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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the 

South Orange County Community College District is serving as ―Lead Agency‖ for the preparation of 

the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Saddleback College and Irvine Valley College 

2011 Facilities Master Plans (FMPs or proposed project). The Final EIR presents the environmental 

information and analyses that have been prepared for the proposed project, including comments 

received addressing the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and responses to those comments. In addition to 

the responses to comments, clarifications, corrections, or minor revisions have been made to the 

Draft EIR. The Final EIR—which includes the responses to comments, the Draft EIR, along with the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program—will be used by the Board of Trustees in the decision-

making process for the proposed project. 

  

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2011071005) was 

circulated for a 30-day public review period beginning on July 1, 2011. A Scoping Meeting was held 

on July 21, 2011. A total of 14 written comments were received and used in the preparation of the 

Draft EIR. The Draft EIR for the proposed project was circulated for a 45-day public review period 

beginning on April 16, 2012 and ending on May 31, 2012. A total of 7 individual written comment 

letters were received on the Draft EIR. 

 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead agency evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from persons and agencies that reviewed the Draft EIR and prepare a 

written response addressing each of the comments received. The response to comments is 

contained in this document. A list of agencies, organizations, and interested parties who have 

commented on the Draft EIR is provided below in Table 1-1. A copy of each comment letter and a 

numbered response to each comment are provided in Section 1.4 (Response to Comments on the 

Draft EIR), below. 

TABLE 1-1 

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Letter 

Identifier 
Commenter Commenter Type 

A 
Governor’s Office of Planning & Research, State Clearinghouse & 

Planning Unit   
State 

B California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) State 

C Native American Heritage Commission State 

D City of Irvine Local Government 

E City of Mission Viejo Local Government 

F City of Santa Ana Local Government 

G City of Tustin Local Government 

H Orange County Transportation Authority Local Government 
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1.3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This section presents all of the revisions made to the Draft EIR in response to comments received. 

New text is double underlined and deleted text is indicated by strikethrough. Text changes are 

presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR. 

 

Page ES-6 
 

ES.3 Required Approvals 

 

This program EIR will serve as the CEQA compliance documentation for the South Orange 

County Community College District (the lead agency), as well as any State or local agencies with 

discretionary and/or ministerial actions decisions associated with the Proposed Project. These 

agencies may include, but are not limited to, the agencies listed below. 

 

TABLE ES-1 

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCY PERMITTING ACTIONS OR APPROVALS 

Agency Permitting Actions or Approvals 

South Orange County Community 

College District (Lead Agency) 

 Certification of a Final Program EIR and other 

CEQA related actions and approvals 

 Approval of Design/Build contracts 

California Department of General 

Services, Division of the State Architect 

 Approval of architectural plans 

California Department of Fish and 

Game 

 To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road jurisdictional determination and permit 

requirements 

California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 

 To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road jurisdictional determination and permit 

requirements 

Cities of Irvine and Mission Viejo    City of Mission Viejo slope easement (Saddleback 

Loop Road project) 

 Encroachment permits for public infrastructure 

improvements 

City of Tustin  Grading, Site Design and Development review per 

the conveyance agreement for the ATEP campus 

 Encroachment permits for public infrastructure 

improvements 

Irvine Ranch and Moulton Niguel Water 

Districts 

 Encroachment permits for connections to 

domestic and reclaimed water and sewer lines 

Orange County Flood Control District  Encroachment permit for any work within or 

adjacent to a Flood Control District right-of-way 

(Saddleback Loop Road project)  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road jurisdictional determination and permit 
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Agency Permitting Actions or Approvals 

requirements 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road permit requirements 
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ES.6 Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

TABLE ES-4 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Potential Impacts Mitigation Measures Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

3.2 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

The following 

intersections will 

have significant 

cumulative impacts 

related to be 

significantly 

impacted by project 

traffic during PM 

peak hours at 

buildout of the 

Saddleback College 

campus (2030):  

 Marguerite 

Parkway at Crown 

Valley Parkway  

 Marguerite 

Parkway at Avery 

Parkway  

Saddleback College 

long-term growth will 

contribute to these 

intersections, which 

are forecast to 

operate at 

unacceptable levels 

without the Proposed 

Project. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: The South Orange 

County Community College District shall 

coordinate with the City of Mission Viejo, the 

Orange County Transportation Authority, and 

the California Department of Transportation in 

the identification, planning and fair-share 

funding of intersection improvements at 

Marguerite Parkway and Avery Parkway. The 

district shall participate in a fair-share funding 

program that would ensure improvement of 

the Marguerite/Avery intersection to a 

minimum Level of Service D by the year 2030. 

If feasible improvements are identified for the 

intersection of Marguerite Parkway with Crown 

Valley Parkway, the District shall likewise 

participate in a fair-share funding program 

that would ensure improvement of the 

Marguerite/Crown Valley intersection to a 

minimum Level of Service E by the year 2030.  

If feasible 

intersection 

improvements are 

identified for the two 

significantly 

impacted 

intersections and 

implemented by 

2030, the District’s 

participation in fair-

share funding 

programs will 

mitigate the Project’s 

incremental traffic 

effects to below a 

level of significance. 

However, if 

intersection 

improvements 

cannot be assured by 

2030, when 

Saddleback College 

will be fully 

developed, the 

cumulative traffic 

impacts and the 

Project’s contribution 

thereto will remain 

significant.  

3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Construction 

activities that result 

in the removal of 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Prior to land-

clearing activities from February 1 through 

August 31, a qualified biologist shall first 

Less than significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated and no 
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Potential Impacts Mitigation Measures Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

vegetation could 

impact actively 

nesting birds, 

including the nests of 

special-status 

species. 

evaluate the type and extent of vegetation 

removal. As determined necessary, the 

biologist biological shall conduct a nesting 

survey to identify any direct or indirect impacts 

to actively nesting birds. If direct or indirect 

impacts are identified, the biologist shall 

specify the appropriate mitigation measure(s) 

for these impacts. Such measures may include 

avoidance of occupied nests, working outside 

an established buffer area, modified 

scheduling of grading and clearing, and 

monitoring of active nests during construction. 

cumulative impacts. 
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2.7 Required Approvals 

 

This Program EIR will serve as the CEQA compliance documentation for the South Orange 

County Community College District (the lead agency), as well as any State or local agencies with 

discretionary and/or ministerial actions decisions associated with the Proposed Project. These 

agencies may include, but are not limited to, the agencies listed in Table 2-3 below. 

 

TABLE 2-3 

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCY PERMITTING ACTIONS OR APPROVALS 

Agency Permitting Actions or Approvals 

South Orange County Community 

College District (Lead Agency) 

 Certification of a Final Program EIR and other 

CEQA related actions and approvals 

 Approval of Design/Build contracts 

California Department of General 

Services, Division of the State Architect 

 Approval of architectural plans 

California Department of Fish and 

Game 

 To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road jurisdictional determination and permit 

requirements 

California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 

 To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road jurisdictional determination and permit 

requirements 

Cities of Irvine and Mission Viejo    City of Mission Viejo slope easement (Saddleback 

Loop Road project) 

 Encroachment permits for public infrastructure 

improvements 

City of Tustin  Grading, Site Design and Development review per 

the conveyance agreement for the ATEP campus 

 Encroachment permits for public infrastructure 
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Agency Permitting Actions or Approvals 

improvements 

Irvine Ranch and Moulton Niguel Water 

Districts 

 Encroachment permits for connections to 

domestic and reclaimed water and sewer lines 

Orange County Flood Control District  Encroachment permit for any work within or 

adjacent to a Flood Control District right-of-way 

(Saddleback Loop Road project)  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road jurisdictional determination and permit 

requirements 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  To be determined based on Saddleback Loop 

Road permit requirements 
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3.2.1.4 Alternative Transportation & Pedestrian Connections 

 

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) provides bus service throughout Orange 

County, including the Saddleback College and IVC campuses. OCTA bus routes serving the 

Saddleback College campus include Routes 82 (connecting Foothill Ranch to Laguna Niguel), 85 

(connecting Mission Viejo to Dana Point), 91 (Laguna Hills to San Clemente), 191 (Mission Viejo 

to San Clemente), 212 (Irvine to San Juan Capistrano), and 216 (San Juan Capistrano to Costa 

Mesa). Metrolink commuter rail service is provided from the Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo 

Station, 0.5 mile west of the campus. Routes 82, 85, and 91 connect the campus to the Station. 

A shuttle service connects six stops located on the Saddleback College campus. 

 

OCTA bus routes serving the IVC campus include Routes 66 (Huntington Beach to Tustin), 70 

(Sunset Beach to Tustin), 167 (Anaheim to Irvine), and 175 (serving Irvine). Metrolink commuter 

rail service is provided from Irvine Station, 2.8 miles northwest of the campus, and Irvine 

Station, 2.8 miles southeast of the campus. Route 70 connects the campus to Tustin Station, 

and is planned to also begin serving Irvine Station in October 2012.; there is currently no direct 

bus service to Irvine Station. 

 

3.2.4.1 Analysis Scope and Methodology 

 

Traffic Analysis Scenarios 

 

Table 1-1 of the Traffic Study summarizes the student population and faculty/staff for the no-

project and with-project traffic analysis scenarios under future (2015/2016 and 2030) 

conditions. The existing student population and number of faculty/staff are assumed for no-

project conditions, and future 2030 with-project conditions are assumed to have buildout of the 

FMPs for both campuses. The short-term 2015 no-project and with-project forecasts for the 

Irvine Valley College campus are based on ITAM 2015. The baseline (no-project) short-term 

2016 forecasts for the Saddleback College Campus area are based on applying growth factors 

to existing counts, a methodology consistent with the La Pata Traffic Study. While the FMP 

presents short-term enrollment and faculty/staff numbers at each campus, for worst-case 

analysis purposes, the Saddleback College campus was assumed to be built out per the FMP for 
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2016 with-project conditions. Therefore, the project traffic differences in 2030 were applied to 

2016 baseline conditions. 

 

It is important to note that the assumptions for the no-project condition in the Traffic Study are 

not the same as the no-project analyses in the Project Alternatives section of the EIR (Section 

5.0). The no-project condition in the Traffic Study takes existing traffic counts and applies a 

growth factor (that is consistent with prior studies conducted in the area), while assuming no 

further development on the campuses. The purpose of this method of analysis is to 

conservatively estimate the impacts of all new development on the campuses. The no-project 

analyses in the Project Alternatives section assumes, as required by CEQA, that projects 

currently in the development process would be completed.  

 

Page 3.2-12 
 

The underline/strikethrough noted does not represent a change in the environmental impact 

conclusion for traffic, but is rather the correction of an inconsistency between the text in Section 3.2 

(Traffic and Circulation) and the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR. This corrected text does not 

constitute a significant change to the Draft EIR, and thus does not trigger the requirement to 

recirculate the Draft EIR. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), new information added to 

an EIR is not significant unless ―[…] the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project 

[…].‖ The new information does not identify new environmental impacts or increase the severity of 

existing, recognized environmental impacts, but merely establishes consistency between EIR 

sections. 

 

3.2.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

 

As discussed above, the Project would not result in near-term impacts related to traffic and no 

mitigation is required. At buildout, significant impacts would be present at two intersections near 

the Saddleback College campus; however, these impacts are a result of cumulative 

developments and would occur even without the Project. Since the deficiencies would not be 

caused by the Project, these are not project-level impacts. Project-level traffic impacts are, 

therefore, below a level of significance.  

 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 addresses the Project’s incremental contribution to two intersections 

that will be significantly impacted by cumulative traffic. If feasible intersection improvements are 

identified for the two significantly impacted intersections and implemented by 2030, the 

district’s participation in fair-share funding programs will mitigate the Project’s incremental 

traffic effects to below a level of significance. However, if intersection improvements cannot be 

assured by 2030, when Saddleback College will be fully developed, the cumulative traffic 

impacts and the Project’s contribution thereto will remain significant. Notwithstanding the 

district’s participation in fair-share funding programs, there is no known feasible mitigation for 

the cumulative traffic impacts that will occur at the intersection of Marguerite Parkway and 

Crown Valley Parkway. Without feasible mitigation, the cumulative traffic impacts and the 

Project’s contribution thereto will remain significant.  

 

3.2.7 Cumulative Impacts 

 

Each of the traffic and circulation effects evaluated in the preceding sections assumed project-

related traffic plus cumulative project traffic. Without mitigation, significant cumulative impacts 

would be present at the Marguerite Parkway/Avery Parkway and Marguerite Parkway/Crown 

Valley Parkway intersections (i.e., these intersections are forecast to operate at an unacceptable 
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level without the Proposed Project). A mitigation program underway by various transportation 

planning agencies would improve conditions at the Marguerite/Avery intersection. The district’s 

participation in a fair-share funding program for those improvements would reduce the Project’s 

incremental traffic effects to below a level of significance.  

 

Despite planned improvements to be implemented by OCTA in the vicinity of the 

Marguerite/Avery intersection, it is not known if these improvements would improve the LOS at 

the Marguerite/Avery intersection to the acceptable LOS D. At the Marguerite/Crown Valley 

intersection, there are presently no improvement plans, so future deficiencies are expected to 

remain significant. Without feasible intersection improvements, the cumulative traffic impacts 

and the Project’s contribution thereto will remain significant at both the Marguerite/Avery and 

Marguerite/Crown Valley intersections.  

 

Page 3.8-7 
 

3.8.4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Prior to land-clearing activities from February 1 through August 31, a 

qualified biologist shall first evaluate the type and extent of vegetation removal. As determined 

necessary, the biologist biological shall conduct a nesting survey to identify any direct or indirect 

impacts to actively nesting birds. If direct or indirect impacts are identified, the biologist shall 

specify the appropriate mitigation measure(s) for these impacts. Such measures may include 

avoidance of occupied nests, working outside an established buffer area, modified scheduling of 

grading and clearing, and monitoring of active nests during construction. 

 

Appendix B 

 
The following pages replace the equivalent sheets in the Traffic Study. The graphics are modified to 

depict the location of and average daily traffic statistics for Medical Center Road. Additionally, a 

correction is made to Figure 2-3 to correctly indicate the traffic percentages in the project ―cordon.‖ 

The additional information provided on these sheets is not considered significant, and thus does not 

trigger the requirement to recirculate the Draft EIR. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), 

new information added to an EIR is not significant unless ―[…] the EIR is changed in a way that 

deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 

environmental effect of the project […].‖ The new information does not identify new environmental 

impacts or increase the severity of existing, recognized environmental impacts. 
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1.4 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments are shown on the following 

pages.   
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Letter A: Governor’s Office of Planning & Research, State Clearinghouse & Planning Unit 
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Response to Letter A: Governor’s Office of Planning & Research, State Clearinghouse & 

Planning Unit 

 

1 Thank you for distributing the Draft EIR to the appropriate agencies. The letter confirms that 

the project has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 

environmental documents. The letter does not provide any specific comments requiring a 

response.  

 

  



Final Program Environmental Impact Report  

2011 Facilities Master Plans June 2012 

South Orange County Community College District Page 1-24 

Letter B: Caltrans 
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Response to Letter B: Caltrans 

 

1 Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR. The letter acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR 

and that Caltrans has no comments at this time. No response is required. 
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Letter C: Native American Heritage Commission 
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Response to Letter C: Native American Heritage Commission 

 

1 Thank you for your comment. The commenter notes that no Sacred Lands File search was 

conducted following completion of the Draft EIR. However, as stated in the Native American 

Heritage Commission (NAHC) comment letter to the NOP (provided in Appendix A of the Draft 

EIR), a Sacred Lands File search previously conducted for the project established that no 

American Indian cultural resources were identified within one-half mile of the project sites. 

The Native American Contact List included in the comment was also previously provided in 

the NOP comment letter. As discussed in Section 3.9 (Cultural and Paleontological 

Resources) and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, local tribes were sent consultation letters and 

emails, followed by telephone calls. No comments regarding possible cultural resources or 

the cultural significance of the project sites for the tribes were received. 
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Letter D: City of Irvine 
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Response to Letter D: City of Irvine 

 

1 Thank you for your comment regarding access road engineering and the use of the City’s 

Transportation Design Procedures (TDP). TDPs assist with the design and engineering review 

of transportation-related features of development projects in the city of Irvine. TDPs discuss 

specific design features such as turn lane pocket lengths, lane widths, driveway lengths, etc. 

The FMPs do not provide detailed engineering for proposed projects on the campuses; 

rather, the documents provide conceptual locations which would require increased 

specification to implement. Similarly, the Draft EIR is a program-level document and does not 

incorporate detailed project engineering. Where appropriate, TDPs for access points will be 

addressed when project-level analysis occurs.   

 

2 Thank you for your comment regarding the new unsignalized, right-in/right-out campus 

access point from Irvine Center Drive. The proposed entry is conceptually planned at a 

distance of approximately 500 feet from the existing, signalized Irvine Center Drive entry. As 

noted in Response 1, above, detailed engineering has not yet occurred for this planned 

access point. Consultation with the City will occur as project-level analysis is initiated on this 

project. 

 

3 Thank you for your comment regarding evaluation of the new Barranca Parkway access point. 

This additional access point would alleviate traffic at the other, existing campus access 

intersections. Without the Barranca Parkway access, college traffic is distributed to one less 

driveway resulting in higher college-related volumes at the other access points. Therefore, 

assuming this access drive is delayed allows for a more conservative assessment of higher 

traffic levels at the other access points.  

 

It is noted that the January 2012 Barranca Parkway Access Study is not directly comparable 

to the Draft EIR Traffic Study as the Barranca Parkway study did not analyze a short-term 

2015 condition; only the buildout year of 2030 was evaluated. If a 2015 analysis had been 

conducted, it would show fewer trips on campus and on surrounding roads than in 2030. No 

significant road improvements are expected on surrounding roads in 2030, but trips will 

increase on campus and on surrounding roads. Despite the steady increase in trips through 

2030, the absence of the access road until 2030 does not create any significant impacts. 

 

4 Thank you for your comment regarding project trip generation estimates. The trip generation 

of 500 AM, 450 PM and 5,130 ADT are the increases due to the proposed project based on 

the Irvine Transportation Analysis Model (ITAM). The existing volumes presented in the 

Barranca Parkway Access Study are based on counts. The future volumes were derived by 

applying the percentage due to increased enrollment (per the Facilities Master Plan update) 

to the existing counts. Therefore, the studies are analyzing distinct sets of information. Both 

studies are considered accurate. Further, it is noted that neither of the studies (including the 

one with higher traffic volumes) indicates significant impacts at project entries. 

 

5 Thank you for your comment regarding intersections impacted by the project. The study area 

boundary is defined to be where the project impact drops below significance based on the 

ICU analysis (made deficient by project or project contributing 0.02 or more in ICU).  

 

6 Please see Response 1, above. 

 

7 Please see Response 1, above. 
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8 Thank you for your comment. The commenter notes that the traffic section of the Draft EIR 

(Section 3.2) does not direct readers to the appendix containing the traffic study. Such a 

reference is provided in the first paragraph on Page 3.2-1. No revision of the Draft EIR is 

required. 

 

9 Please see Response 1, above. 

 

10 Please see Response 3, above. 

 

11 Please see Response 4, above. 
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Letter E: City of Mission Viejo 
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Response to Letter E: City of Mission Viejo 

 

1 Thank you for your review of the project. This is an informational comment and no response 

is required. 

 

2 Thank you for your comment. As part of the analysis of traffic impacts, the project’s traffic 

engineer reviewed morning, mid-day, and evening intersection count volumes. These volume 

counts confirm the morning and evening peak travel levels are higher than mid-day, despite 

the factors noted in the City’s comment letter related to college, hospital, and shopping 

center traffic patterns. The worst-case scenario as it pertains to CEQA analysis requires the 

use of peak conditions of the adjacent street, 7:00-9:00 AM and 4:00-6:00 PM, when traffic 

conditions are heaviest. No revision to the Traffic Study or Draft EIR analysis of traffic is 

required.  

 

3 Thank you for your comment regarding operational issues on Avery Parkway. The Traffic 

Study assessed traffic operations in support of a program-level EIR. At such time when a 

project-level study is carried out, operational issues such as stacking/queuing will be 

evaluated. As shown in Table 3-1 of the Traffic Study, the intersection of Marguerite 

Parkway/Avery Parkway (the busiest intersection on the Avery Parkway corridor) currently 

operates at an LOS C during peak hours. This is considered an acceptable LOS for this 

intersection, based on City standards. Because a high percentage of project trips use the I-

5/Avery Parkway interchange, the projected LOS at this interchange was evaluated using the 

Highway Capacity Manual/Synchro method in addition to the Intersection Capacity Utilization 

method. This analysis was included in Draft EIR Section 3.2.5.3, with greater detail in Section 

6.0 of the Traffic Study. This analysis determined that significant impacts along Avery 

Parkway would only be evident at the intersection with Marguerite Parkway at peak hours in 

2030. Mitigation Measure TRA-1 ameliorates this impact, although it is expected to remain 

cumulatively considerable. 

 

4 Thank you for your comment regarding the provision of near-term mitigation for impacts. The 

traffic study established that no significant impacts would occur in the near-term condition 

(year 2015 analysis). Impacts are only present in the buildout year (year 2030), so 

improvements would be needed at that time and not in the near term. In addition, it is noted 

that the intersections that are impacted would be deficient in the buildout year without the 

project, and the project would only contribute to these projected significant impacts. The 

projected contribution to the traffic increase at impacted intersections resulting from 

implementation of the FMPs is 6.3 percent at Marguerite Parkway/Crown Valley Parkway and 

23.1 percent at Marguerite Parkway/Avery Parkway. 

 

5 Thank you for your comment regarding the mitigation of traffic impacts. The comment 

correctly notes that a 23.1 percent share of the traffic increase at the Marguerite 

Parkway/Avery Parkway intersection is attributed to the project. Because this intersection is 

projected to operate at below an acceptable Level of Service without implementation of the 

FMPs, the additional traffic associated with the FMPs adds to what would be an existing, 

cumulatively considerable impact in the year 2030.  

 

Improvements recommended by OCTA for the I-5 Freeway/Avery Interchange Feasibility 

Study would include operational improvements to adjacent roadways, including Avery 

Parkway. Among others, this Interchange Feasibility Study defined congestion on local 

streets, the close spacing of intersections on Avery Parkway, and high turning movements at 
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the Avery Parkway/Marguerite Parkway intersection as problems facing the I-5/Avery 

Parkway intersection.  

 

An alternatives analysis conducted prior to preparation of the Feasibility Study evaluated 

several possible build options for improvements to the I-5 Freeway/Avery Parkway 

interchange. Two build options (in addition to the mandatory no-build option) were selected 

for more comprehensive evaluation in the Feasibility Study. Key features of these options, as 

they impact Avery Parkway, are described below: 

 

1. Improved Diamond Interchange. This option would widen Avery Parkway to three 

lanes in each direction with dual left-turn lanes serving freeway onramps. At Avery 

Parkway/Marguerite Parkway, an eastbound to southbound right-turn lane, a 

southbound to westbound right-turn lane, and a second northbound to 

westbound left-turn lane would be added. 
 

2. Northbound Diamond/Southbound Hook Ramps Interchange. This option would 

widen Avery Parkway to three lanes in each direction with dual left-turn lanes serving 

the northbound freeway onramp. At Avery Parkway/Marguerite Parkway, an 

eastbound to southbound right-turn lane, a southbound to westbound right-turn 

lane, and a second northbound to westbound left-turn lane would be added. The 

segment of Camino Capistrano between Avery Parkway and the proposed 

southbound hook ramps would also be widened to accommodate the additional 

traffic volumes associated with the ramps. 
 

While detailed environmental evaluation and traffic studies resulting from the proposed 

OCTA improvements at this intersection has not yet occurred, there are two possible 

outcomes to the proposed construction: 

 

1. The improvements may enhance the Level of Service at the intersection to an 

acceptable level at buildout of the FMPs (year 2030). In this case, there would no 

longer be a cumulatively considerable impact and no mitigation by the SOCCCD 

would be required. 

 

2. The improvements may be inadequate to enhance the Level of Service at the 

intersection to an acceptable level at buildout of the FMPs. In this case, Mitigation 

Measure TRA-1 in the Draft EIR would apply and the SOCCCD would pay fair-share 

costs associated with further mitigations at the intersection.  

 

Coordination between the SOCCCD, OCTA, Caltrans, and the City of Mission Viejo is necessary 

to establish the scope of any potential improvements. Since only 23.1 percent of the traffic 

increase at the subject intersection can be attributed to implementation of the FMPs, it is not 

the sole responsibility of the SOCCCD to plan, fund, and construct such improvements. 

Further, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(5),  

 

If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, 

the measure need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply 

reference that fact and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 

determination. 

 

Mitigation at this intersection cannot be implemented independently by SOCCCD, as it is 

located beyond the campus’ boundary and is not under the control or jurisdiction of the 

District. Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately excludes detailed discussion of any mitigation 
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measure to be implemented by the SOCCCD which would require specific changes to this 

intersection. 

 

6 Thank you for your comment regarding the inclusion of the FMP in the traffic model forecast. 

The I-5/Avery Parkway Interchange Feasibility Study, which is the more current and detailed 

of the OCTA studies for the area, includes the FMP in its background conditions. The earlier I-

5 Project Approval/Environmental Document did not include the FMP. No revision to the 

Traffic Study or Draft EIR is required. Please see Response 5 for additional discussion 

regarding proposed improvements at I-5/Avery Parkway. 

 

7 Thank you for your comment regarding the I-5/Avery Parkway Interchange Feasibility Study. 

Please refer to Response 5, above, for a summary of the major elements (as they relate to 

Avery Parkway) of the two proposed build options for the interchange improvement project. 

OCTA has indicated that, for both build options, ―a preliminary traffic operations analysis 

[…] shows improved levels of service at the intersections‖ (I-5/Avery Parkway Feasibility 

Study: Alternative Concepts Summary. Technical Memorandum prepared for OCTA, 

March 2011). More detailed evaluations of these proposals are ongoing by OCTA. 
 

8 Thank you for your comment regarding impacts to the Marguerite Parkway/Crown Valley 

Parkway intersection. The comment correctly notes that a 6.3 percent share of the traffic 

increase at the Marguerite Parkway/Avery Parkway intersection is attributed to the project. 

Because this intersection is projected to operate at below an acceptable Level of Service 

without implementation of the FMPs, the additional traffic associated with the FMPs adds to 

what would be an existing, cumulatively considerable impact in the year 2030. For this 

reason, Mitigation Measure TRA-1 includes a fair-share contribution by the SOCCCD to 

improvements at this intersection. Coordination between the SOCCCD, OCTA, and the City of 

Mission Viejo is necessary to establish the scope of any potential improvements. Since only 

6.3 percent of the traffic increase at the subject intersection can be attributed to 

implementation of the FMPs, it is not the sole responsibility of the SOCCCD to plan, fund, and 

construct such improvements. Like the Marguerite Parkway/Avery Parkway intersection, 

mitigation at the Marguerite Parkway/Crown Valley Parkway intersection cannot be 

independently conducted by the SOCCCD (see further discussion under Response 5).  

 

It is recognized that this intersection is built-out to its Master Plan of Arterial Highways 

(MPAH) designation. Therefore, despite the presence of Mitigation Measure TRA-1, it is not 

expected that design changes would be implemented to improve operations at this 

intersection to an acceptable level of service.  

 

CEQA Section 21100(b)(2)(A) requires that an EIR identify any significant environmental 

effects that cannot be avoided. As stated in Section 3.2.7 of the Draft EIR, the cumulative 

impacts to this intersection are considered significant and unavoidable. Due to this 

significant and unavoidable environmental effect, certification of the Final EIR would require 

the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, indicating that the South Orange 

County Community College District is aware of the significant environmental consequences 

and believes that the benefits of approving the FMPs outweighs their unavoidable significant 

environmental impacts. 

 

9 Thank you for your comment regarding the application of Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) strategies. The college is pursuing various TDM strategies to reduce 

traffic impacts. Examples of these strategies include: 

 

 Providing a growing number of online courses.  
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 Providing a staggered course schedule throughout the day to limit the number of 

courses occurring during peak traffic periods. 

 Facilitating public bus service to the Saddleback College campus through on-

campus bus stops. 

 Providing on-campus sale of bus passes and encouraging the sale of these passes 

to students as an alternative to driving a single-occupancy vehicles. 

 Encouraging the preservation of bus routes which connect to the nearby Metrolink 

station. 

 Providing various services (such as a child development center, reprographics 

services, cafeteria, bookstore, etc.) on-campus to reduce the need for off-campus 

travel. 

 

Although these measures are employed at Saddleback College, the impacts of continuing 

and expanding such efforts cannot be accurately quantified. The Draft EIR does not assume 

such efforts, even if expanded, would adequately change traffic levels to reduce the 

significant impacts identified at the intersections of Marguerite Parkway with Avery Parkway 

and Crown Valley Parkway. Sub-standard Levels of Service are projected in the year 2030 

regardless of FMP implementation. Even if TDM measures are highly successful, it is highly 

unlikely such efforts would reduce to zero the project’s contributions to the cumulatively 

considerable impact at the affected intersections. Thus, even with continued and expanded 

use of TDMs, the project’s cumulative impacts would continue to be significant.  

 

10 Thank you for your comment regarding Medical Center Road. The Mission Viejo General Plan 

Circulation Element depicts this roadway as a collector street. Most of the road’s length is 

two lanes, with four lanes present only at its intersection with Marguerite Parkway. Medical 

Center Road intersections at Crown Valley Parkway and at Marguerite Parkway are included 

in the Traffic Study. As shown in Tables 4-1 and 5-1 in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, these 

intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service with implementation of 

the FMPs in both the near-term (2015) and long-term (2030) condition. The ADT volumes on 

Medical Center Road have been added to applicable graphics in the Traffic Study. Please see 

Section 1.3 (Revisions to the Draft EIR), above, for the revised graphics. 

 

11 Thank you for your comment regarding assumptions in the report for internal trip capture and 

adjacent uses. As stated on in Section 2.3 of the Traffic Study, trip distribution assumptions 

are from the traffic model (the South County Sub-Area Model), which is based on the County 

model and derived from regional statistics. 

 

12 Thank you for your comment regarding traffic counts. To be consistent with current project 

work carried out in the area, traffic counts presented in the project Traffic Study were taken 

from recent documents such as the La Pata Avenue Gap Closure and Camino Del Rio 

Extension Traffic Study (2010) and Laguna Niguel Gateway Specific Plan Update Traffic 

Study (2011) as well as new (2011) counts for each college access point along Marguerite 

Parkway and all Avery Parkway locations in the study area. No adjustments were made to the 

new counts. 

 

13 Thank you for your comment regarding specific developments anticipated to be constructed 

during the buildout timeframe of the FMPs. Below is detail of the assumptions used in 

assessing 2016 and 2030 conditions:  

 

1. Mission Viejo Hospital Master Plan – Assumed in all time frames. 
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2. Andalucia – Not assumed but data in the report shows that levels of service along 

Oso Parkway are adequate (LOS D or better) and that capacity is available to 

accommodate this project. In addition, no project impacts are shown along Oso 

Parkway. 

 

3. Kaleidoscope Mall Traffic Study – Assumed trips for health club in 2030. Although 

the model does not assume operation of the health club by 2016, 2016 conditions 

indicate that adequate capacity is available with no Level of Service poorer than LOS 

D along Crown Valley Parkway intersections (it is noted that LOS E is considered 

acceptable along this roadway). 

 

4. Camino Capistrano Bridge Overpass Connection to Cabot Road – Not assumed but 

the level of service at Cabot Road intersection at Oso Parkway would improve, 

because the overpass connection would provide an alternative route for vehicles via 

Camino Capistrano thereby relieving Cabot Road. 

 

5. Metrolink Service Expansion Program – Assumed in 2030. An increase in trips 

(interpolated from existing and future data) has been assumed for this program in 

2016. 

 

6. SR-241 FTC Extension – Assumed fully built to I-5 in 2030. 

 

14 Thank you for your comment regarding the Mission Viejo General Plan Circulation Element, 

which is currently under revision. The review of the FMPs was initiated before the City’s 

General Plan Circulation Element update traffic forecasts were available. The basis for the 

Traffic Study analysis is described in detail in Section 1.2 of the Traffic Study (Appendix B of 

the Draft EIR). More specifically, existing traffic conditions were based on observed traffic 

counts (see Response 12, above) and future traffic conditions were based on the South 

County Sub-Area Model (SCSAM). Two traffic models can be inherently different due to inputs 

and derivation.  

 

The SCSAM has been used for a number of transportation planning applications in South 

Orange County. This is the primary reason this model was used for the Saddleback College 

analysis; SCSAM allows the Saddleback College analysis to be consistent with other recently 

approved documents such as the La Pata Avenue Gap Closure and Camino Del Rio Extension 

Traffic Study and the Laguna Niguel Gateway Specific Plan Update Traffic Study. The EIR for 

the Laguna Niguel Gateway project, using the SCSAM for traffic analysis, was certified in 

November 2011. Barring any fundamental differences such as intersection lane geometrics, 

other contributing factors to the varying results could largely be due to which ―parent‖ traffic 

model the SCSAM and Mission Viejo models are derived from and the land use inputs used 

in the model. The SCSAM uses OCTAM 3.1 and OCP-2000 data and General Plan land uses 

for cities that have a General Plan land use database within the model area.  

 

15 Thank you for resubmitting your NOP comments. All of the topics discussed in the NOP 

comment letter were responded to in Section 3.2 (Traffic and Circulation) of the Draft EIR, 

with additional detail provided in the Traffic Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR). Additional 

clarification on these issues is provided in Responses 2, 3, and 4, above. 
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Letter F: City of Santa Ana 
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Response to Letter F: City of Santa Ana 

 

1 Thank you for your review of the project. The letter does not provide any specific comments 

requiring a response. 
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Letter G: City of Tustin 
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Response to Letter G: City of Tustin 

 

1 Thank you for your comment. The commenter notes that no additional substantive comments 

are submitted beyond those provided in the previously-submitted NOP comment letter. All 

comments submitted during the NOP commenting stage were considered in the preparation 

of the EIR, as described in Table ES-3 (Summary of NOP/Initial Study Comments) of the Draft 

EIR. 

 

 The EIR has been modified to indicate the potential need for encroachment permits from 

local water districts. Please refer to Section 1.3 (Revisions to the Draft EIR), above, for the 

modified text. 
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Letter H: Orange County Transportation Authority 
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Response to Letter H: Orange County Transportation Authority 

 

1 Thank you for your comment updating information related to bus routes in the Draft EIR. The 

EIR has been modified to reflect this information. Please refer to Section 1.3 (Revisions to 

the Draft EIR), above, for the modified text. 

 

  




