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1. PROJECT: Code Amendment (CA) 15-004, amending Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive
Development Plan (CDP) 78-01, Sector “C” addressing Medical and Dental uses.

2. LEAD AGENCY: City of San Juan Capistrano

3. CONTACT PERSON & PHONE: Laura Stokes, Housing Coordinator / Assistant Planner, 32400 Paseo
Adelanto, San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675, (949) 443-6313, Istokes@sanjuancapistrano.org

4., PROJECT LOCATION: 27282 through 27514 Calle Arroyo, San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675.
5. APPLICANT: Dunbar Ortega, LLC.
6. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: 4.0 Industrial Park.

7. ZONING: Planned Community (PC) Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan
(CDP) 78-01, Sector “C".

8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: An amendment to the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive
Development Plan (CDP) 78-01, Sector “C” addressing Medical and Dental and to allow medical and
dental office uses, whereas Sector “C” does not currently permit the Medical and Dental use.
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Project Vicinity

9. SURROUNDING LAND USE(S) & PROJECT SETTING: The property is designated 4.0 - Industrial Park
on the Land Use element of the San Juan Capistrano General Plan and is zoned "PC" (Planned
Community) and subject to the provisions of Comprehensive Development Plan 78-01, Ortega Planned
Community. The project site is surrounded by five (5) different Land Use designations, 5.0 Public
Institutional to the north, 5.3 Assisted Care Facilities to the north, 4.0 Industrial Park to the northwest,
Planned Community to the west, and 1.0 General Open Space to the south and east. The site is situated
within Planning Sectors "C" of the Ortega Planned Community, and is surrounded by additional Ortega
Planned Community to the north and west, specifically Sector “D” and “B-2” to the north, Sector “B” to the
north west, and Sector “B-3" to the west, and is boarded by the General Open Space zone district on the
south and east. The project site is an existing 28.9 gross acre site located at the southern terminus of
Rancho Viejo Road and bordering Calle Arroyo to the north and San Juan Creek to the south.

10. OTHER REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS: None

11. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: None

12. CONSULTATION:

A. Federal, State, and Other Local Agencies:
Not Applicable
B. City of San Juan Capistrano
Keith Till, Interim City Manager
Cindy Russell, Chief Financial Officer
Jeff Ballinger, City Attorney
Sergio Klotz, Acting Development Services Director
David Contreras, Acting Assistant Development Services Director
Lt. Scott Spalding, Orange County Sheriff's Department
George Alvarez, City Engineer
Eric Bauman, Utilities Engineer
C. Documents & resources:
City of San Juan Capistrano, General Plan.
City of San Juan Capistrano, Title 9, Land Use Code.
City of San Juan Capistrano, Environmental Review Guidelines.
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Maps.
Comprehensive/Specific Development Plan, Ortega Planned Community CDP 78-01
U.S.G.S. Topographic Quadrangle, San Juan Capistrano.
City of San Juan Capistrano, Architectural Design Guidelines.

13. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: The environmental factors
checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
"Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages:

[] Aesthetics [] Agricultural Resources 1 Air Quality

[] Biological Resources [ ] Cultural Resources [l Geology & Soils

[] Hazards & Hazardous Mats. [] Hydrology & Water Quality ~ [] Land Use & Planning
[] Mineral Resources [ ] Noise [ ] Population & Housing
] Public Services [] Recreation [] Transportation & Traffic
[] Utilities & Service Systems [ ] Mandatory Findings of Significance
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15.

16.

DETERMINATION. (To be completed by lead agency) Based on this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to
be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

ENVIRONMENTAL ADMINISTRATOR DETERMINATION (Section 9-2.201 of SJC Municipal Code):
The initial study for this project has been reviewed and the environmental determination is hereby
approved:

Qma& %fw VA

David Contreras, Acting Developmént Services Director Date
Environmental Administrator

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts which may result from the proposed project.
For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist (Section 2) are stated
and answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the project’s short-term impacts (construction-related), and its operational or day-to-day
impacts. For each question, the following should be provided:

1

2)

3)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

Once the City has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less
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than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a
“Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier
Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D).
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general
plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7) Include a source list and list of individuals contacted or consulted.

8) This form is consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and all Initial
Studies performed on projects within the city must use this format.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify, a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to
evaluate each question; and b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less
than significance.

. 0
SHE |335E| SGE 2
16.1 AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ] X
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic building along a State- | [] ] O X
designated scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site [] [] [] %
and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would [] [] [] %
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? No Impact. The code amendment does not include
any development proposal but would regulate the use of medical and dental offices within Sector “C” of
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b)

c)

d)

the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan. No aesthetic resources would be
impacted as a result of this code amendment.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings along a state scenic highway? No Impact. No scenic resources, including trees, rock
outcroppings or historic buildings would be impacted by this code amendment.

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? No Impact.
Refer to Responses 14.1a and 14.1b, above.

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not set forth specific standards for internal
and external illumination. However illumination standards are regulated per Municipal Code Section 9-
3.529.

. S -
S5E [8952 | 888 | =
16.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance as depicted on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland ] ] ] X
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the CA. Resources Agency?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
Contract? O O O X
c. Conflicts with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220 (g), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned ] ] ] X
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51101(g)?
d. Results in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? [l [l [l I
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non- ] ] ] X
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown

b)

on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? No Impact. The code amendment does not impact
agricultural uses and would not result in conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural uses.
Therefore, the code amendment does not affect an agricultural resource area and thus does not impact
designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? No Impact. The proposed
code amendment generally regulates properties that are zoned for Ortega Planned Community
Comprehensive Development Plan Sector “C”; agricultural designations generally do not have medical
office uses, and no Williamson Act contracts apply. Therefore, implementation of the code amendment
would not result in any conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract. No
impacts are anticipated in this regard.

Conflicts with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220 (g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
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d)

Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51101(g)? No Impact. As previously
stated, the proposed project area is not located within an agricultural area. Thus, implementation of this
code amendment would not result in changes in the environment, which would result in the conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural use. No impacts are anticipated in this regard.

Results in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact. No forest land
is proposed to be lost or converted. No impacts are anticipated in this regard.

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact.
As previously stated, the proposed code amendment is not located within an agricultural area. Thus,
implementation of this project would not result in changes in the environment, which would result in the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. No impacts are anticipated in this regard.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.3 AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a.

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

[
[
[
X

Violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation? O O O X

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under the
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including ] ] ] X
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? L] L] L] X

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? L] L] L] X

a)

b)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? No Impact. The City of San
Juan Capistrano is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is governed by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). A consistency determination is important in local
agency project review by comparing local planning projects to the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)
in several ways. It fulfills the CEQA goal of fully informing local agency decision makers of the
environmental costs of the project under consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that air quality
concerns are addressed. Only new or significant amendments to General Plan elements, Specific Plans
and significantly unique projects need to go under a consistency review due to the AQMP strategy being
based on projections from local General Plans. The proposed Code Amendment is a change to land use
provisions which would not create significant air quality impacts. Therefore, projects that are consistent
with the local General Plan and do not create significant air quality impacts are considered consistent with
the air quality-related regional plan. Because the proposed code amendment is consistent with the goals
of the City of San Juan Capistrano General Plan, and would not produce long-term significant quantities of
criteria pollutants or violate ambient air quality standards, the proposed code amendment is considered to
be consistent with the AQMP and a more detailed consistency analysis is not warranted.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?
No Impact. Because the proposed code amendment consists of a proposed amendment to the land use
provisions, the code amendment would not directly or indirectly result in any air quality emissions.
Furthermore, the development of new structures in the District to accommodate office commercial land
uses would require discretionary review which would be subject to project-specific CEQA review.
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¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? No Impact. Refer to Responses a
and b.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? No Impact. Sensitive populations (i.e.,
children, senior citizens and acutely or chronically ill people) are more susceptible to the effects of air
pollution than are the general population. Land uses considered sensitive receptors typically include
residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals, convalescent homes, and retirement
homes. No project is associated with the code amendment, only regulation of uses which would not affect
any sensitive receptors.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? No Impact. The proposed code
amendment would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

- 23| .
ERE |35 | 3FE 2
16.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or ] ] ] 4
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the
USFWS?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, [] [] [] %
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game
(DFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not ] ] ] X
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or [] [] H X
migratory wildlife corridors, orimpede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological [] [] [] %
resources, such as tree preservation policy/ordinance?
f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, ] ] ] X
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified

as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or the USFWS? No Impact. The code amendment would not
result in site grading or weed abatement activities that could affect habitat. Therefore, the proposed code
amendment would not have an adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? No Impact. The proposed code amendment regulates land use, and
would have no adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wild Service. Thus, no impacts to riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities are
anticipated.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? No Impact. No wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, would be impacted by this code amendment. The proposed code amendment regulates
land uses. Thus, the project would not result in impacts to wetlands.

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? No Impact. Approval of the code amendment would not interfere with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The ordinance regulates land uses in Sector “C” of the
Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree preservation
policy/ordinance? No Impact. No development project is associated with the proposed code amendment.
The ordinance proposes to regulate land uses in the Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community
Comprehensive Development Plan to regulate medical and dental office uses.

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? No Impact. The City of San
Juan Capistrano is situated in the Coastal and Southern Sub-region of the County of Orange Natural
Community Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP). However, the City is not a
signatory to the Implementation Agreement for the sub-region and more importantly, the code amendment
is a regulatory document and would not result in conservation planning impacts.

.. -1
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16.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical [ [ [ <
resource as defined in * 15064.5 of CEQA?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an [ [ [ <
archaeological resource pursuant to * 15064.5 of CEQA?
c. Directly orindirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site [] [] H X
or unique geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? [ [ [ X

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in * 15064.5 of
CEQA? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not propose a development project, grading or
land disturbances. Therefore, the code amendment would not impact cultural, prehistoric, historic,
archaeology or paleontology resources.
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Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to

15064.5 of CEQA? No Impact. Refer to Response to a. above.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? No
Impact. Paleontological sites are abundant in southern Orange County, especially along the coast and in
creek areas. Because the proposed code amendment regulates process, procedure and development

standards, there is no potential for disturbance of sub-surface resources.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? No Impact. No
development project is associated with the proposed code amendment. Therefore, the disturbance of

human remains would not occur.

.. -0
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16.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving (i.) rupture of a
known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist, or ] ] ] 4
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to DM&G
Pub. 42)?; or, (ii) strong seismic ground shaking?; or, (iii) seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction?; or, (iv) landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? L] L] 1 X
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- [] [] [] X
site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- 1-B of the 1994 [] [] [] %
UBC, creating substantial risks to life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not ] ] ] X
available for the disposal of waste water?

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or

death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake

Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.) No Impact. The City
of San Juan Capistrano is located within the seismically active southern California region and would
likely be subjected to groundshaking, thus exposing existing facilities to seismic hazards. No known
active seismic faults traverse the City of San Juan Capistrano. However, the City is located within 50
miles of several known potential sources of strong shaking, including the offshore segment of the
Newport-Inglewood fault system located approximately six miles west of the City and the San Andreas
fault system located approximately 50 miles east of the city. The City is not identified as an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly referred to as “Special Studies Zones”). Furthermore the
County of Orange General Plan indicates that the project site is not within an Alquist Priolo Special
Study Zone. Impacts are not anticipated. The proposed project which involves changes in land use
provisions would not result in potential impacts to new uses.



Initial Study/Environmental Checklist -13- City of San Juan Capistrano, California

b)

c)

d)

e)

2) Strong seismic ground shaking? No Impact. Southern California is a seismically active region likely to
experience, on average, one earthquake of Magnitude 7.0, and ten (10) earthquakes of Magnitude 6.0
over a period of 10 years. Active faults are those faults that are considered likely to undergo renewed
movement within a period of concern to humans. These include faults that are currently slipping,
those that display earthquake activity, and those that have historical surface rupture. The California
Geological Survey (CGS) defines active faults as those which have had surface displacement within
Holocene times (about the last 11,000 years). Such displacement can be recognized by the existence
of sharp cliffs in young alluvium, un-weathered terraces, and offset modern stream courses.
Potentially active faults are those believed to have generated earthquakes during the Quaternary
period, but prior to Holocene times. The code amendment is a regulatory document with no
development project proposed, therefore, no seismic impacts would occur.

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? No Impact. Liquefaction is the loss of strength
of cohesionless soils when the pore water pressure in the soil becomes equal to the confining
pressure. Liquefaction generally occurs as a “quicksand” type of ground failure caused by strong
groundshaking. The primary factors influencing liquefaction potential include groundwater, soil type,
relative density of the sandy soils, confining pressure, and the intensity and duration of
groundshaking. According to the City of San Juan Capistrano General Plan, Figure S-1, Geological
Hazards, the project area is susceptible to high liquefaction potential. However, the proposed code
amendment does not involve any physical development and therefore, would not result in liquefaction
impacts.

4) Landslides? No Impact. Landslides are mass movements of the ground that include rock falls,
relatively shallow slumping and sliding of soil, and deeper rotational or transitional movement of soil or
rock. Landsliding is considered likely within the Capistrano Formation which comprises much of the
City’s hillside slopes. However, according to the City of San Juan Capistrano General Plan, the
project site is not located within a known or highly suspected landslide area. The code amendment
does not propose development projects but is a document to regulate land uses in the Sector “C” of
the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan, therefore, no landslide impacts
would occur.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? No Impact. No construction is proposed as a part
of this code amendment; therefore, no erosion impacts would occur.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse? No Impact. No water extractions or similar practices are proposed by the code amendment.
Refer to Response 4.6a, above.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating
substantial risks to life or property? No Impact. According to the Orange County and Western Part of
Riverside County Soil Survey, dated September 1978, the project site has a low shrink-swell potential.
Further, this code amendment will have no impact as no physical improvements are proposed that would
alter existing conditions.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? No Impact. The proposed code
amendment does not include the installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

[

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

O] O
O] O
X | X

[

a)

b)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment? No Impact. Global warming poses a potential threat to the economic well-being, public
health, natural resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse impacts of global
warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a reduction in the quality and supply of water to
the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of thousands of
coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and the natural environment, and an
increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma, and other human health-related problems.
In 2006, the Legislature passed and the governor signed Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006, which set a 2020 greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal into law. AB32 directed the
California Air Resources Board to begin developing discrete early actions to reduce greenhouse gases
while also preparing a scoping plan to identify how best to achieve the 2020 limit for greenhouse gas
emissions (GHG). The reduction measures needed to meet the 2020 GHG target are to be adopted by the
start of 2011. The State Legislature also directed the California Air Resources Board to consult with the
Public Utilities Commission in the development of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions reduction measures,
including limits on emissions of greenhouse gases applied to electricity and natural gas providers
regulated by the Public Utilities Commission. The Legislature has also directed that such measures meet
the statewide emissions limits for greenhouse gases to be established pursuant to AB 32. Because the
proposed code amendment involves changes in land use provisions, it would not result in potential
impacts.

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases? No Impact. The proposed code amendment is not in conflict with any plan, policy, or
regulation adopted to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases because the proposed code amendment
involves changes in land use provisions, it would not result in potential impacts.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

[
[
[
X

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous ] ] ] X
materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing ] ] ] X
or proposed school?

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as [] [] [] %
a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

[
[
[
X

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

[
[
[
X

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

[
[
[
X

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to | [] L] 1 X
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

a)

b)

<)

d)

e)

f)

a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials? No Impact. The proposed code amendment would not involve the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and would not result in such impact.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? No Impact. The
proposed code amendment would not result in a release of hazardous materials into the environment.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? No Impact. The proposed code amendment
addresses land uses in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan
and therefore would have no hazardous emissions or impacts on school facilities.

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment? No Impact. The proposed code amendment regulates land uses in in Sector “C” of the
Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan and is therefore not included on a list of
sites containing hazardous materials, and would not result in hazards to the public or to the environment.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? No Impact. The proposed code amendment regulates land uses
in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan and would not
impact an airport land use plan or public airport.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? No Impact. The proposed code amendment proposes to amend
the municipal code to regulate kennels in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive
Development Plan, would not impact a private airstrip, and would not result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the City.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? No Impact. The proposed code amendment would have no impacts on emergency
response plans or emergency evacuation plans. No revisions to adopted emergency plans would be
would be required as a result of the proposed project.
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h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? No
Impact. The code amendment would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of wildland fires
because the project site does not adjoin OCFA-designated wildland areas.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

[
[
[
X

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

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a [ [ [ X
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on or off site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

[
[
[
X

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee
or dam?

j- Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

O O o O g O
O O o O g O
O O o O g O
Ml X | K| XK K

k. Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters
considering water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved
oxygen, turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants (e.g. heavy
metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash)?

[
[
[
X

I.  Result in significant alternation of receiving water quality during or
following construction?

[
[
[
X

m. Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream?
prop proj ] ] ] X
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

n. Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased
runoff?

[
[
[
X

o. Create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

[
[
[
X

p. Tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) list? If so, can it result in an increase in any
pollutant for which the water body is already impaired?

[
[
[
X

g. Tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas? If so, can it
exacerbate already existing sensitive conditions?

r. Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water
quality to either marine, fresh, or wetland waters?

s. Have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater quality?

t. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of
beneficial uses?

u. Impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

v. Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction or post
construction?

O|g) O (ojg|d
O|g) O (ojg|d
O|g) O (ojg|d
XK X [XKXKKX

w. Resultin a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas
of material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment
maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous materials
handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor
work areas?

X. Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the [] [] [] %
beneficial uses of the receiving waters?

[
[
[
X

y. Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or [] [] [] %
volume of stormwater runoff to cause environmental harm?

z. Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or
surrounding areas? [ [] L] X

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? No Impact. No development is
proposed as part of this code amendment, therefore no impacts are anticipated.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? No Impact. The code amendment would not
have the potential to substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge.
The code amendment would not increase the amount of water consumed regionally through increased
withdrawals from groundwater sources.



Initial Study/Environmental Checklist -18- City of San Juan Capistrano, California

c)

d)

e)

9)

h)

)

k)

m)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
No Impact. The code amendment would not result in changes in the amount of runoff as no development
project is proposed, therefore, no alteration of absorption rates and no changes in drainage patterns
associated with the proposed code amendment would occur.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site? No Impact. Refer to Response (c), above.

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? No Impact. Surface runoff
velocities, volumes and peak flow rates would not be impacted by this code amendment because it would
not contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of water.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? No Impact. Stormwater quality is generally affected by the
length of time since the last rainfall, rainfall intensity, urban uses of the area, and the quantity of
transported sediment. Typical urban water quality pollutants usually result from motor vehicle operations,
oil and grease residues, fertilizer/pesticide uses, and careless material storage and handling. The majority
of pollutant loads are usually washed away during the first flush of the storm occurring after the dry-
season period. However, no development projects are proposed with the code amendment, therefore, no
impacts to water quality would occur.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? No Impact. The proposed code
amendment does not propose housing. Therefore, no flood related impacts would occur.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? No
Impact. The project site is located within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the code amendment
does not propose any new structures. Refer to Response 4.8c and Response 4.8d, above, for additional
discussion.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? No Impact. As previously stated, the code
amendment is a regulatory document that does not propose any new building structures or land uses
within the 100-year flood plain.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? No Impact. There are no anticipated impacts to the proposed
project from seiche, tsunami or mudflow, as no topographical features or water bodies capable of
producing such events occur as a result of the proposed code amendment.

Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters? Consider water quality parameters such
as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants (e.g. heavy metals,
pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances,
and trash)? No Impact. Potential pollutant discharges to receiving waters would have no increase due to
no additional impervious surfaces added nor any use which would include increases pollutant discharges
as a part of this project.

Result in significant alternation of receiving water quality during or following construction? No Impact. The
code amendment would regulate the land uses in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community
Comprehensive Development Plan and would not result in any water quality impacts.

Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream? No Impact. The proposed code
amendment is a regulatory document that proposes no impervious surfaces, no volume of stormwater
runoff and would not result in increased downstream erosion.
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n)

p)

a)

Y

s)

B

v)

Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff? No Impact. No development
project is proposed with the code amendment and no increase in impervious surfaces and associated
runoff would occur.

Create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates
or volumes? No Impact. The code amendment does not include development projects and therefore does
not include grading or changes in drainage that would alter drainage patterns, or increase runoff flow rates
or volumes for any properties.

Tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list? If so,
can it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is already impaired? No Impact. No
development project is proposed with the code amendment. The code amendment regulates land use in
in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan; therefore, no water
quality impacts would occur.

Tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas? If so, can it exacerbate already existing sensitive
conditions? No Impact. See Response to p) above.

Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water quality to either marine, fresh, or
wetland waters? No Impact. The code amendment regulates medical and dental office uses in in Sector
“C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan and would not result in
discharges into surface waters. No development project is proposed with the code amendment, therefore
no pollutant discharges into such waters including pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers and similar chemicals
would occur.

Have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater quality? No Impact. The code amendment
would regulate medical and dental office uses in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community
Comprehensive Development Plan and does not involve excavation, drilling, or cuts that could intercept or
affect groundwater, and does not involve sub-surface fuel tanks or similar features that could affect
groundwater.

Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water quality
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not
include a development proposal and will not result in any violation of applicable water quality standards
established by the Clean Water Act and implemented by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) through the regional National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

Impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not include
a development project; therefore, no aquatic, wetland or riparian habitats would be impacted as a result of
the code amendment.

Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction or post construction? No Impact. The proposed
code amendment does not include a development project and would not impact stormwater runoff as no
construction is proposed with a regulatory document.

Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or
equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous
materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor work areas? No Impact. The
proposed code amendment does not include a development project and no discharge of stormwater
pollutants would occur as a result of a regulatory document.

Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters? No
Impact. The code amendment does not include a development project; therefore, no discharge of
stormwater would occur.
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y)

Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of stormwater runoff to cause
environmental harm? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not include a development project
and will neither increase the volume nor the velocity of stormwater flows, nor indirectly contribute to such
impacts as a result of approval of a regulatory ordinance.

Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas? No Impact. The proposed
code amendment does not include any development project proposal; therefore, no erosion to any
properties would occur.

.. -0
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16.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to
the General Plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ] ] ] X
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural ] ] ] X
community conservation plan?
a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not

b)

c)

include a development project and is a regulatory document. The regulatory ordinance could not impact
the physical arrangement of an established community and no impacts would occur.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? No Impact. The
proposed code amendment is consistent with the General Plan, Title 9 Zoning Code, and the Ortega
Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan 78-01, therefore, no impacts or conflicts to
existing regulatory documents would occur as a result of approving this code amendment.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? No
Impact. Refer to Response 4.4(f) above, which concludes the code amendment would not conflict with
any habitat conservation plan

.. -1
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16.11 MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that [] [] [] %
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
b. Resultinthe loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other | [] ] O X
land use plan?

a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
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b)

residents of the state? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not include a development
project. Therefore, the amendment to regulate land uses in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned
Community Comprehensive Development Plan would have no impact on mineral resources.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? No Impact. Refer to Response 14.10a, above.
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16.12 NOISE. Would the project:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or ] ] X ]
applicable standards of other agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne ] ] ] X
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the ] ] ] X
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels ] ] ] X
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
e. Fora project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or [ [ [ X
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?
f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive | [] ] O X
noise levels?

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? Less Than Significant
Impact. The proposed code amendment does not include a development project and would therefore not
create any impacts in terms of ambient noise levels. Noise impacts are regulated by the City’s General
Plan Noise Element and Title 9, Land Use Code regulations.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? No
Impact. The code amendment does not include a development proposal; therefore, no construction and
demolition activity would occur to generate excessive groundborne vibrations or noise levels.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? No Impact. The code amendment is a regulatory ordinance that does not include a
development project, therefore, no increase or impact in the ambient noise level would occur.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? No Impact. As noted above, the implementation of the proposed code
amendment would set forth land use regulations for in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community
Comprehensive Development Plan and would not result in short-term increased noise levels as no
development project is proposed and no associated construction activities.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within

two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in
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the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. As previously stated the proposed code
amendment is a document to regulate medical and dental office uses in in Sector “C” of the Ortega
Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan and would not impact public airport or public use
airport. The nearest airport, John Wayne-Santa Ana, is located about 20 miles northwest and no impacts
would occur.

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. The proposed code amendment is a document to
regulate medical and dental office uses in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive
Development Plan and would not expose people to excessive noise levels.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.13 POPULATION & HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the [] [] [] X
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

[
[
[
X

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction [] [] H X
of replacement housing elsewhere?

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? No Impact. The
proposed code amendment would not induce growth through the extension or expansion of major capital
infrastructure. No impacts to population and housing would occur.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? No Impact. The proposed code amendment would not require the removal existing housing, and
therefore would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? No Impact. Refer to Response 4.12a and 4.12b, above.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.14 PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire Protection?

[
[
[
X

Police Protection?

[
[
[
X
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Potentially
Significant
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Significant
Impact

Impact
Less Than

Less than
No Impact

Schools?

[
[

Parks?

[
[
N
X X

Other public facilities? H H

[
X

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Fire protection? No Impact. Proposed code amendment would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered fire protection facilities.

Police protection? No Impact. There are no significant impacts related to police protection or service
anticipated with implementation of the proposed code amendment.

Schools? No Impact. Implementation of the proposed code amendment would not result in the need for
the construction of additional school facilities. Therefore, no impacts in this regard will occur.

Parks? No Impact. Implementation of the proposed code amendment will not affect any existing park
facilities nor increase the demand for additional recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts to parks are
anticipated as a result of this project.

Other public facilities? No Impact. No significant impacts to other public facilities are anticipated to occur
with code amendment implementation.

Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Potentially
Significant

16.15 RECREATION. Would the project:

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial ] ] ] X
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have ] ] ] X
an adverse physical effect on the environment?

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? No
Impact. Implementation of the proposed code amendment will not generate an increase in demand on
existing public or private parks or other recreational facilities that would either result in or increase
physical deterioration of the facility.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? No Impact. Implementation of
the proposed code amendment does not include recreational facilities.
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16.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the | [] ] ] X
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel [] [] [] X
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion/management agency for designated roads or highways?
c. Resultinachange in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety | [] ] ] X
risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm | [] ] ] X
equipment)?
e. Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] ] ] X
f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the | [] ] ] X
performance or safety of such facilities?

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
No Impact. The code amendment would result in the development of land uses that could result in an
increase in vehicular trips. The code amendment is a regulatory document to regulate land uses in in
Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan and would not result in
traffic-related impacts.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion/management agency for designated roads or highways? No Impact. Refer to Response
4.15a, above.

c) Resultinachange in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks? No Impact. The code amendment is a regulatory document to
regulate land uses in in Sector “C” of the Ortega Planned Community Comprehensive Development Plan
and would not result in traffic-related impacts.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? No Impact. No public roadways are proposed as part of the
code amendment, therefore, no impacts regarding design features or incompatible uses would occur.

e) Resultininadequate emergency access? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not include a

development project. Adequate emergency access is required for all properties within the City of San
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Juan Capistrano and regulated by the 2013 California Building Code and Orange County Fire Authority
(OCFA).

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? No Impact. Project implementation
would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. Impacts
are not anticipated in this regard. The proposed code amendment does not propose a development
project; therefore, no impacts to parking would occur. The Title 9, Land Use Code regulates parking
standards and requirements.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
significant w/
Mitigation
Incorporated
Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a. [Exceedwastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional [ [ [ X
Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction ] ] ] X
of which could cause significant environmental effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which ] ] ] X
could cause significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entittements and resources, or are new or expanded ] ] ] X
entittements needed?

e. Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve [ [ [ X
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to [] [] [] %
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste? [ [ [ X

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? No
Impact. No improvements are associated with the proposed code amendment and therefore would not
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? No Impact. The
proposed code amendment does not include a development proposal and would not require or result in
the construction of wastewater treatment facilities (refer to Response 4.16a, above).

c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? No Impact. The
proposed code amendment does not include a development proposal and would not require or result in
the expansion of existing storm water drainage facilities.
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d)

f)

¢)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed? No Impact. No new or expanded entitlements would be

required with implementation of the proposed project. No impacts would occur.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that
it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing

commitments? No Impact. Refer to Response 4.16a, above.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs? No Impact. The proposed code amendment does not include a development proposal and would

not generate any solid waste.

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? No Impact. Refer to

Response 14.16f, above.
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16.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the project:
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to decrease below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, O O O I
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the O (] O 4|
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals?
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable (Cumulatively considerable@ means the 0 | 0] =
project’s incremental effects are considerable when compared to the
past, present, and future effects of other projects)?
d. Does the project have environmental effects which will have O O O 4]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly?
17.

PREPA;RATION. 'Ehe initial study for the subject project was prepared by:
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Laura Stokes, Housing Coordinator / Assistant Planner

Date:




