its terms, this non-exclusive easement is currently in effect.  The Harrison (now owned 
by SCWD) and Cassady properties would continue to benefit from the easement over the project 
site until such time a reasonably equivalent, alternative access to the properties is constructed off 
Stonehill Drive. Nothing in the easement obligates the owner of the project site (i.e., either the City 
or Ganahl) to resolve access to the Harrison and Cassady properties south of the project site’s 
property line.  It is possible, although it has not yet been determined, that the private access road 
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that SCWD constructed to serve its property meets this test of “reasonably equivalent access,” thus 
terminating the access easement.  Regardless, upon completion of the site development plan for the 
project, the project site would be fully paved and improved with available vehicular circulation 
which would continue to  provide (and not interfere with) the existing access easement for the 
benefit of the Harrison and Cassady properties.  Because the existing easement would be 
maintained and because circulation on the project site would be adequate, the Commenter’s 
allegations about increases in traffic impacts as a result of the City’s treatment of the easement is 
inaccurate. 

The access easement on the project site terminates at the southern edge of the project 
site.  Nothing in the recorded access easement obligates Home Depot or its successors-in-interest 
(i.e., the City or Ganahl) to provide access traversing off-site property under Stonehill Drive or to 
resolve the current at-grade railroad crossing that provides access to the Cassady and Harrison 
properties.  Pursuit of enhanced access under Stonehill Drive or modification of the at-grade 
crossing is outside the scope of the current project.  However, the City has had several meetings 
with the County of Orange, OCTA, the City of Dana Point, and SCWD in the interest of developing a 
long-term plan to eliminate the current at-grade railroad crossing.  The City remains fully committed 
to working with the partner agencies to discuss mutually beneficial access options and any 
necessary CEQA compliance that would be triggered by the pursuit of those options.    

Because the project does not include the construction of a new access road to the Harrison and 
Cassady properties, the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the project (Appendix J of the 
Draft EIR) assumes that ingress and egress to those properties would continue to be taken from 
Camino Capistrano via the existing at-grade railroad crossing. The proposed project does not impact 
or change this access point.  Because the project does not impact the existing access that the 
Harrison and Cassady properties have, no physical changes to the environment would result from 
that non-action. 

Refer to Response to Comment L-4-12, provided below, for a response regarding the SCWD’s 
assertion that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate cumulative traffic impacts of reasonably foreseeable 
projects in Dana Point, including plans for the SCWD’s properties on the south side of Stonehill Drive 
from the project site of the Ganahl Lumber Project. 

Response to Comment L-4-4 

This comment provides background information regarding the access easement described above in 
Response to Comment L-4-3 and claims that the access easement must be used to replace the at-
grade railroad crossing that currently provides access to the Harrison and Cassady properties to the 
south of the Stonehill Drive bridge. 

Please refer to Response to Comment L-4-3. Nothing associated with the current proposed project 
impedes or prevents the development of a long-term solution to remove the at-grade crossing that 
the Harrison and Cassady properties currently use for ingress and egress. 

Response to Comment L-4-5 

This comment recites an excerpt from the City of Dana Point’s scoping comments dated June 28, 
2019, regarding the project, requesting that a proposed access road under Stonehill Drive 
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connecting properties south of the project site should be included as part of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) and project entitlements and any future traffic impacts should be studied in the TIA 
and EIR. 

As discussed above in the Response to Comment L-4-3, the project does not include the 
construction of a new access road to the Harrison and Cassady properties. Although the site plan for 
the proposed project would accommodate the future construction of such an access road by 
providing a gate in the southern portion of the project site that would allow for vehicular access to 
the south at some point in the future, the construction of an access road beneath the Stonehill Drive 
bridge that would connect with the Harrison and Cassady properties is not required for the 
operation of any of the project’s proposed land uses; the proposed project has independent utility 
from this easement. This is a real estate issue and there exists no obligation for the Ganahl Lumber 
Project to provide access under Stonehill Drive for the properties south of Stonehill Drive or 
establish a utility easement in the same area. This issue will be addressed separately by and 
between the City, the South Coast Water District (SCWD), Harrison property owners, and Cassidy 
property owners.  For these reasons, the TIA and the EIR prepared for the project do not evaluate 
any future traffic impacts or trips associated with existing land uses on the Harrison and Cassady 
properties. 

Response to Comment L-4-6 

This comment recites an excerpt from the Orange County Transportation Authority’s scoping 
comments regarding the project dated July 2, 2019, requesting clarification regarding how the 
project would continue to accommodate access for the property owners of the Harrison and 
Cassady properties and comply with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) order 
regarding the closure of the at-grade railroad crossing that provides access to the Harrison and 
Cassady properties. 

Refer to Responses to Comments L-4-4 and L-4-5, provided above. 

Response to Comment L-4-7 

This comment recites an excerpt from the Southern California Regional Rail Authority’s (SCRRA) 
(Metrolink) scoping comments regarding the project, which are dated June 21, 2019, requesting that 
the improved access road should allow the Harrison and Cassady property owners to utilize the 
roadway, which could eliminate the need for the existing at-grade railroad crossing that currently 
provides access to those properties. 

Refer to Responses to Comments L-4-4 and L-4-5, provided above. 

Response to Comment L-4-8 

This comment recites an excerpt from the SCWD’s scoping comments regarding the project, which 
are dated June 20, 2019, noting that the project includes an easement for a two-lane access road 
extending from the southeast side of the project site to the Harrison and Cassady properties south 
of Stonehill Drive.  The excerpt also includes a request from SCWD that the City arrange for a non-
exclusive road, access and utility easement at least 24 feet wide to be granted to SCWD. 

Refer to Responses to Comments L-4-4 and L-4-5, provided above. 
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Response to Comment L-4-9 

This comment claims that the issues raised in the scoping comments were not adequately addressed 
in the Draft EIR. 

The comment is referencing bullet points in the comment letter, which were addressed in Response 
to Comments L-4-5 through L-4-8, above. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment L-4-10 

This comment asserts that the easements affecting the project site may not be modified or vacated 
as part of the project by the City or the project Applicant without compensation to the easement 
holder. This comment claims that the project’s disregard of the easement will deny the Harrison and 
Cassady properties the ingress and egress provided by the easement, and the EIR fails to consider 
the project’s traffic and circulation impacts. 

Refer to Responses to Comments L-4-3 and L-4-5, provided above.  Although SCWD’s construction of 
the private access road may provide a reasonably equivalent access to the Harrison and Cassady 
properties, thus terminating the easement, no determination has been made.  Regardless, for the 
purposes of this project, the easement is being treated as if it remains in effect and would not be 
modified or vacated as part of the project approvals without prior discussion and agreement with 
the parties to the easement.  The City will also not be amending any deeds affecting the project site 
as part of its approvals. The Draft EIR will be revised to state: 

Amendment of Easements Affecting the Property: Easements granted to adjacent properties may be 
modified or vacated as part of the project approvals with prior discussion and agreement with the 
parties to the easement. 

Response to Comment L-4-11 

This comment recites an excerpt from Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, in which the 
SCWD’s scoping comments were summarized. The comment indicates that the Draft EIR 
mischaracterizes the SCWD’s scoping comment by stating that the SCWD requested secondary 
access to the Harrison and Cassady properties. The comment expresses strong support for the 
completion of an access road south of the project site that would connect the Harrison and Cassady 
properties to Stonehill Drive through the project site. The comment also claims that the project’s 
plans would result in significant traffic and circulation impacts that should be analyzed in the EIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comments L-4-4 and L-4-5, provided above. 

Response to Comment L-4-12 

This comment provides a description of Stonehill Drive and recites an excerpt from the Draft EIR in 
which the methodology for evaluating cumulative traffic impacts was described. This comment 
claims that the Draft EIR’s cumulative traffic analysis improperly excluded traffic generated by 
proposed projects in Dana Point, as well as traffic generated by existing and future land uses on the 
SCWD’s properties south of Stonehill Drive, including the SCWD’s proposed Doheny Seawater 
Desalination Plant and long-term plans for a new administration headquarters and operations 
center.  
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The existing plus project plus cumulative traffic conditions were developed in coordination with the 
City. The City Planning Department provided a list of all approved and pending projects in San Juan 
Capistrano to be included in this scenario. In addition, an ambient traffic volume growth rate of 0.5 
percent per year was recommended by the City Traffic Engineer. This rate is conservative because 
these traffic conditions include traffic volumes of all projects that currently under construction, not 
yet built, and not yet occupied (approved), as well as all projects currently being processed and 
considered (pending), in San Juan Capistrano. As such, the existing plus project plus cumulative 
traffic analysis scenario evaluated in the TIA and Draft EIR reflected the application of a 0.5 percent 
per year growth rate to the existing 2018 traffic volumes to account for any additional future 
development in the project vicinity that would be built before the project’s anticipated opening year 
of 2024 (3 percent total growth from 2018 to 2024). This condition also included the proposed 
project trips and manually assigned trips generated by the approved/pending (cumulative) projects. 
Therefore, although the cumulative traffic analysis did not expressly include any approved/pending 
projects in Dana Point or other nearby cities, the analysis reflected ambient growth in traffic. The 
TIA (and Draft EIR) also included a 2040 build-out analysis scenario that reflected anticipated 
development that would occur by that date and a corresponding traffic growth rate. 

According to the TIA, traffic counts were collected in 3 consecutive days at the existing project site. 
The average of the 3 days was used to develop the existing trips related to the vehicle storage 
facility (refer to page 13 of the TIA, which is included as Appendix J of the Draft EIR). Using the traffic 
counts, the TIA accounted for existing trips using the Stonehill Drive/Waterworks Way intersection, 
including traffic generated by the SCWD’s existing facilities. Although the SCWD’s proposed 
Desalination Plant was not included as a cumulative project in the TIA, a review of the EIR prepared 
for the Desalinization Plant project (available at http://www.scwd.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.
aspx?BlobID=8152) reveals that trip generation and trip assignment associated with operation of the 
Desalination Plant were not identified. Based on the available information, it appears that 
operational traffic for the Desalination Plant would be nominal and would not affect the conclusions 
in the TIA or the EIR for the Ganahl project. 

The SCWD did not provide specific details regarding its long-term plans to construct a new 
administration headquarters and operations center on its property south of Stonehill Drive in its 
June 20, 2019, comment letter. Without such information, the City could not meaningfully include 
that activity as a cumulative project in its analysis.  It would be highly speculative for the City to 
assume any size and operational characteristics of any future SCWD office and the associated 
vehicle trips that such a facility would generate. Therefore, in accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145, the City appropriately evaluated cumulative traffic impacts based on 
available information rather than engaging in a speculative evaluation. 

Response to Comment L-4-13 

This comment provides a summary of the points raised in the comment letter and requests that a 
revised Draft EIR be prepared and circulated because the commenting agency believes that 
substantial evidence shows the project would likely result in significant, unmitigated traffic impacts. 
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The City, as Lead Agency, has determined that information provided in this Response to Comments 
document clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications to the Draft EIR. No significant changes 
have been made to the information contained in the Draft EIR as a result of the responses to 
comments, and no significant new information has been added that would require recirculation of 
the document. A revised version of the Draft EIR has been prepared to make minor corrections and 
clarifications to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received during the public review period. 

  



G A N A H L  L U M B E R  P R O J E C T  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  J U A N  C A P I S T R A N O  

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  
M A Y  2 0 2 0  

 
 

 
 
2-132 

This page intentionally left blank 



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  
M A Y  2 0 2 0  

G A N A H L  L U M B E R  P R O J E C T  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  J U A N  C A P I S T R A N O  

 
 
 

 
 

2-133 

2.3 REGIONAL AGENCIES 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY (METROLINK) 

Letter Code: R-1 
Date: February 19, 2020 

Response to Comment R-1-1 

This comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about 
the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
No further response is required. 

Response to Comment R-1-2 

This comment indicates that the project includes an easement for an access road south of Stonehill 
Drive to neighboring properties that are currently required to use an existing at-grade railroad 
crossing south of Stonehill Drive. This comment expresses support for the closure of the at-grade 
railroad crossing south of Stonehill Drive and recommends that the access road be built to 
accommodate the turning radius of the largest vehicle that would access the properties south of 
Stonehill Drive. This comment also recommends that the project include adequate measures to 
preclude trespassing into the adjacent Los Angeles–San Diego–San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail 
corridor. 

The access easement referred to in this comment already exists and is not being altered by the 
proposed project. This is a real estate issue and there exists no obligation for the Ganahl Lumber 
Project to provide access under Stonehill Drive for the properties south of Stonehill Drive. This issue 
will be addressed separately by and between the City of San Juan Capistrano (City), the South Coast 
Water District (SCWD), Harrison property owners, and Cassidy property owners. 

As shown in Figure 3.7b and Figure 3.7c in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, an 8-
foot-high concrete wall or steel picket fence would separate the project site from the adjacent 
LOSSAN rail corridor to discourage trespassing and increase safety. 

Response to Comment R-1-3 

This comment requests that all work activities within the Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
(SCRRA) right-of-way (ROW) or work activities that affect the operation or safety of trains be 
reviewed and approved by SCRRA. Work and/or activities that would be subject to written 
authorization of SCRRA would include construction activities that would require access to the 
railroad ROW, such as the construction of retaining walls. This comment provides a link to a 
webpage that describes the ROW encroachment approval procedures.  

The City acknowledges that the project Applicant will be required to apply for an encroachment 
permit from SCRRA for any construction activities that would require access to the railroad ROW. 

Response to Comment R-1-4 

This comment states that project-related runoff is not permitted onto the railroad ROW and that the 
existing drainage from the railroad to San Juan Creek should be maintained so as to not cause 
flooding within the railroad ROW.  
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Please refer to Responses to Comments L-3-2 and L-3-3 for a discussion of stormwater runoff 
related to the railroad ROW. 

Response to Comment R-1-5 

The comment states that storage sheds proposed along the railroad ROW (Building 6C) should be set 
back from the property line to reduce the risk of stored materials falling onto the railroad ROW.  

Building 6C would be set back approximately 4 feet, 6 inches from the eastern boundary of the 
project site. In addition to this setback, the project site’s eastern property line is located 
approximately 40 feet from the closest of the two railroad tracks in the LOSSAN rail corridor. 
Therefore, Building 6C would be located approximately 44 feet, 6 inches from the nearest railroad 
tracks, a distance that would minimize the safety hazards associated with materials stored in 
Building 6C falling onto the railroad tracks.  

Response to Comment R-1-6 

The comment states that the proposed 12,000-gallon diesel refueling tank adjacent to the railroad 
ROW should have an appropriate setback, and leakage mitigation should be provided.  

The refueling tank would be set back approximately 7 feet, 6 inches from the eastern boundary of 
the project site, and would be separated by an 8-foot-high concrete wall or steel picket fence. The 
refueling tank would be located approximately 50 feet from the nearest railroad tracks in the 
LOSSAN rail corridor. As discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, 
the refueling tank would be designed with double walls and a containment vessel, and would be 
operated in compliance with all applicable State and federal regulations governing the handling of 
diesel fuels. Additionally, the tank would meet all National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements, and incorporate Structural Source Control best management practices 
(BMPs) in the fueling area. As such, leakage would not enter the railroad ROW, and no mitigation is 
required.  

Response to Comment R-1-7 

The comment indicates that construction plans should be submitted to the SCRRA Engineering 
Department at the address provided. The comment also requests that SCRRA Engineering and 
Construction Guidelines be consulted and provides a link to the materials. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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2.4 MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
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1

Ryan Bensley

Subject: FW: Danahal Lumber Project

From: christine johnson <itistina747@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 2:43 PM
To: Sergio Klotz <SKlotz@sanjuancapistrano.org>
Cc: christine johnson <itistina747@yahoo.com>
Subject: Danahal Lumber Project

[The e-mail below is from an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an 
unknown or suspicious origin.] 

Dear City, I have a view of this site from my window at Spinnaker Run condos across the ravine. Please plant thick trees and flowering 
shrubs along the ravine so it will help the wildlife, filter dirt and help my view. Sorry my comment is late, however I was not able to get 
through. Please call if you have any questions. 612-2374052  Thank you so much, Christine Johnson 

Best Wishes and have a great day! 
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2.4.1 CHRISTINE JOHNSON  

Letter Code: P-1 
Date: January 21, 2020 

Response to Comment P-1-1 

The comment states that views of the project site are visible from the nearby Spinnaker Run 
condominiums. The comment suggests the planting of thick trees and flowering shrubs along the 
side of the project site to help wildlife, filter the dirt, and improve views.  

As further discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would enhance 
the existing visual setting of the project site by converting the existing underutilized property to a 
developed commercial use featuring high-quality building materials and new landscaping. 
Additionally, as established in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would result in less than significant impacts to biological resources. As described in Section 
4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less than significant air quality 
impacts. Therefore, no tree or shrub planting would be required to mitigate impacts related to 
aesthetics, air quality, or biological resources.   

  



From: Joyce Perry <kaamalam@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 1:31 PM
To: Sergio Klotz <SKlotz@sanjuancapistrano.org>
Subject: Ganahl Lumber Project DEIR

Dear Mr. Sergio Klotz, 

I am writing on behalf of the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation-Belardes in
response to your letter regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Ganahl
Lumber Project. 

Please accept our late repose to the Draft EIR. I hope that it is not too late to go on record
concerning this project. Because of the numerous ancestral sites near the project area, the fact that
ORA-1506 extends into the project area, and the fact that  no phase one investigations have taken
place, we request that native and archaeological monitors are present during all ground disturbing
activities. Additionally, we would like to continue to be consulted with and kept informed as this
project progresses. 

Húu'uni 'óomaqati yáamaqati.
Teach peace
Joyce Stanfield Perry
Payomkawichum Kaamalam - President
Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation
Tribal Manager, Cultural Resource Director

P-2-1
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2.4.2 JUANEÑO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS, ACJACHEMEN NATION 

Letter Code: P-2 
Date: March 19, 2020 

Response to Comment P-2-1 

This comment requests that native and archaeological monitors be present during all ground 
disturbing activities on the project site due to the numerous ancestral sites near the project site, the 
fact that ORA-1506 extends into the project site, and the fact that no Phase I investigations have 
taken place. The comment also requests that the City continue to consult with the tribe and keep 
them informed as the project progresses. 

On March 19, 2020, Sergio Klotz, the City’s Assistant Director of Development Services provided the 
following response via email: 

Hello Joyce – Hope all is well.  Thank you for providing your comments.  While they are submitted 
after the close of the response period, your concerns are addressed by Mitigation Measure CUL-1, 
which requires monitoring by a qualified archaeological monitor as well as a Native American 
monitor during ground-disturbing activities in native soils.  Specifically, the Draft EIR includes Table 
7.A: Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program which outlines Mitigation Measure CUL-1: 

CUL-1: Cultural Resources Monitoring and Accidental Discovery. Prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, and in adherence to the recommendations of the cultural resources survey, the project 
Applicant shall retain, with approval of the City of San Juan Capistrano (City) Development Services 
Director, or designee, a qualified archaeological monitor. A monitoring plan should be prepared by 
the archaeologist and implemented upon approval by the City. Prior to issuance of grading permits, 
the project Applicant, with City approval, shall also retain a Native American monitor to be selected 
by the City after consultation with interested tribal and Native American representatives. Both 
monitors shall be present on the project site during ground-disturbing activities to monitor rough and 
finish grading, excavation, and other ground-disturbing activities in the native soils. Because no 
cultural resources were identified on the project site, both monitors are not required to be present on 
a full-time basis, but shall spot check ground-disturbing activities to ensure that no cultural resources 
are impacted during construction activities. If cultural materials are discovered during site 
preparation, grading, or excavation, the construction contractor shall divert all earthmoving activity 
within and around the immediate discovery area until a qualified archaeologist can assess the nature 
and significance of the find. Project personnel shall not collect or move any archaeological materials 
or human remains and associated materials. To the extent feasible, project activities shall avoid 
these deposits. Where avoidance is not feasible, the archaeological deposits shall be evaluated for 
their eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. If the deposits are not 
eligible, avoidance is not necessary. If the deposits are eligible, adverse effects on the deposits must 
be avoided, or such effects must be mitigated. Mitigation can include, but is not necessarily limited 
to: excavation of the deposit in accordance with a data recovery plan (see California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Title 4(3) Section 5126.4(b)(3)(C)) and standard archaeological field methods and 
procedures; laboratory and technical analyses of recovered archaeological materials; production of a 
report detailing the methods, findings, and significance of the archaeological site and associated 
materials; curation of archaeological materials at an appropriate facility for future research and/or 
display; an interpretive display of recovered archaeological materials at a local school, museum, or 
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library; and public lectures at local schools and/or historical societies on the findings and significance 
of the site and recovered archaeological materials. The City Development Services Director, or 
designee, shall be responsible for reviewing any reports produced by the archaeologist to determine 
the appropriateness and adequacy of the findings and recommendations. [italics and highlighting 
included in original e-mail text] 

Please let me know if you should have any questions. Thank you. 

Sergio Klotz, AICP 
Development Services Department 
Assistant Director 
949.443.6334 
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3.0 FINAL EIR (BOUND SEPARATELY IN VOLUME II) 
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