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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The following table lists all persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided comments 
or recommendation to the County of Riverside regarding the Draft EIR (refer to Responses to 
Comments, Section 2, for copies of the comment letters and responses). Refer to Table 1, Draft EIR 
No. 548 Comment Submissions, for a full listing of those who submitted comments during the 
Recirculated Draft EIR public review period.  

1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR THE FINAL EIR DOCUMENT 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed Riverside County General Plan 
Update has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines and the County of Riverside policies for implementing CEQA.  

The following is an excerpt from CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 that states: 

The Final EIR shall consist of: 

a) The Draft EIR or a version of the draft. 

b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary. 

c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 

d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation process. 

e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

The Final EIR includes all of these required components. The Draft EIR has been provided to the 
public and decision-makers and to individuals and organizations that have requested the Draft 
EIR, and it is available on the County’s website. Section 2.0 includes the comments received on 
the Draft EIR. A list of the public agencies and members of the public who commented on the 
Draft EIR is included in the Table of Contents. Section 2 includes each comment letter, followed 
by the corresponding response(s), consistent with the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088. A response is provided for each written comment identifying significant 
environmental issues, as received by the County during the Draft EIR public review period. 

It should be noted that responses to comments also resulted in various editorial clarifications and 
corrections to the text of the original Draft EIR. In order to clearly display all of the changes that 
have been made during the General Plan update process, text has been formatted to show 
changes made in each step of the process. Text is formatted as follows: 

 Black Text: General Plan text prior to GPA No. 1122 is noted in black text. 

 Red Text: Textual changes proposed as part of GPA No. 1122, prior to the release of the 
Draft EIR in April 2016. 

 Green Text: Textual changes made to the documents after the completion of the Draft 
EIR’s 45-day public review period.  
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The color coding of the edits allows the reader to distinguish more clearly between the original 
General Plan text, the proposed General Plan revisions (red), and the proposed revisions after the 
release of the public review document. Added or modified text is shown in italics (example), while 
deleted text is shown in strikeout (example). The additional information, corrections, and 
clarifications are not considered to substantively affect the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

1.3 BACKGROUND  

The County of Riverside issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed project to identify 
the potential environmental impacts of the project, to solicit comments from public agencies and 
interested parties, and to identify issues that should be considered in the Draft EIR. The NOP for the 
proposed project was sent to trustee and responsible agencies, members of the public, other 
interested parties, the California Office of Planning and Research, and the State Clearinghouse 
on June 26, 2015. This began the NOP public review period, which ended on August 10, 2015. The 
project was subsequently revised, and a revised NOP was issued on October 9, 2015. The second 
NOP public comment period closed on November 8, 2015. During the review period, public 
agencies and members of the public had the opportunity to respond to the NOP to identify issues 
of special concern and to suggest additional issues to be considered in the Draft EIR.  

In addition, the County held public scoping meetings in western Riverside County on April 10, 2015, 
and in eastern Riverside County on October 19, 2015, to discuss characteristics of the proposed 
project, its planning status, the nature of its potential environmental effects, and the scope (i.e., 
the specific issues) of the EIR analysis. The scoping meeting provided further opportunities for 
public input regarding environmental concerns and issues that should be addressed in the EIR.  

The Draft EIR for the proposed project was distributed to trustee and responsible agencies, 
members of the public, other interested parties, the California Office of Planning and Research, 
and the State Clearinghouse on April 12, 2016. The Draft EIR was released to the public for a 45-
day comment period from April 14, 2016, through May 30, 2016.  

Comments received on the Draft EIR and the subsequent errata have been incorporated into the 
Final EIR document. GPA No. 1122, CZ No. 7902, along with Draft EIR 548, will be considered by the 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors. However, prior to Board consideration, the Riverside County 
Planning Commission will evaluate the documents and make a recommendation for the 
consideration of the Board. The following discretionary actions will be considered by both the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors:  

 Adoption of General Plan Amendment No. 1122 amending various General Plan maps, 
elements, policies, and appendices 

 Adoption of Change of Zone No. 7902 

 Certification of Program Environmental Impact Report No. 548 pursuant to CEQA. 
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TABLE 1: DRAFT EIR NO. 548 COMMENT SUBMISSIONS 

Comment Letter Name 

Federal/State Agency Comments 

1 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

Local Agency Comments 

2 Hemet Unified School District 

3 Jurupa Community Services District 

4 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

5 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 

6 Moreno Valley, City of 

7 Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians, Office of the General Counsel 

8 Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 

9 San Bernardino County, Department of Public Works 

Group/Organization Comment Letters 

10 Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley 

11 Highgrove Municipal Advisory Council 

12 Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group 

13 SoCal Environmental Justice Alliance (SEJA) via Blum Collins LLP 

14 Winchester Town Association 

Letters Received after the Close of the EIR Public Review Period 

15 Hague, George 

16 Coachella Valley Water District 

17 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

18 Leadership Council for Justice and Accountability, California Rural Legal Assistance, Public 
Interest Law Project, and Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice 

 

  



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
1.0-4 July 2016   Public Review Draft 

This page was intentionally left blank. 

 



 
2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
  





1.1

1.2

COMMENT LETTER 1



1.2

1.3



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 1:  FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA) 

Response 1.1 The County compiles flood hazard maps using the Riverside County Special 
Flood Hazard Area database. The flood zone database is maintained by the 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFWCD), as 
stipulated in Riverside County Ordinance No. 458. The flood areas identified 
using the Riverside County Special Flood Hazard Area database include FEMA 
100-year flood areas and select US Army Corps of Engineers inundation 
boundaries, as well as a number of boundaries for County inundation zones, as 
enumerated in Ordinance No. 458. The RCFWCD updates the database 
quarterly and incorporates new flood zones as necessary. Flood hazard zones 
are supported by numerous policies in order to ensure the safety of 
development in the county. 

Response 1.2 The County thanks FEMA for taking the time to provide information regarding 
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) policies. This comment is duly 
noted. The General Plan Safety Element outlines several policies that support 
the NFIP floodplain management building requirements policies outlined by the 
commenter. 

Response 1.3 This comment does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of EIR 
No. 548 or any environmental issues. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2:  HEMET UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Response 2.1 The County appreciates and values the school district’s comments during the 
Housing Element update and EIR process. This comment provides general 
introductory and background information. Responses to specific comments 
are included below; no further response is required. 

Response 2.2 As outlined under the analysis of Impact 4.5.16, it is anticipated that the 
proposed project would require the development of future school facilities, 
specifically five elementary schools, one middle school, and the expansion of 
the high school (Table 4.5-5). While development could occur under the 
proposed project, this development would occur over an extended period of 
time and all future developments would be required to pay development 
impact fees to support the development of new school facilities. Further 
responses to specific comments have been provided below.  

Response 2.3 Two neighborhood sites within the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan have 
been proposed (Winchester Town Center and Winchester Community). Figures 
4.5-1A and 4.5-1B are detailed views of the two communities. The proposed 
land use designation changes for these communities are shown and analyzed 
throughout the EIR No. 548 document.   

Response 2.4 The initial Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was released on June 26, 2015, 
and serves as the baseline for EIR No. 548 [the time of publication of the NOP], 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. The NOP establishes the 
baseline for purposes of the EIR. The updated enrollment counts are noted for 
the record. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), which 
requires that a lead agency respond to environmental comments. 

Response 2.5 EIR No. 548 has been updated on page 4.5-59 to reflect the suggested edits. 
This change is reflected below and in the Errata section of the EIR document. 
Furthermore, other instances of the error have been identified and updated. 
This comment does not express a specific concern with the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 
environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate 
and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

 Page 4.5-59: 

 If fully developed, the proposed project could result in new student enrollment 
at Hemet Union Unified School District (HUSD) schools serving the neighborhood 
sites. 

Response 2.6 As noted above, the baseline for EIR No. 548 is June 2015. As such, the 
generation rates approved in April 2016 were not incorporated. As noted on 
page 4.5-59 of EIR No. 548, the potential future student generation estimate 
considers the additional students in the HUSD service area as a result of the 
proposed project. This calculation was completed by evaluating the existing 
conditions on the neighborhood sites and calculating the potential increase as 
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a result of the proposed project. The proposed project could result in an 
increase of up to 6,427 additional students in attendance at HUSD schools 
beyond what was anticipated for the buildout of the sites under the current 
land use designations. 

Response 2.7 The project area denotes areas where updated land use designations and 
rezoning will occur; however, infrastructure for these areas (including schools, 
water treatment, fire stations, etc.) could be located outside of the project 
area. It is not anticipated that all infrastructure required to support future 
development would be included in the project area, as substantial existing 
infrastructure exists outside of the project area.  

Response 2.8 The proposed update to the General Plan Housing Element is being completed 
in order to accommodate the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment. These 
housing needs are required to be accommodated throughout the county. As 
noted in Section 5.0, Alternatives of EIR No. 548, an alternative location, fewer 
sites, and a no project alternative were all considered. The site selection 
process included an extensive review of existing infrastructure and facilities in 
order to ensure future development would have access to adequate facilities 
and services. Furthermore, the No Project Alternative was rejected due to its 
lack of attainment of the project objectives, which includes compliance with 
state housing requirements, as noted above.   
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Minegar, Peter

From: Gayk, Bill <BGAYK@rctlma.org>

Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 1:15 PM

To: Minegar, Peter

Subject: FW: Draft EIR for the County of Riverside 5th Cycle Housing Element Update

 

 

From: Nickie Hamic [mailto:nhamic@jcsd.us]  

Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 5:29 PM 
To: Gayk, Bill; Sam Gershon; 'Bill Malone'; Saul Martinez; Eddie Rhee; Robert Tock; flo.smith@webbassociates.com 

Subject: Draft EIR for the County of Riverside 5th Cycle Housing Element Update 

 

Mr. Gayk, 

 

The Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD) has reviewed the Notice of Availability of the DEIR for the 5th Cycle 

Housing Element Update (GPA No. 1122 and CZ NO. 7902). JCSD is responsible for providing water and sewer service to 

the city of Eastvale and a portion of the city of Jurupa Valley. Unincorporated areas within Riverside County are outside 

of JCSD’s service area. Thank you. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Nickie Hamic 

Development Engineering Representative 

 
11201 Harrel Street 
Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 
Tel:  (951) 685-7434 ext. 141 
Email:  nhamic@jcsd.us 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 3:  JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

Response 3.1 The Jurupa Community Services District indicates that it has reviewed the 
Notice of Availability for the project and that the project is located outside of 
the district. This comment is duly noted. This comment does not identify any 
specific concern with the adequacy of EIR No. 548 or any environmental issues. 
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... 

Guidelines for Develo ments in the 
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and or Easements 

- of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

1. Introduction 

a. The following general guidelines should be 
followed for the design of proposed facilities and 
developments in the area of Metropolitan's facilities, fee 
properties, and/or easements. 

b. We require that 3 copies of your tentative and 
final record maps, grading, paving, street improvement, 
landscape, storm drain, and utility plans be submitted 
for our review and written approval as they pertain to 
Metropolitan's facilities, fee properties and/or 
easements, prior to the commencement of any construction 
work. 

2. Plans, Parcel and Tract Maps 

The following are Metropolitan's requirements for the 
identification of its facilities, fee properties, and/or 
easements on your plans, parcel maps and tract maps: 

a. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements and 
its pipelines and other ~acilities must be fully shown and 
identified as Metropolitan's on all applicable plans. 

b. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
must be shown and identified as Metropolitan's with the 
official recording data on all applicable parcel and 
tract maps. 

c. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
and existing survey monuments must be dimensionally tied 
to the parcel or tract boundaries. 

d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be 
referenced on the parcel and tract maps. 
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3. Maintenance of Access Along Metropolitan's Rights-of-Way 

a. Proposed cut or fill slopes exceeding 10 percent 
are normally not allowed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties or easements. This is required to facilitate the 
use of construction and maintenance equipment, and provide 
access to its aboveground and belowground facilities. 

b. We require that 16-foot-wide commercial-type 
driveway approaches be constructed on both sides of all 
streets crossing Metropolitan's rights-of-way. Openings 
are required in any median island. Access ramps, if 
necessary, must be at least 16-feet-wide. Grades of ramps 
are normally not allowed to exceed 10 percent. If the slope 
of an access ramp must exceed 10 percent due to the 
topography, the ramp must be paved. We require a 
40-foot-long level area on the driveway approach to access 
ramps where the ramp meets the street. At Metropolitan's 
fee properties, we may require fences and gates. 

c. The terms of Metropolitan's permanent easement 
deeds normally preclude the building or maintenance of 
structures of any nature or kind within its easements, to 
ensure safety and avoid interference with operation and 
maintenance of Metropolitan's pipelines or other facilities. 
Metropolitan must have vehicular access along the easeme.nts 
at all t~es for inspection, patrolling, and for maintenance 
of the pipelines and other . facilities. on a routine basis. 
We require a· 20-foot-wide clea.r zone around all above-ground 
facilities for this routine access. This clear zone should 
slope away from our facility on a grade not to exceed 

. 2 percent. We must also have acce.ss along the easements 
with construction equipment. An example of this is shown on 
Figure 1. 

d. The footings of ~ny proposed buildings adjacent to 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements must not 
encroach into the fee property or easement or impose 
additional loading on Metropolitan's pipelines or other 
facilities therein. A typical situation is shown on 
Figure 2. Prints of the detail plans of the footings for 
any building or structure adjacent to the fee property or 
easement must be submitted for our review and written 
approval as they pertain to the pipeline or other facilities 
therein. Also, roof eaves of buildings adjacent to the 
easement or fee property must not overhang into the fee 
property or easement area. 
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e. Metropolitan's pipelines and other facilities, 
e.g. structures, manholes, equipment, survey monuments, etc. 
within its fee properties and/or easements must be protected 
from damage by the easement holder on Metropolitan's 
property or the property owner where Metropolitan has an 
easement, at no expense to Metropolitan. If the facility is 
a cathodic protection station it shall be located prior to 
any grading or excavation. The exact location, description 
and way of protection shall be shown on the related plans . 
for the easement area. 

4. Easements on Metropolitan's Property 

a. We encourage the use of Metropolitan's fee rights
of-way by governmental agencies for public street and 
utility purposes, provided that such use does not interfere 
with Metropolitan's use of the property, the entire width of 
the property is accepted into the agency's public street 
system and fair market value is paid for such use of the 
right-of-way. 

b. Please contact the Director of Metropolitan's 
Right of Way and Land Division, telephone (213) 250-6302, 
concerning easements for landscaping, street, storm drain, 
sewer, water or other public facilities proposed within 
Metropolitan's fee properties. A map and legal description 
of the requested easements must be submitted. Also, written 
evidence must be submitted that shows the city or county 
will accept the easement· for the specific purposes into its 
public system. The grant of the easement will be subject to 
Metropolitan's rights to use its land for water pipelines 
and related purposes to the same ~xtent as if such grant had 
not been made. There will be a charge for the easement. 
Please note that, if entry is required on the property prior 
to issuance of the easement, an entry permit must be 
obtained. There will also be a charge for the entry permit. 

5. Landscaping 

Metropolitan's landscape guidelines for its fee 
properties and/or easements are as follows: 

a. A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan's 
fee property or easement. 

b. All landscape plans shall show the location and 
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the 
location and size of Metropolitan's pipeline or other 
facilities therein. 
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c. Absolutely no trees will be allowed within 15 feet 
of the centerline of Metropolitan's existing or future 
pipelines and facilities. 

d. Deep-rooted trees are prohibited within 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements. Shallow
rooted trees are the only trees allowed. The shallow-rooted 
trees will not be permitted any closer than 15 feet from the 
centerline of the pipeline, and such trees shall not be 
taller than 25 feet with a root spread no greater than 
20 feet in diameter at maturity. Shrubs, bushes, vines, and 
ground cover are permitted, but larger shrubs and bushes 
should not be planted directly over our pipeline. Turf is 
acceptable. We require submittal of landscape plans for 
Metropolitan's prior review and written approval. (See 
Figure 3) • 

e. The landscape plans must contain prov1s1ons for 
Metropolitan's vehicular access at all t~es along its· 
rights-of-way to its pipelines or facilities therein. 
Gates capable of accepting Metropolitan's locks are 
required in any fences across its rights-of-way. Also, 
any walks or drainage facilities across its access route 
must be constructed to AASRTO R-20 loading standards. 

f. Rights to landscape any of Metropolitan's fee 
properties must be acquired from its Right of Way and 
Land Division. Appropriate entry permits must be obtained 
prior to any entry on its property. There will be a charge 
for any entry permit or easements required. 

6. Fencing 

Metropolitan requires that perimeter fencing of its fee 
properties and facilities be constructed· of universal chain 
link, 6 feet in height and' ~opped wi-th 3 strands of barbed 
wire angled upward and outward at a 45 degree angle or an 
approved equal for a total fence height of 7 feet. Suitable 
substitute fencing may be considered by Metropolitan. 
(Please see Figure 5 for details). 

7. Utilities in Metropolitan's Fee Properties and/or Easements 
or Adjacent to Its Pipeline in Public Streets 

Metropolitan's policy for the alinement of utilities 
permitted within its fee properties and/or easements and 
street rights-of-way is as follows: 
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a. Permanent structures, including catch basins, 
manholes, power poles, telephone riser boxes, etc., shall 
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements. 

b. We request that permanent utility structures 
within public streets, in which Metropolitan's facilities 
are constructed under the Metropolitan Water District 
Act, be placed as far from our pipeline as possible, but 
not closer than 5 feet from the outside of our pipeline. 

c. The installation of utilities over or under 
Metropolitan's pipeline(s) must be in accordance with the 
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings 
Nos. C-11632 and C-9547. Whenever possible we request a 
minimum of one foot clearance between Metropolitan's pipe 
and your facility. Temporary support of Metropolitan's 
pipe may also be required at undercrossings of its pipe 
in an open trench. The temporary support plans must be 
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan. 

d. Lateral utility crossings of Metropolitan's 
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline 
alinement as practical. Prior to any excavation our 
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation 
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand. 
This shall be noted on the appropriate drawings. 

e. Utilities constructed longitudinally within 
Metropolitan's rights-of-way must be located outside the 
theoretical trench prism· for uncovering its pipeline and 
must be located parallel to and as close to its rights
of-way lines as practical. 

f. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked 
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be 
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the 
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked 
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We also require that 
detail drawings of .the shoring for the jacking or 
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval. 
Provisions must be made to grout any voids around the 
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. If 
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the 
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or 
tunnel must be filled with grout. 
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g. Overhead electrical and telephone line 
requirements: 

1} Conductor clearances are to conform to the 
California State Public Utilities Commission, General 
Order 95, for Overhead Electrical Line Construction or 
at a greater clearance if required by Metropolitan. 
Under no circumstances shall clearance be less than 
35 feet. 

2) A marker must be attached to the power pole 
showing the ground clearance and line voltage, to help 
prevent damage to your facilities during maintenance or 
other work being done in the area. 

3) Line clearance over Metropolit.an' s fee 
properties and/ or easeme1nts shall be shown on the 
drawing to indicate the lowest point of the line 
under the most adverse conditions including 
consideration of sag, wind load, tempera.ture change, 
and suppc>rt type. We require that overhead lines be 
located cLt least 30 feet laterally away from all 
above-gretund structures on the pipelines. 

4) When underground electrical conduits, 
120 volts or greater, are installed within 
Metropolitan • s fee prope.rty and/or easement, the 
conduits must be incased in a minimum of three inches 
of red concrete. Where possible, above ground warning 
signs must also be placed at the right-of-way lines 
where the conduits enter and exit the right-of-way. 

h. The construction of sewerlines in Metropolitan's 
fee properties and/or easements must conform to the 
California Department of Health Services Criteria for the 
Separation of Water Mains and Sanitary Services and the 
local City or County Health Code Ordinance as it relates to 
installation o£ sewers in the vicinity of pressure 
waterlines. The construction of sewerlines .should also 
conform to these standards in street rights-of- way. 

i. Cross sections shall be provided for all pipeline 
crossings showing Metropolitan's fee property and/or 
easement limits and the location of our pipeline(s). The 
exact locations of the crossing pipelines and their 
elevations shall be marked on as-built drawings for our 
information. 
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j. Potholing of Metropolitan•s pipeline is required 
if the vertical clearance between a utility and 
Metropolitan•s pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one 
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and 
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide 
a representative to assists others in locating and 
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is 
requested. 

k. Adequate shoring and bracing is required for the 
full depth of the trench when the excavation encroaches 
within the zone shown on Figure 4. 

1. The location of utilities within Metropolitan•s 
fee property and/or easement shall be plainly marked to 
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done 
in the area. Detectable tape over buried utilities 
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility 
and shall conform to the following requirements: 

1) Water pipeline: A two-inch blue warning 
tape shall be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE" 

2) Gas, oil, or chemical pipeline: A 
two-inch yellow warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ----
3) Sewer or storm drain pipeline: A 

two-inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ---
4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic 

signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall 
be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED ----- CONDUIT" 

5) Telephone, or television conduit: A 
two-inch orange warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 

"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT" ----
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m. Cathodic Protection requirements: 

1) If there is a cathodic protection station 
for Metropolitan's pipeline in the area of the proposed 
work, it shall be located prior to any grading or 
excavation. The exact location, description and manner 
of protection shall be shown on all applicable plans. 
Please contact Metropolitan's Corrosion Engineering 
Section, located at Metropolitan's F. E. Weymouth 
Softening and Filtration Plant, 700 North Moreno 
Avenue, La Verne, California 91750, telephone (714) 
593-7474, for the locations of Metropolitan's cathodic 
protection stations. 

2) If an induced-current cathodic protection 
system is to be installed on any pipeline crossing 
Metropolitan's pipeline, please contact Mr. Wayne E. 
Risner at (714) 593-7474 or (213) 250-5085~ He will 
review the proposed system and determine if any 
conflicts will arise with the existing cathodic 
protection systems installed by Metropolitan. 

3) Within Metropolitan's rights-of-way, 
pipelines and carrier pipes (casings) shall be coated 
with an approved protective coating to conform to 
Metropolitan's requirements, and shall be maintained in 
a neat and orderly condition as directed by Metropolitan. 
The application and monitoring of cathodic protection 
on the pipeline and casing shall conform to Title 49 of 
the Code of Federal· Regulations, Part 195. 

4) If a steel carrier pipe (casing) is used: 

(a) Cathodic protection shall be provided 
by use of a sacrificial magnesium anode (a sketch 
showing the cathodic protection details can be 
provided for the designers information). 

(b) The steel carrier pipe shall be 
protected with a coal tar en~el coating inside 
and out in accordance with AWWA C203 specification. 

n. All trenches shall be excavated to comply with the 
CAL/OSBA Construction Safety Orders, Article 6, beginning 
with Sections 1539 through 1547. Trench backfill shall be 
placed in 8-inch lifts and shall be compacted to 95 percent 
relative compaction (ASTM 0698) across roadways and through 
protective dikes. Trench backfill elsewhere will be 
compacted to 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM 0698). 
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o. Control cables connected with the operation of 
Metropolitan's system are buried within streets, its fee 
properties and/or easements. The locations and elevations 
of these cables shall be shown on the drawings. The 
drawings shall note that prior to any excavation {n the 
area, the control cables shall be located and measures 
shall be taken by the contractor to protect the cables in 
place. 

p. Metropolitan is a member of Underground Service 
Alert (USA) • The contractor (excavator) shall contact 
USA at 1-800-422-4133 (Southern California) at least 48 
hours prior to starting any excavation work. The contractor 
will be liable for any damage to Metropolitan's facilities 
as a result of the construction. 

8. Paramount Right 

Facilities constructed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties and/or easements shall be subject to the 

· paramount right of Metropolitan to use its fee properties 
and/or easements for the purpose for which they were 
acquired. If at any t~e Metropolitan or its assigns 
should, in the exercise of their rights, find it necessary 
to remove any of the facilities from the fee properties 
and/or easements, such removal and replacement shall be at 
the expense of the owner of the facility. 

9. Modification of Metropolitan's Facilities 

When a manhole or other of Metropolitan's facilities 
must be modified to accommodate your construction or recons
truction, Metropolitan will modify the facilities with its 
forces. This should be noted on the construction plans. The 
est~ated cost to perform this modification will be given to 
you and we will require a deposit for this amount before the 
work is performed. Once the deposit is received, we w~ll 
schedule the work. Our forces will coordinate the work with 
your contractor. Our final billing will be based on actual 
cost incurred, and will include materials, construction, 
engineering plan review, inspection, and administrative 
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Metropolitan's 
standard accounting practices. If the cost is less than the 
deposit, a refund will be made; however, if the cost exceeds 
the deposit, an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the 
additional amount. 
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10. Drainage 

a. Residential or commercial development typically 
increases and concentrates the peak storm water runoff as 
well as the total yearly storm runoff from an area, thereby 
increasing the requirements for storm drain facilities 
downstream of the development. Also, throughout the year 
water from landscape irrigation, car washing, and other 
outdoor domestic water uses flows into the storm drainage 
system resulting in weed abatement, insect infestation, 
obstructed access and other problems. Therefore, it is 
Metropolitan's usual practice not to approve plans that show 
discharge of drainage from developments onto its fee 
properties and/or easements. 

b. If water must be carried across or discharged onto 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements, Metropolitan 
will insist that plans for development provide that it be 
carried by closed conduit or lined open channel approved in 
writing by Metropolitan. Also the drainage facilities must be 
maintained by others, e.g., city, county, homeowners association, 
etc. If the development proposes changes to existing drainage 
features, then the developer shall make provisions to provide . 
for replacement and these changes must be approved by Metropolitan 
in writing. 

11. Construction Coordination 

During construction·, Metropolitan's field representative 
will make periodic inspections. We request that a stipulation 
be added to the pl~s or specifications for notification of 
Mr. of Metropolitan's Operations Services Branch, 
telephone (213) 250- , at least two working days prior to 
any work in the vicinity of our facilities. 

12. Pipeline Loading Restrictions 

a. Metropolitan's pipelines and conduits vary in 
structural strength, and some are not adequate for 
AASHTO H-20 loading. Therefore, specific loads over the 
specific sections of pipe or conduit must be reviewed and 
approved by Metropolitan. Howeve~, Metropolitan's pipelines 
are typically adequate for AASHTO B-20 loading provided that 
the cover over the pipeline is .not less than four feet or 
the cover is not substantially increased. If the temporary 
cover over the pipeline during construction is between three 
and four feet, equipment must restricted to that which 
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imposes loads no greater than AASHTO H-10. If the cover is 
between two and three feet, equipment must be restricted to 
that of a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor. If the cover 
is less than two feet, only hand equipment may be used. 
Also, if the contractor plans to use any equipment over 
Metropolitan's pipeline which will impose loads greater than 
AASHTO H-20, it will be necessary to submit the specifications 
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one 
week prior to its use. More restrictive requirements may 
apply to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines 
1 and 2, portions of the Orange County Feeder, and the 
Colorado River Aqueduct. Please contact us for loading 
restrictions on all of Metropolitan's pipelines and 
conduits. 

b. The existing cover over the pipeline shall be 
maintained unless Metropolitan determines that proposed 
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the 
pipeline or an impediment ~o its maintenance. 

13. Blasting 

a. At least 20 days prior to the start of any 
drilling for rock excavation blasting, or any blasting, in 
the vicinity of Metropolitan's facilities, a two-part 
preliminary conceptual plan shall be submitted to 
Metropolitan as follows: 

b. Part 1 of the conceptual plan shall include a 
complete summary of.proposed transportation, handling, 
storage, and use of explosions. 

c. Part 2 shall include the proposed general concept 
for blasting, including controlled blasting techniques and 
controls of .noise, fly roc~, airblast, and ground vibration. 

14. CEQA Requirements 

a. When Environmental Documents Have Not Been 
Prepared 

1) Regulations implementing the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that 
Metropolitan have an opportunity to consult with the 
agency or consultants preparing any environmental 
documentation. We are required to review and consider 
the environmental effects of the project as shown in 
the ' Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) prepared for your project before committing 
Metropolitan to approve your request. 
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2) In order to ensure compliance with the 
regulations implementing CEQA where Metropolitan is not 
the Lead Agency, the following minimum procedures to 
ensure compliance with the Act have been established: 

a) Metropolitan shall be timely advised of 
any determination that a Categorical Exemption 
applies to the project. The Lead Agency is to 
advise Metropolitan that it and other agencies 
participating in the project have complied with 
the requirements of CEQA prior to Metropolitan's 
participation. 

b) Metropolitan is to be consulted during 
the preparation of the Negative Declaration or 
EIR. 

c) Metropolitan is to review and submit any 
necessary comments on the Negative Declaration or 
draft EIR. 

d) Metropolitan is to be indemnified for 
any costs or liability arising out of any 
violation of any laws or regulations including but 
not limited to the California Environmental 
Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 

b. When Environmental Documents Have Been Prepared 

If environmental documents have been prepared for your 
project, please furnish us a copy for our review and files 
in a timely manner so that we may have sufficient time to 
review and comment. The following steps must also be 
accomplished: · 

. 1) The Lead Agency is ~o advise Metropolitan 
that it and other agencies participating in the project 
have complied with the requirements of CEQA prior to 
Metropolitan's . participation. 

2) You must agree to indemnify Metropolitan, its 
officers, engineers, and agents for any costs or 
liability . arising out of any violation of any laws or 
regulations including but not limited to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 

15. Metropolitan's Plan-Review Cost 

a. An engineering review of your proposed facilities 
and developments and the preparation of a letter response 
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giving Metropolitan's comments, requirements anc/or approval 
that will require 8 ~an-hours or less of effort is typicallv 
performed at no cost to the developer, unless a facility -
must be modified where Metropolitan has superior rights. If 
an engineering review and letter response requires more than 
8 man-hours of effort by Metropolitan to determine if the 
proposed facility or development is compatible with its 
facilities, or if modifications to Metropolitan's manhole(s) 
or other facilities will be required, then all of 
Metropolitan's costs associated with the project must be 
paid by the developer, unless the developer has superior 
rights. 

b. A deposit of funds will be required from the 
developer before Metropolitan ·can begin its detailed 
engineering plan review that will exceed 8 hours. The 
amount of the required deposit will be determined after a 
cursory review of the plans for the proposed development. 

c. Metropolitan's final billing will be based on 
actual cost incurred, and will include engineering plan 
review, inspection, materials, construction, and 
administrative overhead charges calculated in accordance 
with Metropolitan's standard accounting practices. If the 
cost is less than the deposit, a refund will be made; 
however, if the cost exceeds the deposit, an invoice will be 
forwarded for payment of the additional amount. Additional 
deposits may be required if the cost of Metropolitan's 
review exceeds the amount of the initial deposit. 

16. Caution 

We advise you that Metropolitan's plan reviews and 
responses are based upon information available to 
Metropolitan which was prepared by or on behalf of 
Metropolitan for general record purposes only. Such 
information may not be sufficiently detailed or accurate for 
your purposes. No warranty of any kind, either express or 
implied, is attached to the information therein conveyed as 
to its accuracy, and no inference should be drawn from 
Metropolitan's failure to comment on any aspect of your 
project. You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys 
and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to 
assure yourself that any plans for your project are correct. 
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17. Additional Information 

Should you require additional information, please contact: 

JEH/MRW/l.k 

Civil Engineering Substructures Section 
Metropolitan Water District 

of Southern California 
P.O. Box 54153 

Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 
(213) 217-6000 

Rev. January 22 ,· 1989 

Encl.. 
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 4:  METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA  

Response 4.1 The County appreciates and values the district’s comments during the Housing 
Element update and EIR participation process. This comment provides general 
introductory and background information. Responses to specific comments 
are included below; no further response is required.  

Response 4.2 The initial Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was released on June 26, 2015, 
and serves as the baseline for EIR No. 548, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125. The NOP establishes the baseline for purposes of the EIR. As such, 
the recently adopted 2016 State Water Project Projections, which were 
released in late 2015, were incorporated into the EIR document. This comment 
does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
any environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted, per State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), which requires that a lead agency respond 
to environmental comments. 

Response 4.3 All future development accommodated by the proposed project would be 
required to undergo the County design review process, which is required prior 
to the commencement of development. In areas under the jurisdiction of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, projects would be required 
to undergo review by the district prior to construction, as outlined in the 
materials appended to the comment letter.  

Response 4.4 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates 
and values the district’s comments during the Housing Element update and EIR 
participation process. Responses to specific comments are included above; no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter 5





2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 5:  MOJAVE DESERT AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Response 5.1 The commenter notes that the project does not propose development within 
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. As such, the district does 
not have any comments on the project at this time. No further response is 
required. 
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COMMENT LETTER 6





2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 6:  CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 

Response 6.1 The commenter notes that the proposed project would not impact land within 
the Moreno Valley city limits; as such, the commenter does not have any 
comments on the project. These comments have been noted, and the County 
will continue to notify the City of Moreno Valley of final project documents and 
public hearing information. This comment does not identify any specific 
concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any other environmental issues. 
Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 
raised on environmental issues.) 
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 7:  PECHANGA BAND OF LUISEÑO INDIANS, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL 
COUNSEL 

Comment 7.1 The County appreciates the continued involvement of the Pechanga Band of 
Luiseño Indians (the Tribe) in the Housing Element update and EIR process, 
including consultation with the County during the AB 52 and SB 18 process. This 
comment serves as a general introduction to the comment letter, as specific 
responses are included below. 

Comment 7.2 This comment has been duly noted. The County participated in AB 52 and SB 18 
consultation with the Tribe throughout the EIR process and will continue to allow 
for SB 18 consultation with the Tribe throughout the EIR and public hearing 
process. At the time AB 52 consultation was initiated (beginning in June 2015), 
it was believed that the mitigation measures adopted for the County’s General 
Plan Amendment No. 960 (GPA No. 960) would be sufficient because they 
would also apply to the project. However, after AB 52 consultations were 
concluded, the County’s GPA No. 960 was legally challenged. In response to 
the active litigation, mitigation measures similar to those in EIR No. 521 for GPA 
No. 960 were incorporated into this EIR to ensure all appropriate mitigation 
measures to offset potential environmental impacts would also apply to the 
project.  

Comment 7.3 This comment has been duly noted. The suggested edits to Mitigation Measure 
3.5.1 and Mitigation Measure 3.5.3 have been incorporated into the Errata 
section of Final EIR No. 548 as shown below.  

Page 3.0-65: 

MM 3.5.1  Avoidance is the preferred treatment for cultural resources. Where 
feasible, project plans shall be developed to allow avoidance of 
cultural resources. Where avoidance of construction impacts is 
possible, capping of the cultural resource site and avoidance 
planting (e.g., planting of prickly pear cactus) shall be employed to 
ensure that indirect impacts from increased public availability to the 
site are avoided. Where avoidance is selected, cultural resource 
sites shall be placed within permanent conservation easements or 
dedicated open space. 

Page 3.0-68: 

MM 3.5.3 If human remains are encountered during a public or private 
construction activity, California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the 
Riverside County Coroner has made a determination of origin and 
disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. The Riverside County 
Coroner must be notified within 24 hours. If the Coroner determines 
that the burial is not historic, but prehistoric, the Native American 
Heritage Commission must be contacted to determine the most 
likely descendant for this area. The decision as to the treatment and 
disposition of the remains shall be made consistent with the 
procedures and standards contained in Health and Safety Code 
Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).The most 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
2.0-2 July 2016  Public Review Draft 

likely descendant may become involved with the disposition of the 
burial following scientific analysis. 

Comment 7.4 This comment is noted. The County will continue to notify the Tribe of all project 
milestones and will facilitate consultation as necessary. This comment serves as 
the conclusion to the letter and provides general information. Responses to 
specific comments are included above; no further response is required. 
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County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8:  RIVERSIDE COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

Response 8.1 The County appreciates and values the commission’s comments during the 
Housing Element update and EIR participation process. This comment provides 
general introductory and background information. Responses to specific 
comments are included below; no further response is required. 

Response 8.2 Staff have reviewed the proposed Neighborhood 1 and Neighborhood 2 of the 
Mead Valley Community Sites (as shown in EIR No. 548 Figure 4.2-1c) in regard 
to the submitted comments. The County agrees with the commenter and has 
determined that Neighborhood 1 and Neighborhood 2 should be removed 
from the proposed project. Corrected text excluding Neighborhoods 1 and 2 
has been included in the General Plan Errata document showing the removal 
of the neighborhoods.  

Response 8.3 The County will continue to notify the Airport Land Use Commission of hearings 
and other milestones for the project.  
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 9:  COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

Response 9.1 The commenter notes that the proposed project would not impact land within 
the County of San Bernardino’s jurisdiction and that the commenter has no 
comments at this time. This comment does not identify any specific concern 
with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any other environmental issues. Therefore, 
no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 
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                           FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO VALLEY 
                                                   POST OFFICE BOX 4036 
                                          IDYLLWILD, CALIFORNIA 92549 
                                                 www.northfriends.org  
 
 
May 30, 2016 
 
Bill Gayk, Project Manager 
Riverside County Planning Department  
4080 Lemon St.  12th Floor  
Riverside, CA 92501 
 
Via: Email:  bgayk@rctlma.org  and U.S. Mail  
                                    
              
RE:  Draft EIR No. 548 for the adoption of GPA No. 1122 and CZ No. 7902 which 
will update the Riverside County General Plan and Land Use Ordinance No. 
348 to guide anticipated growth in accordance with the State and County 
Housing Objectives.  
 
Dear Mr. Gayk: 
 
We are providing our objections to Draft EIR No. 548 for the adoption of GPA No. 
1122 and CZ No. 7902 and Ordinance No. 348 as individuals and on behalf of our 
conservation group the Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (FNSJV).  We have 
reviewed the Biological Resources section of the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan. 
The Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan exemplifies the folly of the western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the Riverside County 
Board of Supervisors collective renouncement of the MSHCP wildlife conservation 
goals and objectives  
 
Numerous endangered, threatened, or MSHCP covered plants and animals [i.e. 
Stephens’ kangaroo rat, San Jacinto Valley Crownscale, Burrowing owl, San Diego 
horned lizard] will be adversely impacted by implementation of the Lakeview 
Nuevo Area Plan.  Because these species are reportedly afforded full coverage under 
the MSHCP and because the project is said to be consistent with the MSHCP, Draft 
EIR No. 548 claims potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are less than 
significant under CEQA. This faulty analysis is in error.  The western Riverside 
County MSHCP was established pursuant to the State Natural Community 
Conservation Planning Act (NCCP Act – Fish and Game Code § 2800 -2835).  The 
State NCCP Act does not exempt a project in a Natural Community Conservation 
Planning area from CEQA or alters or affects the applicability of CEQA (Fish and 
Game Code § 2826).  Project compliance-consistency with the MSHCP or the mere 
inclusion of a cursory MSHCP compliance statement in the environmental document 
is not CEQA compliance. 
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Draft EIR No. 548 failed to comply with CEQA Guideline 15065 (c) – Mandatory 
Finding of Significance.  1) Draft EIR No. 548 did not identify the effects on 
Biological Resources [MSHCP Covered Species] to be analyzed in depth.  2) The 
Draft EIR did not examine the feasibility of alternatives or mitigation to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on Biological Resources.  3) Draft 
EIR No. 548 did not consider feasible changes in the project to substantially lessen 
or avoid significant effects on Biological Resources. 
 
Draft EIR No. 548 incorrectly asserts the review of future project sites is properly 
made when the sites are initially converted from vacant to developed lands and 
because the Draft EIR does not propose any specific development required 
biological survey would occur at the time future development of the neighborhood 
sites are proposed (Draft EIR: page 4.9-32).  This approach is an improper deferral 
of mitigation measures for MSHCP covered species.  Once the General Plan 
Amendments and Change of Zone receive approval any future CEQA review would 
only result in a post hoc rationalization of an already approved project.  Such an 
approach is contrary to the wildlife conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP. 
 
It is not apparent the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the State 
Trustee Agency for Fish and Wildlife resources, reviewed and commented on Draft 
EIR No. 548.  The Draft EIR should be forwarded to CDFW for review and comment. 
CDFW review comments should be included in the Final EIR and considered by the 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors prior to the approval and certification of the 
Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines § 15073 (c); Gentry V. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal. 
App. 4th. 1359).  
 
Please advise the FNSJV of the availability of the Final EIR and any public hearing for 
this Project.  Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the environmental 
review of this important Project. 
 
 
 
Tom Paulek                                                                              Susan Nash 
FNSJV, Conservation Chair                                                  FNSJV, President 
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 10:  FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO VALLEY 

Response 10.1 This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. The County 
appreciates and values the FNSJV’s comments during the EIR participation 
process. This comment provides general introductory and background 
information. No further response is required. 

Response 10.2 When the County of Riverside developed both MSHCPs, comprehensive data 
was collected under the purview of a scientific committee. The final 
conservation strategy in the MSHCPs was developed to fully mitigate impacts 
to sensitive biological resources. The issuance of the Section 10(a) permit by the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) acknowledged the adequacy of the 
conservation programs as full mitigation. As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft 
EIR, each covered project in the county must comply with the requirements of 
the MSHCPs, including conducting habitat assessments and focused surveys, 
mandatory conservation of lands identified to have conservation value that 
would support the assemblage of several Conservation Areas in Western 
Riverside County and Coachella Valley, and payment of mitigation fees. 
Compliance must occur prior to any project approval. 

 RCA, CVAG, the County of Riverside, USFWS, and CDFW meet routinely 
throughout the year to review all actions, including project approvals, resulting 
from conservation activities and other required mitigation measures taken 
under the MSHCPs. A series of meeting are held each year between all of the 
above agencies to ensure that the MSHCPs are being successfully 
implemented and managed. Annual reports are prepared and work plans for 
the subsequent year are prepared, reviewed, approved, and implemented. 
This robust process is a joint effort by the federal, state, and local governments 
to ensure the sensitive biological resources found in Western Riverside County 
and Coachella Valley are successfully protected and conserved for the future.   

 It should be noted that as part of an applicant’s participation in the MSHCPs, 
habitat assessments and focused surveys will be required to assess the ongoing 
status of sensitive biological resources in specific areas. The results of these 
surveys will be used by the County, RCA, and the wildlife agencies to verify the 
ongoing adequacy of the MSHCPs in protecting biological resources and to 
make the adjustments to guide the development of the annual work plans for 
the conservation programs authorized by USFWS and CDFW. This process will 
ensure that the ongoing conservation programs are protecting and managing 
sensitive biological resources as required by the federal and state Endangered 
Species Acts, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and other applicable natural 
resources laws, as well as required by CEQA. 

 As such, with the implementation of the MCHSPs, when development 
accommodated by the proposed updated Housing Element occurs 
throughout the county, the requirements of the existing MCHSP process will 
require mitigation of impacts at the site-specific scale. As noted and detailed 
above, the MSHCP process serves as project-level mitigation for future 
development projects and is applicable to the proposed project as a method 
of impact mitigation and reduction.  



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
2.0-2 July 2016  Public Review Draft 

Response 10.3 In regard to the commenter’s assertion that the EIR did not identify effects on 
biological resources, as stated in the responses above, the EIR thoroughly 
evaluates potential impacts on biological resources on both a countywide and 
an Area Plan level. For the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan, potential impacts were 
analyzed on pages 4.9-31 through 4.9-34. Furthermore, countywide impacts to 
biological resources were addressed on pages 3.0-42 through 3.0-58.  

 In regard to the commenter’s assertion that the EIR does not evaluate 
alternatives and mitigation to lessen impacts to biological resources, extensive 
mitigation is included in Section 3.0 of the EIR specifically to reduce impacts to 
biological resources (starting on page 3.0-42). Furthermore, a number of 
existing regulatory programs require extensive compliance to ensure reduction 
of potential impacts to biological resources. In regard to alternatives, Section 
5.0, Alternatives, of the EIR discusses three alternatives to the proposed project, 
all of which were analyzed extensively, including impacts to biological 
resources. Therefore, despite the commenter’s assertion, the EIR fully complies 
with CEQA, including mandates under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065. 

Response 10.4 As explained above, the MSHCPs incorporate a thorough regulatory 
framework in order to reduce potential impacts to biological resources. The EIR 
also contains an extensive set of mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
related to the proposed project, as noted in Response 10.3 above. The 
commenter does not include any mitigation measures for consideration. 
Furthermore, beyond the proposed mitigation and the MSHCPs, the project 
would also be subject to a number of state, federal, and local programs to 
protect the biological resources in the county. As also mentioned in the 
responses above, the implementation of the MSHCP process ensures that the 
criteria required under CEQA for biological resources analysis are met. Through 
the MSHCP program, all future projects will be required to comply with a full 
biological resources analysis and all future impacts will need to be mitigated. 
As such, the EIR provides extensive mitigation related to biological resources 
that would ensure an equitable review of future development 
accommodated under the proposed project. 

Response 10.5 The EIR is a program-level document pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168 and includes detailed analysis as appropriate for a planning-
level document of this magnitude. The Draft EIR was sent to an extensive list of 
recipients for review, both through direct mail and via the California State 
Clearinghouse. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service were both notified of the project and given the opportunity 
to review and comment on the Draft EIR.  

Response 10.6 The County will continue to provide project status notifications to the Friends of 
the Northern San Jacinto Valley as the project continues through the public 
participation and hearing process. This comment serves as the conclusion to 
the letter. Responses to specific comments are included above; no further 
response is required. 
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County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 11:  HIGHGROVE MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Response 11.1 The commenter included an excerpt from the Highgrove Happenings 
Newspaper from June 1999. The commenter also attached a comment letter 
submitted to the County in 2011, not related to the proposed project. The 
attachments have been reviewed and will be included in the public record for 
the project. The attachments do not raise any comments related to the Draft 
EIR or its analysis.  

Response 11.2 The County appreciates and values the committee’s comments during the EIR 
participation process. This comment provides general introductory and 
background information. No further response is required. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 11.3 The commenter notes a number of comments related to concerns within the 
Highgrove community. However, these concerns do not pertain to the Housing 
Element or the EIR. The comments have been noted and will be considered by 
the County during project deliberations. This comment does not identify any 
specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. As such, no further response is required. 
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4079 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 684-6203 
sangorgonio.sierraclub.org 

Bill Gayk, Project Manager 
Riverside County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon St., 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA  92501

Dear Mr Gayk:

Re:  Comments on DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA No. 1122 and CZ 
No. 7902

The Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to make comments on this project. 
With May 30th being Memorial Day, a national holiday, our comments will arrive 
on May 31, 2016.  We are very concerned that the Housing element DEIR relies 
too much on the recently approved Riverside County General Plan Amendment 
(GPA) 960.  You do acknowledge that the "GPA 960 is currently in active litigation 
with an unknown outcome”, but then proceed as if nothing will change.  The Final 
EIR for this project needs to discuss the possibility that either an agreed settle-
ment or court decision could significant change GPA 960 and its impact on the 
housing element documents as well as possible approvals. 

“With few exceptions, the proposed project would increase the number of 
housing units (density) allowed on certain parcels that have been identified for 
development in the Riverside County General Plan. The Riverside County Gen-
eral Plan Update Project No. 960 was approved after environmental impacts of 
the plan were evaluated in Environmental Impact Report No. 521 (State Clear-
inghouse #200904105). This previous analysis was considered in evaluating the 
impacts associated with the proposed project and is incorporated by refer-
ence.” (2.2.3 DEIR 548)

Comment Letter 12
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As explained in prior comments on the EIR for GPA 960, Appendix E-1 offers no evi-
dence to support or even explain how it determined the “midpoint” units per acre densi-
ties and “probable” floor area ratios, beyond the general assertion that these factors take 
into account “roads, rights-of ways, easements and public facilities.” RDEIR Appendix 
E-1 at 1. Nor does the Appendix explain or even mention the evidence that supports the 
County’s decision to revise many of these factors downward in this update to the General 
Plan. See, e.g., RDEIR Appendix E-1 at Table E-1 (significantly reducing midpoint DU/
AC for residential designations as compared to 2003 EIR).  

Recent developments in Riverside County indicate that using the midpoint density units 
per acre and probable floor area ratios underestimate the General Plan’s potential im-
pacts. For instance, the County recently released a Notice of Preparation for the Paradise 
Valley project (EIR No. 506). This 4,947.8-acre project is currently designated “Open 
Space – Rural” under the existing General Plan and the Plan amendment. Using the fac-
tors provided in Appendix E-1, the County anticipates 123.7 residential units will be built 
on this site (Open Space – Rural (OS-RUR) DU/AC Midpoint of 0.025 x 4,947.8 acres = 
123.7 density units). Yet the Notice of Preparation indicates the developer is seeking to 
build 8,490 residential units, 198,950 square feet of commercial, and 1,182,040 square 
feet of light industrial and mixed use. 

Similarly, the County is currently reviewing a revised version of the Villages of Lakeview 
Project, which appears to include 8,900 residential units and some light industrial on 
2,800 acres. See Exhibit B. Land use designations under the current General Plan and 
Plan amendment are mixed, but the site is primarily Agriculture, Rural Mountainous, 
Very Low Density Residential, Low Density Residential, and Conservation. Even assum-
ing the densest designation (Low Density Residential) applied across the entire site—
which it does not—the analysis in Appendix E-1 assumes that only 4,200 residential units 
would be built on this site (LDR DU/AC Midpoint of 1.5 x. 2,800 acres = 4,200 density 
units). Given the pending application for more than twice that number of units, this as-
sumption is demonstrably erroneous.  

The GPA 960 EIR purports to analyze the impacts of the its Plan assuming “midrange” 
projections for population, dwelling units, and floor-area ratios, rather than analyzing the 
impacts associated with the scope of development actually authorized by the Plan. 
CEQA, however, requires lead agencies to analyze the impacts associated with the 
“whole of an action” and does not permit the lead agency to assume that some of the au-
thorized development will not be built. CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a).   The GPA 
960 RDEIR attempts to justify its failure to describe and analyze the entirety of the pro-
posed Plan by stating that midrange projections would be most representative of a rea-
sonably foreseeable future build-out.  Id.  The County has taken the “reasonably foresee-

12.2

12.3

12.4



able” language from the definition of project under the CEQA Guidelines, but has misin-
terpreted its meaning.  Under CEQA, a project means “the whole of an action, which has 
a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reason-
ably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment . . . .”  CEQA Guidelines § 
15378(a).  “Reasonably foreseeable” describes the likelihood of indirect impacts; it does 
not suggest that an EIR need only evaluate the “reasonably foreseeable” aspects of a 
project.  Here, the whole of the action is the level of development permitted under the 
General Plan. 

As explained above and in prior comments to the County, GPA 960 must be described 
and analyzed in the RDEIR as the Plan’s full build-out, not a midrange scenario.  This 
distinction is not merely academic.  Importantly, the Plan’s full build-out allows for sub-
stantially more development than is assumed under the midrange projection.  To use the 
RDEIR’s explanation for its calculation of dwelling units as an example, the County mul-
tiplied the number of gross acres by the land use designations’ respective dwelling-unit-
per-acre (du/ac) factor.  “For example, 400 acres of Medium Density Residential, with a 
density range of 2.0 to 5.0 du/acre, has a midpoint of 3.5 du/acre.  Thus, for planning pro-
jection purposes, a total of 1,400 dwelling units would be associated with these 400 acres 
(400 ac x 3.5 du/ac = 1,400 du).”  Id. at 4.1-4.  Had the County assumed full build-out 
rather than a midrange scenario, the dwelling unit count would have been 2,000, not 
1,400 (400 ac x 5.0 du/ac = 2,000 du).  The County also assumed a midpoint scenario for 
its calculation of commercial and industrial land uses.  Id. at 4.1-6. 

The magnitude of this error is enormous.  The GPA 960 designates roughly 56,000 acres 
throughout the County’s unincorporated lands as Medium Density Residential.  RDEIR at 
4.2-39.  Using the County’s midpoint scenario, this equates to 196,000 dwelling units in 
the County (56,000 ac x 3.5 du/ac = 196,000).  Had the County assumed full build-out, as 
CEQA requires, the dwelling unit count would have been 280,000 (56,000 ac x 5.0 du/ac 
= 203,000), an additional 84,000 dwelling units.  Underestimating the amount of poten-
tial development results in a serious underestimation of the General Plan’s impacts in vir-
tually every category.  The development of an additional 84,000 dwelling units would re-
sult in a substantially greater loss of biological, cultural, and other resources.  It would 
greatly increase traffic, air pollution, GHG emissions and noise, and would result in a far 
greater consumption of water and energy resources.  The list goes on and on.  

  
In light of these deficiencies, the Sierra Club, Center for Biological Diversity, and 
the San Bernardino Audubon Society filed a lawsuit challenging the County’s 
adoption of GPA 960 based on violations of CEQA.  It appears that, as a result of 
the Sierra Club lawsuit challenging the EIR for GPA 960, the County is now con-
servatively assuming full build out for the analysis in the Housing Element EIR. 
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 See DEIR at 3.0-3.  The Final EIR No. 548 must explain its analysis as to 
whether it is using the number of housing units claimed in GPA 960 with their mid 
range approach or if they are using the number of units permitted under GPA 
960.

As written the proposed Housing Element project would cumulatively result in the capac-
ity "for up to 73,255 more housing units and 240,805 more people in the unincorporated 
County in comparison to buildout of GPA 960.”  The Housing element DEIR must ana-
lyze the worst case scenario which means that building on the GPA 960 use of the “mid-
point” units per acre density and “probable” floor area ratios erroneous assumptions must 
be eliminated.  The FEIR No. 548 must add its worst case additional housing and people 
to the amount of growth permitted under GPA 960 as well as the Villages of Lakeview 
(VOL) and Paradise Valley projects or it will be inadequate. The Final EIR must then an-
alyze these cumulative impacts caused to air quality, traffic, aesthetics, hydrology and 
water quality, greenhouse gas emissions, Climate Change or Climate Disruption, Climate 
Action Plan, hazards and hazardous materials, biological resources, geology and soils, 
agricultural resources, Public Health, increase energy demands, and all other areas re-
quired under CEQA or it will be inadequate. While there has been no environmental re-
view of the VOL and Paradise Valley, they will almost certainly result in many of the 
same impacts as the GPA 960 and the Housing Element. The County’s failure to analyze 
the cumulative environmental effects of these planned developments, together with the 
Housing Element DEIR No. 548, is an egregious CEQA violation. CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15355.

An EIR must discuss significant “cumulative impacts.” CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a). 
“Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when con-
sidered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(a). “[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting 
from a single project or a number of separate projects.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(a). A 
legally adequate “cumulative impacts analysis” views a particular project over time and 
in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the project at hand. “Cumula-
tive impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking 
place over a period of time.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b). The cumulative impacts con-
cept recognizes that “[t]he full environmental impact of a proposed . . . action cannot be 
gauged in a vacuum.” Whitman v. Board of Supervisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 408.
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Too few of the proposed HHDR/MUA neighborhoods are near existing urban areas. 
DEIR 548 would have you believe that because GPA 960 and the previous General Plan 
mentions directing growth towards existing urban areas to reduce sprawl that the Coun-
ty’s actions and the documents themselves would implement those words.  Rather than 
clearly guide development toward the existing incorporated cities within the County, GPA 
960 seeks to facilitate development in unincorporated County areas.  See, e.g., RDEIR at 
4.13-75: “The Proposed project’s update to the General Plan includes [land use changes] 
that would allow for the conversion of rural, semi-rural, agricultural and vacant lands into 
suburban or urban uses in areas throughout the county.” While the GPA 960 notes that 
decentralized development patterns cause impacts on environmental resources and in-
crease the costs of providing community infrastructure and services, the County none-
theless makes no concerted attempt to direct the growth towards existing cities.  This ap-
proach to land use development is the polar opposite of established smart growth princi-
ples and is certainly not sustainable.

The same is true for DEIR 548 and the Lakeview Nuevo HHDR/MUA is an example of 
how the County continues these non sustainable practices.  Over one-fifth of the almost 
5,000 acres being set aside for these important purposes are in this valley.  A few years 
ago the County approved the 11,000 unit Villages of Lakeview (VOL) housing project in 
the same area of the valley only to have a judge overturned the approvals on many 
counts.  Leapfrog development of the VOL played into the judges decision.  The same is 
true for the proposed HHDR/MUA neighborhoods J and K.  These also impact many cri-
teria cells and biological resources as well as the resources of the San Jacinto Wildlife 
Area— directly, indirectly and cumulative.  The Final EIR must address the issues men-
tioned in this letter which has not been done in the DEIR.  There is also no promise that 
future project approvals will have a full EIR process and therefore it must be done now 
prior to a vote on this project.  The environmental documents cannot just state that the 
western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) miti-
gates all biological impacts. The State Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
(NCCP act) does not exempt a project in a Natural Community Conservation Planning 
area from CEQA or alters or affects the applicability of CEQA (Fish and Game Code § 
2826) and the MSHCP derives much of it authority form the NCCP act.

The GPA 960 EIR asserted that the Plan would result in the direct conversion of only 32 
acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, and consequently con-
cludes that direct impacts to agricultural land would be less than significant. The EIR 
fails to provide any explanation to support this conclusion, particularly given other state-
ments that between 2000 and 2006, Riverside County loss roughly 30 percent of its exist-
ing agricultural lands.   The placement of HHDR/MUA neighborhoods like in Nuevo/
Lakeview away from urban areas continues the unnecessary loss of important agricultural 
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lands.  The Final EIR  No. 548 must have other alternatives which decreases the loss of 
agricultural lands.  All alternatives also need to show how much public transportation is 
available at each location as well as how near people will be to emergency medical care. 
You cannot assume that these services will come.  How far will people in these HHDR/
MUA neighborhoods need to travel to work?  This needs to be explained for each area. 
The court decision on the Villages of Lakeview development in the Lakeview/Nuevo area 
ruled that this was a major problem for this leapfrog development.  It could be even more 
of a problem for those who may need access to public transportation.  What will be the 
impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas, climate change caused by not having HHDR/
MUA’s near existing cities?  Where are all the mitigations to reduce these impacts such as  
all these units required to have solar on site? ! !67

The Los Angeles Department of Public Health recommends that schools, housing and 
other sensitive land uses within 1,500 feet of a freeway adhere to best-practice mitigation 
measures such as the use of air filtration systems.   Too many of the HHDR/MUA neigh-
borhoods are within 1,500 feet of major roads and/or freeways as well as railroad tracks 
and yet nothing is being done to protect the health of future residents from the pollution 
in our non attainment area.  The Final FEIR must explain how the health risk associated 
air pollution will be significantly reduced for those HHDR/MUA neighborhoods which 
will be within 1,500 feet of major roads like the Ramona Expressway.  Remembering that 
people who need these neighborhoods will probably not have the money to replace these 
special filters when needed.  The Final EIR 548 must also acknowledge that the Mid 
County Parkway (MCP) is also involved in active litigation with an unknown outcome.  
The Sierra Club will expect to read an analysis of the Lakeview/Nuevo HHDR/MUA 
neighborhood with the six lane MCP being built as well as the MCP not being built and 
the two lane Ramona Expressway remaining in this area. 

It is very evident that the environmental impacts of the Housing Element and GPA 960 
are related and both significant.  It is for that reason that the Sierra Club believes the 
County should have held off and done them as one.  This can and should still be done.  It 
is not too late to combine the full buildout allowed under GPA 960 with what you ac-
knowledge will be allowed under this Housing Element and analyze their cumulative im-
pacts.  This project’s Final EIR needs to also analyze the cumulative environmental ef-
fects of the Villages of Lakeview, Paradise Valley and the Rio Vista Project as well as any 
other project that is undergoing environmental review.  The Final EIR 548 must also ex-
plain with analysis how this Housing Element allows the the recently approved Climate 
Action Plan to meet its goals or it will be inadequate. 
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Please keep the Sierra Club notified of all future meetings and environmental documents 
related to DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA No. 1122 and CZ No. 7902 by us-
ing the address below my name to contact me in a timely manner. 

Sincerely, 

George Hague 
Sierra Club 
Moreno Valley Group 
Conservation Chair 

26711 Ironwood Ave 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555

788393.2 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 12:  SIERRA CLUB, SAN GORGONIO CHAPTER, MORENO VALLEY GROUP 

Response 12.1 While the existing General Plan is under litigation, no decision has been 
rendered; therefore, the plan, policies, and mitigation included in EIR No. 521 
are assumed to be in effect. Rather than rely on the adopted mitigation 
measures from EIR No. 521, EIR No. 548, prepared for the proposed project, 
includes a separate set of mitigation measures. Although the text of the 
mitigation measures is similar to those of EIR No. 521, the proposed project’s EIR 
No. 548 will have a separate mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
(MMRP).   

Response 12.2 In regard to the use of a midrange projection uses for GPA No. 960, and as 
analyzed in EIR No. 521, the EIR is required to analyze the “whole of an action” 
and all “reasonably foreseeable” indirect impacts related to the project, 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. As stated on page 1 of GPA 
No. 960 Appendix E-1, Socioeconomic Build-Out Assumptions and 
Methodology, “Land use designations differ among jurisdictions for a variety of 
reasons including unique physical and geographic characteristics, market 
forces, and varying community desires. There are no industry standards for 
population density or building intensity that can be applied to the new land 
use designations created for the Riverside County General Plan. ULI 
Handbooks, SCAG data, General Plans of cities within Riverside County and 
contemporary planning experience have been used to define the factors 
below to estimate Riverside County's future socioeconomic environment.”   

The document continues in stating that a midpoint projection is utilized for 
analysis due to the fact that “the range includes a minimum and maximum 
density for each designation as well as a midpoint. These ranges have been 
established based on actual product types and account for roads, rights-of 
way, conservation dedications, easements and public facilities typically found 
in residential areas such as elementary schools, parks, detention basins, etc.” 
This point is reiterated throughout Appendix E-1.  

Analyzing the EIR in a manner that assumes buildout of the entire county at 
maximum buildout (assuming no roadways or other facilities required for future 
development) would result in modeled impacts which would far exceed those 
that are “reasonably foreseeable” under GPA No. 960 and would largely void 
the EIR as an informational document suitable for decision-making. Analyzing 
the impacts in such a manner would create a disconnect between the 
expected buildout as accommodated under GPA No. 960, while also 
departing from the analytical methods from those developed and certified 
under EIR No. 441 for the 2003 General Plan. Consequently, a more reasonable 
and thoroughly vetted mid-range projection was undertaken in order to better 
account for the factors that limit development potential, including the 
development infrastructure to serve projects, dedicated conservation lands, 
site constraints, and roadways and regional transportation projects, as well as 
other variables.  

 Furthermore, this midpoint analysis is in alignment with the use of gross acreages 
(rather than net) in the General Plan and allows the use of the EIR as an 
informational document in conjunction with the General Plan. The 
methodology presented in GPA No. 960 Appendix E-1 was originally developed 
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for the 2003 RCIP project and has been further refined in order to better analyze 
and capture the long-term potential impacts associated with development 
under the General Plan. Use of this modeling in the EIR allows the document to 
analyze, and (where appropriate) subsequently mitigate where appropriate, 
accurately modeled potential impacts that are grounded in the practical 
implications of the development process.  

 As such, the midpoint projection has been developed and refined in order to 
provide the most precise reasonably accurate estimate of future 
development, while ensuring that the whole of the project is analyzed and 
considered. While the commenter asserts that the use of a mid-range 
projection does not accomplish this, the use of a projection that includes 
buildout across the entire county at its highest designated land use (without an 
account of required future infrastructure and other externalities) would grossly 
overestimate the severity of impacts to a degree that is beyond the 
“reasonably foreseeable” requirement mandated under CEQA and would 
create a disconnect between the General Plan and EIR No. 548. 

 Furthermore, the commenter notes the Paradise Valley Project, which proposes 
development of residential and commercial uses on land currently designated 
as Open Space-Rural. This potential project will require an extensive 
environmental review process and will be required to complete a General Plan 
amendment prior to approval to change the existing land use designation. 
Under the commenter’s logic used in reference to the Paradise Valley Project, 
the County should analyze development of highly intense uses across the 
entirety of Riverside County, including areas designated as low-density and 
agricultural uses. This is well beyond the realm of reasonably foreseeable as 
defined by CEQA.  

 While the commenter’s statements are noted, the EIR extensively analyzes 
potential future population growth that may result from the proposed project 
and provides substantial support to justify the use of the mid-range population 
projection as outlined in General Plan Appendix E-1. 

Response 12.3 Refer to Response 12.2 above. The commenter again gives a current planning 
project example that would require extensive environmental analysis and a 
General Plan amendment. While these comments are noted, future 
developments, particularly those that require an amendment to the General 
Plan, would be too speculative to analyze in EIR No. 548. Furthermore, the use 
of population projects as outlined in General Plan Appendix E-1 has been 
extensively reviewed and analyzed to ensure it accurately projects future 
development patterns as accommodated by the General Plan. The General 
Plan and EIR No. 548 fulfill the requirements of CEQA in regard to evaluating the 
whole of a project and analyzing reasonably foreseeable impacts.  

Response 12.4 Refer to Responses 12.2 and 12.3 above. The County disagrees with the 
commenter’s statement that the term “reasonably foreseeable” only describes 
the likelihood of indirect impacts and therefore presumably the County is 
required to study impacts that would extend beyond those that are reasonably 
foreseeable or unreasonable future developments as part of the project 
description. An EIR is required to focus on both short- and long-term direct 
impacts that would result from a project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-3 

15126.2). Further, the analysis of impacts must cover the entire project when 
considering the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts related to a proposed 
project. While the commenter is correct in that the State CEQA Guidelines 
make it clear that only reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts should be 
evaluated in the EIR (see State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15358), 
that does mean a “reasonableness” standard would not apply to future 
projects, project components, or other potential environmental impacts aside 
from indirect impacts. As stated under Section 15358(a)(1), “Effects include 
direct and primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the 
same time and place.” Further, as stated in Section 15151, “An evaluation of 
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but 
the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably 
foreseeable.” Regarding the project description, it’s true that the project must 
include the “whole of the action” that may result in a direct or reasonably 
foreseeable indirect change in the environment (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15378). However, the extent of potential projects is limited to 
reasonably foreseeable future activities. Regarding project components, as 
stated by the Supreme Court, “we hold that an EIR must include an analysis of 
the environmental effects of future expansions or other actions if: (1) it is a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project…” Lauren Heights 
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (47 Cal.3d 376, 396); see also 
Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Comm’rs (2001) 
Cal.App.4th 1344, 1362 [rejecting arguments that additional future long-range 
goals and projects need to be included as part of the project since the 
contemplated long-range projects were not a “reasonably foreseeable 
consequence of the project under review.”] A substantial number of cases also 
support a lead agency’s determination that uncertain future projects or 
activities that are not reasonably foreseeable consequences of the project 
proposed for approval are not required to be analyzed in detail in an EIR. No 
further response is required. 

Response 12.5 The commenter continues to assert that the population projections used in EIR 
No. 548, as outlined in General Plan Appendix E-1, underestimated the 
reasonably foreseeable impacts of the project. The commenter further asserts 
that EIR No. 548 does not accommodate for development projects such as the 
Villages of Lakeview and Paradise Valley.  

 Refer to Responses 12.2, 12.3, and 12.4 above. While these comments are 
noted, the commenter’s statements contain a number of inaccuracies related 
to the examples provided. The County has not approved the Villages of 
Lakeview and Paradise Valley projects, and if they are approved, these project 
would require the approval of a General Plan amendment. It would be 
speculative for EIR No. 548 to evaluate a project proposing development that 
is inconsistent with existing land use designations, as this would require the 
assumption that the entirety of the county could be developed at high intensity 
levels, including those areas designated for low intensity uses such as open 
space and agriculture.  

 As thoroughly addressed above, a mid-range projection was used in order to 
ensure an accurate analysis of the proposed Housing Element has been 
completed. The use of a full buildout, assuming no roadways, setbacks, or other 
infrastructure, would be erroneous and would nullify the EIR as an informational 
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document. Use of a complete buildout of the county would result in inflated 
impacts in all of the analyzed impact areas, well beyond those reasonably 
associated with the proposed project.  

Response 12.6 In regard to population projections, refer to Responses 12.2, 12.3, 12.4, and 12.5 
above. EIR No. 548 extensively evaluates probable development that could be 
accommodated by the updated Housing Element, pursuant to the outlined 
procedures in General Plan Appendix E-1. Furthermore, EIR No. 548 evaluates 
cumulative impacts throughout Section 3.0, Countywide Impacts. The Villages 
of Lakeview and Paradise Valley projects are not included in the cumulative 
impact analysis, as they would be speculative to analyze in EIR No. 548 at this 
time. While the commenter’s assertions are noted, the EIR extensively reviewed 
impacts on the cumulative and countywide scale pursuant to Section 15355 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines.  

Response 12.7 Refer to Response 12.6 above. EIR No. 548 extensively addressed cumulative 
and countywide impacts in Section 3.0, Countywide Impacts. The commenter 
merely states portions of the State CEQA Guidelines and case law, without 
providing substantive information as to how or why the cumulative impact 
analysis is deficient. No further response is warranted. 

Response 12.8 The commenter asserts that the community sites are not located in close 
proximity to existing urban areas. The proposed neighborhood sites were 
chosen through an exhaustive process that evaluated sites based on a number 
of criteria. These criteria included the availability of local community-supportive 
facilities and services, availability of intra- and interregional transportation 
facilities, availability of supportive on-site and site-edge land use and 
environmental characteristics, availability of primary on-site infrastructure 
(roads, sewer, and water), and flexibility in individual site development options. 
While not all sites contain all of these features, the County selected sites that 
contain as many of these features as possible while spreading development 
throughout the county to provide potential future housing options throughout 
Riverside County. These development patterns, as proposed by the updated 
Housing Element, exemplify smart growth patterns and the goals of the Housing 
Element update process. This comment pertains to a General Plan land use 
designation or General Plan policy comment. The County is compiling a 
database of comments on land use designations and General Plan policies, 
which will be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 12.9 Refer to Responses 12.2, 12.3, 12.4, and 12.5 above. EIR No. 548 extensively 
analyzes impacts across each area plan individually, including the Lakeview 
Nuevo Area Plan. The document also proposes extensive mitigation to ensure 
less than significant impacts to biological resources in the Lakeview Nuevo Area 
Plan as well as countywide. No further response is warranted. 
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Response 12.10 Regarding alternatives, the EIR discusses alternatives in Section 5.0. These 
alternatives include a no project alternative, an alternative site alternative, a 
fewer sites alternative, and modification to existing specific plans, as well as 
others. Furthermore, the EIR specifically evaluates an alternative that eliminates 
development in agricultural areas (Alternative 2, analysis begins on page 5.0-
13 of EIR No. 548). Refer to Section 5.0, Alternatives, for further discussion related 
to project alternatives.  

 The commenter comments on the potential for impacts to agricultural lands as 
a result of the project, specifically related to the conversion of agricultural 
lands. Potential impacts specifically to individual Area Plans, including the 
Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan, as well as potential impacts to the county as a 
whole, have been thoroughly evaluated and mitigated where appropriate 
throughout the EIR No. 548 document. Specifically, as noted in Table 2, 
Statistical Summary of Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan, no reduction in agricultural 
lands are proposed by the project. All of the changes are proposed in the 
Community Development Foundation Component, specifically to reduce 
potential impacts associated with development on agricultural lands. The 
greatest changes, within the Area Plan, are changing the designation of 
Medium Density and Medium High Density land to Highest Density Residential 
and Mixed Use Area.  

 Furthermore, on a countywide scale, it should be noted that as illustrated in 
Table LU-1, Unincorporated Riverside County Cumulative Acreage Summary, 
the project would result in the loss of only 0.2 percent of the County Agricultural 
Foundation Component. For further information related to potential impacts to 
agricultural lands in the county, refer to Section 3.0, Countywide Impact 
Analysis.  

 In regard to requiring all future development to include solar panels, while 
alternative energy sources are beneficial, requiring inclusion of solar panels 
across all future development is not appropriate for all potential future uses. In 
order to offer a number of options for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions for future developments, the County developed the Climate Action 
Plan, which includes a number of options for projects to reduce GHG emissions. 
Refer to Appendix F (Screening Tables) for the full list of GHG reduction 
measures that could be implemented by development projects in order to 
reduce GHG emissions in compliance with County GHG thresholds. 

Response 12.11 In regard to buffering development from freeways, a number of mitigation 
measures have been developed to reduce potential risks associated with 
development in close proximity to major transportation infrastructure. It should 
be noted that the General Plan already includes various policies that support 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) goals to protect 
sensitive receptors. For example, Policy AQ 1.4 requires coordination with the 
SCAQMD to ensure that all elements of air quality plans are being enforced. 
Policy AQ 4.9 requires compliance with Rules 403 and 403.1. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure 3.3.11 requires the minimum distance buffer zones for 
incompatible land uses that are recommended by the SCAQMD and the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to minimize health risk impacts. 
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 Regarding analysis of the potential expansion of Ramona Expressway, potential 
development of the expanded roadway is possible; however, it would be 
speculative to review multiple scenarios for the roadway specifically within the 
Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan. The Mid-County Parkway is currently in litigation 
and may be developed or modified, depending on the outcome of the 
litigation. As such, the County has evaluated the project including Ramona 
Expressway as the existing Expressway roadway designation, which can 
include a facility constructed to a maximum of 6–8 lanes (General Plan Table 
C-1). As such, the most reasonably foreseeable outcome for Ramona 
Expressway, currently, is the potential expansion of the roadway to the full 
Expressway designation as included in the General Plan. As such, this is how the 
roadway was analyzed in EIR No. 548. 

Response 12.12 The commenter asserts that the Housing Element and prior GPA No. 960 should 
have been completed as one project and that the EIR should further evaluate 
projects such as the Villages of Lakeview, Rio Vista, and Paradise Valley. 

 In regard to the analysis of the Housing Element and GPA No. 960, the two 
projects were initiated at separate times due to the State-mandated timing for 
updates to the Housing Element. The Housing Element is required to be 
updated pursuant to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. These requirements differ from the standards required for the 
other General Plan elements; as such, the General Plan and the Housing 
Element cannot be updated continuously on the same interval. However, EIR 
No. 548 uses GPA No. 960 as the baseline for the analysis and considers the 
approved GPA No. 960 land use designations. 

 Regarding the analysis of projects such as the Villages of Lakeview, Rio Vista, or 
Paradise Valley projects, refer to Responses 12.2, 12.3, 12.4, and 12.5 above. 
The above-noted projects are specific plan projects that are separate from the 
General Plan. These projects will be required to go through independent 
environmental review and are not included in the General Plan EIR No. 548, as 
any analysis related to the projects would be speculative at this time. No further 
response is warranted.  

Response 12.13 The County will continue to provide project status notifications to the Sierra 
Club, San Gorgonio Chapter as the project continues through the public 
participation and hearing process. This comment serves as the conclusion to 
the letter. The County appreciates and values the Sierra Club’s comments 
during the Housing Element update and EIR participation process. Responses 
to specific comments are included above; no further response is required. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 13:  SOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ALLIANCE (SEJA) VIA BLUM COLLINS 
LLP 

Response 13.1 The County appreciates and values SEJA’s comments during the General Plan 
Housing Element update and EIR participation process. This comment provides 
general introductory and background information. Responses to specific 
comments are included below. The County will notify the commenter of project 
milestones as they occur. No further response is warranted.  

Response 13.2 The commenter asserts that the EIR does not address fair housing practices, 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65583. The Housing Element specifically 
outlines all the components required of a housing element, in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65583, beginning on page H-1 of the Housing 
Element. The requirements are reviewed in the Housing Element, and a 
summary of applicable programs and resources are outlined in Table H-64 of 
the Housing Element (beginning on page H-240). These requirements are noted 
again in Section 2.1, Project Description, of EIR No. 548 starting on page 2.1-2.  

 The role of EIR No. 548 is not to provide the programs and policies related to 
compliance with Government Code Section 65583; it is to analyze the potential 
physical environmental impacts that may occur as a result of compliance with 
Housing Element laws, as enforced by the California Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD).  

 The Housing Element process, as enforced by HCD, requires the County to 
submit annual Housing Element status reports to HCD. These reports describe 
the status of the implementation programs contained in the Housing Element 
to ensure the effective implementation of the Housing Element programs is 
occurring. Furthermore, Housing Element Table H-1 reviews the County’s 
progress in implementing the element’s goals and actions. The table also 
contains a column indicating whether programs should be continued, 
modified, or deleted. 

 While the EIR does include extensive analysis related to physical environmental 
impacts that may occur as required under CEQA, the programs and policies 
that will ultimately implement the HCD requirements for the Housing Element 
are contained in the General Plan and its associated implementation program. 

Response 13.3 As noted under Response 13.2, the Housing Element, in association with the 
General Plan, is the document which provides programs, implementation, and 
policies developed to ensure compliance with HCD’s Housing Element 
requirements, not the EIR. Extensive programs and policies have been 
developed for the General Plan to ensure that implementation of the Housing 
Element is measurable and effective. Specifically, Goal 2T listed in Housing 
Element Table H-63 states, “To conserve and improve the condition of the 
housing stock, particularly affordable housing.” This goal is supplemented by 
policies, actions, and other items to ensure its implementation. As noted above, 
these goals will be analyzed annually in the Housing Element status report, 
which the County submits to HCD annually. Extensive programs and policies 
are included in the Housing Element to help improve the opportunity for 
affordable housing to be developed in Riverside County. No further response is 
warranted. 
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Response 13.4 The commenter states that EIR No. 548 does not contain an analysis of housing 
needs for special needs groups, as defined by Government Code Section 
65583(a)(7). Housing for special needs groups, including all of the categories 
indicated by the commenter, has been addressed in the Housing Element 
(starting on page H-120). No further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 13.5 The commenter states that EIR No. 548 does not address overcrowding. 
Overcrowding is addressed in the Housing Element starting on page H-10. No 
further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 13.6 The commenter states that EIR No. 548 does not address mobile home housing 
and issues that can be prevalent in mobile home parks. The Housing Element 
extensively addressed mobile home issues throughout its analysis and policy 
development. In regard to utility costs, the Housing Element continually focuses 
on utility costs and the potential for rising utility costs to cause financial hardship 
(see Housing Element pages H-84, H-257, and H-259). In regard to programs 
developed to assist with rent and ownership of property for mobile homes, the 
Housing Element analyzes and provides programs to support subsidizing rent 
and encouraging ownership in mobile home communities (see Housing 
Element page H-310 and General Plan Appendix K-1, page 30). Regardless, the 
issues the commenter raises are not physical environmental impacts to be 
evaluated under CEQA. No further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 13.7 The commenter states that EIR No. 548 does not address female-headed 
households. As noted in Response 13.4 above, special needs groups, including 
female-headed households, have been extensively evaluated in the Housing 
Element (starting on page H-122). Furthermore, Goal 1, which is included in 
Table H-63, states, “To assist in the development of adequate housing to meet 
the county’s fair share of the region’s housing needs for all economic segments 
of the population, with an emphasis on lower-income households and 
households with special needs.” This goal includes female-headed households, 
as do subsequent policies and actions. Regardless, the issues the commenter 
raises are not physical environmental impacts to be evaluated under CEQA. 
No further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 

Response 13.8 The commenter states that EIR No. 548 does not address undocumented 
citizens and potential housing inequalities they may experience. The 
commenter does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR. No further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 
raised on environmental issues.) 
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Response 13.9 The commenter states that EIR No. 548 does not address or provide programs 
for citizens with limited English proficiency. The Housing Element extensively 
addresses potential language barriers for residents to be able to read 
information for housing programs. Policies 3.2a and 3.2b specifically state that 
the County should continue to provide services, including outreach, for 
residents in both English and Spanish. No further response is warranted.  (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate 
and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 14:  WINCHESTER TOWN ASSOCIATION 

Response 14.1 The County appreciates and values the association’s comments during the 
Housing Element update and EIR participation process. The County has worked 
extensively with the Winchester Town Association to better incorporate the 
vision of the Winchester Downtown Core Plan into the General Plan. This 
comment serves as the introduction of the comment letter and provides 
general background information. Responses to specific responses are included 
below. It should be noted that the role of the EIR is to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the project; the EIR does not propose land uses, 
policies, or other General Plan implementation methods. Many of the 
comments submitted by the commenter are noted as EIR comments; however, 
they contain comments related to General Plan policies, land uses, and other 
project features. 

Response 14.2 The commenter notes a number of concerns related to the land use mix in the 
Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan. Specifically, the commenter notes 
concerns related to the potential implementation of the Winchester Downtown 
Core Plan, which was initiated and developed by the Winchester Town 
Association. The County has reviewed the Winchester Downtown Core Plan 
extensively, and while its implementation is not under consideration under GPA 
No. 1156, it may be implemented under a separate future General Plan 
update. The development and implementation of the Housing Element is in 
order to comply with the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment. The adoption of GPA No. 
1122 does not preclude the implementation of the Winchester Downtown Core 
Plan.  

 In regard to comments related to housing and employment, it should be noted 
that policy HVWP 8.20 states, “Prior to the issuance of any certificates of 
occupancy that would result in 50% of the maximum amount of non-HHDR 
development to be placed in use in any of the Mixed-Use Area neighborhoods, 
certificates of occupancy should have been issued for at least 50 percent of 
the required minimum amount of HHDR development required in that 
neighborhood.” This policy does not set forth a rigid 50% occupancy 
requirement; it merely sets a goal for future development and it would not 
preclude development of commercial uses in the project area. 

 The commenter also makes a number of suggestions related to transfer of 
development rights, small parcel development, and transit-oriented 
development. All of the items listed have been reviewed and will be 
considered. These comments do not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any other environmental issues. Therefore, no 
further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 14.3 One of the key considerations for the selected community locations included 
in the Housing Element was the location of infrastructure to ensure that the 
development of infrastructure is efficient and reduced to the greatest degree 
possible. The Housing Element includes a number of policies and action items 
related to infrastructure cost and financing. Housing Element Action Item 1.2d 
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states that the County should identify areas with adequate infrastructure and 
limited environmental constraints that are best suited for development of new 
housing (Housing Element page H-22). This process, as outlined in Action Item 
1.2d, was completed during the site selection process for the Housing Element 
update. Action Item 2.2c also includes reference to using Community 
Development Block Grants and other funding sources to maintain infrastructure 
(Housing Element page H-43). A number of other action items are included in 
Housing Element Table H-1. Furthermore, the Housing Element addresses 
funding for infrastructure, beginning on page H-200. This commenter does not 
identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any other 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 14.4 The commenter asks a number of questions related to the traffic analysis in EIR 
No. 548. In regard to the roadway improvements analyzed in the EIR, refer to 
Table 3.16-1, Regional Traffic Operating Conditions Under Buildout of the 
General Plan and the Proposed Project, for key roadway segments and the 
facility type that is assumed at buildout. In regard to Highway 79, the analysis 
used the existing alignment of the roadway, as shown on General Plan Harvest 
Valley/Winchester Area Plan Figure 8. In regard to the Metrolink station, the 
analysis did not include the new Perris Valley line of the Metrolink system. The 
Metrolink station was not included because it has not been approved, and 
inclusion of the project in the analysis would have been speculative.    

Response 14.5 The commenter notes a number of comments and suggested edits to the MUA 
and R-7 zone classifications. This comment pertains to the General Plan. These 
comments will be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 14.6 The commenter requests clarification on what designates a community as 
walkable in respect to General Plan Policy C.2.1. Policy C.2.1 states: 

Maintain the following countywide target Levels of Service: LOS along all roads 
designated in the Circulation Element and along state highways at 
intersections along all Riverside County-maintained roads and conventional 
state highways, and at freeway ramp intersections.  

LOS E may be allowed by the Board of Supervisors within designated areas 
where transit-oriented development and walkable communities are proposed 
and on roadways where the addition of travel lanes would have a significant 
adverse impact on environmental and cultural resources, such as habitat, 
wetlands, MSHCP preserves, wildlife movement corridors, stands of mature 
trees, historic landmarks, or archaeological sites.  

Other levels of service may be allowed by the Board of Supervisors for a plan, 
program or project for which an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent 
has been completed, based on the Board’s policy decision about the 
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balancing of congestion management consideration in relation to the benefits, 
impacts and costs of future plans, programs and projects. 

As defined, the Board of Supervisors, at their discretion, can allow a level of 
service (LOS) E in an area where a walkable community exists. The LOS E could 
remain and no transportation infrastructure improvements would need to be 
completed to achieve an LOS D. The County defines transit-oriented 
development (TOD) in the General Plan Glossary; however, staff further 
reviewed the definition of walkable in the General Plan and has added 
clarification to the document. The following definition for walkable has been 
added to the General Plan, Appendix A, Glossary: 

Walkable: A continuous network of sidewalks, paths, and street crossings that 
encourages pedestrian travel between origins and destinations free of 
obstructions and in a safe and comfortable environment.   

This comment pertains to a General Plan land use designation or policy 
comment. These comments will be presented to the Planning Commission and 
the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 
not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 14.7 The commenter requests clarification related to “granny flats” in the County. 
Under Ordinance No. 348 (Riverside County Zoning Ordinance), second 
dwelling units (or granny flats) are allowable as long as certain conditions are 
met. As such, an alternative utilizing these units was not included in EIR No. 548 
because they are currently allowed in the county. Further, removing any 
conditions related to second dwelling units would still not allow the County to 
meet its required RHNA allocation. In regard to neighboring jurisdictions, the 
County does not have jurisdiction over land within a city’s jurisdiction and the 
RHNA allocations are required to be achieved within the unincorporated 
county.  

Response 14.8 The commenter makes a number of suggestions related to the Housing Element 
update. The designation of HHDR areas, as opposed to MUA, is in order to meet 
the required RHNA allocation. While some of this requirement can be met 
through MUA development, HHDR development is required in order to meet 
the RHNA requirements. In regard to the Community Center Overlay, the 
overlay affords some flexibility for future development; however, as noted 
above, the HHDR areas have been designated in portions of the county in 
order to meet the RHNA requirements.  

 In regard to the use of net acres as opposed to gross acres, the General Plan 
uses gross acreages. In regard to the assumed density for HHDR, the 
designation allows for a range of 20–40 dwelling units per acre. It is assumed 
that approximately 30 dwelling units per acre would be constructed on HHDR 
sites, although any range between 20 and 40 is allowable.  

  



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
2.0-4 July 2016  Public Review Draft 

 The above comments pertain to the General Plan land use designations. These 
comments will be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any physical 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 14.9 The reference to Figure 3 on page 4.5.2 is included to show text revisions to the 
Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan. Refer to the Harvest Valley/Winchester 
Area Plan revisions, in Appendix 2.2-1(GPA No. 1122), to review the maps 
referenced in the text revisions. This comment pertains to a General Plan land 
use designation or policy comment. The comment will be presented to the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 
process. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 14.10 The commenter suggests updated policy language for HVWP Policies 8.28 and 
8.34. This comment pertains to a General Plan land use designation or policy 
comment. The comment will be presented to the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does not 
identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 14.11 This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment letter. The County 
appreciates the continued feedback provided by the Winchester Town 
Association and looks forward to continued coordination on this project as well 
as others. 
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Minegar, Peter

From: Gayk, Bill <BGAYK@rctlma.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 8:37 PM

To: Minegar, Peter; Teague, Mark; Gettis, Aaron; Clack, Shellie; Lovelady, Kristi

Subject: FW: Sierra Club Comments on DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA No. 1122 and 

CZ No. 7902 

Attachments: 2016 Housing Element V.pdf; ATT00002.htm

Received this from George Hague this evening.   Bill 

From: George Hague [gbhague@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 5:45 PM 

To: Gayk, Bill 
Subject: Sierra Club Comments on DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA No. 1122 and CZ No. 7902  

Good evening/morning Mr Gayk,  

 

I understand the comment period closed a couple of days ago for DEIR 548 (Housing Element), but I thought I 

would let you know two other areas which should be more fully explained in the Final EIR. 

 

1) The area around Lakeview/Nuevo has significant flooding and dam inundation.  I was surprised at how many 

other areas studied also have significant flooding.  Each of these areas need to have the area examined for 

events greater than 100 years with the appropriate mitigations explained.  What is being done in the case of the 

cumulative impact of 100 year plus flooding event and dam inundation?  I have seen the Lakeview/Nuevo area 

with shallow water standing for many days.  This area is capable of having flood events greater than 100 years 

and the Final EIR needs to address this as well as dam inundation— addressing that both can happen at the 

same time.  Make sure the Final EIR has good charts showing the several different possible dam inundations for 

this area.   

 

2) DEIR 548 acknowledges that the almost 5,000 acres of additional HHDR/MUA neighborhoods will result in 

significant increase in traffic.  The mitigations for this are woefully weak.  It appears that simply allowing the 

Level of Service to slip to LOS E or even F will make everything okay.  The Final EIR needs to have other 

mitigations at each HHDR/MUA neighborhood and surrounding area that work to reduce the LOS numbers.  It 

is an Environmental Justice issue to have these neighborhoods suffer with LOS of E and especially F. 

 

Thank you for including these comments, 

 

George Hague 

Sierra Club 

Moreno Valley Group 

Conservation Chair 

 

 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: "Gayk, Bill" <BGAYK@rctlma.org> 

Subject: RE: Sierra Club Comments on DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA No. 1122 and CZ No. 

7902  

15.1

15.2

15.3
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Date: May 31, 2016 at 4:05:17 PM PDT 

To: 'George Hague' <gbhague@gmail.com> 

 
Mr.  Hague, 
Thank you for your comment letter.  
Bill Gayk 
  

From: George Hague [mailto:gbhague@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 3:52 PM 

To: Gayk, Bill 

Subject: Sierra Club Comments on DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA No. 1122 and CZ No. 7902 
  

Good afternoon Mr Gayk, 

  

Please acknowledge receipt of the Sierra Club Comments on DEIR No. 548 (Housing Element) and GPA 
No. 1122 and CZ No. 7902 .  That they were received in a timely manner and you were able to open 
the attachment.   Do you have a tentative timeline for the FEIR and the project moving forward? 
 

Thank you very much, 
 

George Hague 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 15:  GEORGE HAGUE  

Response 15.1 The commenter indicates that the submitted comments are in addition to the 
previously submitted comments from the Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, 
Moreno Valley Group. Responses have been provided to that letter, Letter 12 
of the FEIR No. 548 document. Responses to specific comments are included 
below. 

Response 15.2 EIR No. 548 contains information related to both flooding and dam inundation. 
In regard to flooding, the County compiles flood hazard maps using the 
Riverside County Special Flood Hazard Area database. This flood zone 
database is maintained by the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (RCFWCD), as stipulated in Riverside County Ordinance 
No. 458. The flood areas identified using the Riverside County Special Flood 
Hazard Area database include FEMA 100-year flood areas, select US Army 
Corps of Engineers inundation boundaries, and a number of boundaries for 
county inundation zones, as enumerated in Ordinance No. 458. The RCFWCD 
updates the quarterly and incorporates new flood zones as necessary. The 
flood hazard zone is supported by numerous policies in order to ensure the 
safety of development in the county. 

 Regarding dam inundation, the Dam Inundation Zones are the responsibility of 
the California Office of Emergency Services (OES) and as such are beyond the 
County’s purview. However, General Plan policies have been developed 
according to the boundary mapped by the OES in order to protect existing 
and future development from potential risks associated with dam inundation. 
The dam inundation zones are depicted on Figure 3.9-3 of EIR No. 548. 

 While the commenter’s request for an evaluation of the potential for flooding 
and dam inundation events to occur simultaneously is noted, such estimates 
would be based on such vague and generalized parameters that they would 
not provide a realistic or useful prediction of potential environmental impacts 
that would occur in the county and would be speculative.  CEQA advises 
against speculation (State CEQA Statutes Sections 21082.2(c) and 21159(a), 
and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(5)) and states that “argument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly 
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute 
substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion support by facts.” Also, 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145(f)(5) states that “if, after thorough 
investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative 
for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion 
of the impact.” Due to the immense number of variables and the low likelihood 
of flooding and dam inundation events to occur simultaneously, potential 
impacts related to such an event are not included in EIR No. 548. 

Response 15.3 The commenter asserts that the EIR should include further mitigation to avoid 
potential for level of service (LOS) E and LOS F in the county. While this comment 
is noted, extensive mitigation is included in order to reduce impacts to levels of 
service in the county. Specifically, Mitigation Measure 3.16.1 in EIR No. 548 
states, “As part of its review of land development proposals, the County of 
Riverside shall require project proponents to make a fair share contribution to 
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required intersection and/or roadway improvements. The required intersection 
and/or roadway improvements shall be based on maintaining the appropriate 
level of service (LOS D or better). The fair share contribution shall be based on 
the percentage of project-related traffic to the total future traffic.” These 
improvements would be required prior to development to ensure that new 
development would not cause impacts to roadway conditions.  

 Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 3.16.2 states, “As part of its review of land 
development proposals, the County of Riverside shall ensure sufficient right-of-
way is reserved on critical roadways and at critical intersections to implement 
the approach lane geometrics necessary to provide the appropriate levels of 
services.” 

 These mitigation measures are further supported by extensive General Plan 
policies developed specifically to ensure the effectiveness of the circulation 
network. These policies include Policies C 2.1 (establishes LOS targets for county 
roadways), C 2.5 (requires mitigation of impacts through fee programs), and C 
2.7 (establishes a trip generation cap for the Highway 79 policy area), as well 
as may others. While the comments are noted, EIR No. 548, in conjunction with 
General Plan policies, provides extensive mitigation to reduce future trips on 
the county roadway network.  

 This comment serves as the conclusion to the submitted comment letter. For 
responses to other comments submitted by the commenter, refer to Comment 
Letter 12, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter Moreno Valley Group, of Final EIR 
No. 548. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 16:  COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT (CVWD) 

Response 16.1 The County appreciates and values the district’s comments during the Housing 
Element update and EIR participation process. This comment provides general 
introductory and background information. Responses to specific comments 
are included below; no further response is required 

Response 16.2 The commenter requests minor changes to text on page 4.7-44 of EIR No. 548. 
The requested changes have been reviewed, incorporated in the Errata 
section of the Final EIR, and are shown below. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Page 4.7-44: 

Most CVWD domestic water customers also receive sewer wastewater services 
from the water district. The CVWD provides wastewater service to more than 
91,000 93,000 home and business accounts. The CVWD operates 6 5 water 
reclamation plants and maintains more than 1,000 1,129 miles of sewer 
pipelines and 37 33 lift stations that collect and transport wastewater to the 
nearest regional water reclamation facility (RWRF) reclamation plants (WRP). 
The current and planned treatment capacity at each of the reclamation plants 
is shown in Table 4.7-5 below.   

Response 16.3 The commenter requests minor changes to Table 4.7-5 on page 4.7-44 of EIR 
No. 548. The requested changes have been reviewed, incorporated into the 
Errata section of the Final EIR, and are shown below. This comment does not 
identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Page 4.7-44: 

Plant 
# 

Current Planned 
Total 

Capacity 
(MGD) Treatment 

Capacity/Ave. 
(MGD) 

Additional 
Capacity 
(MGD) 

Treatment 

1 WRP-1 Secondary 0.15 / 0.016 ave — — 0.15 

2 WRP-2 Secondary 
0.18/0.03 ave 

0.33/0.012 
— — 0.18 

3 WRP-4 Secondary 9.9 / 4.75 4.51 ave  Tertiary — 9.90 

4 
WRP-7 Secondary 

and Tertiary 
5.0 / 2.69 and 2.5 / 3.0 

ave 
Tertiary 

5.0 
Additional 

7.50 

5 WRP-9 Secondary 0.40/0.210 0.33 — — 0.40 

6 
WRP-10 

Secondary and 
Tertiary 

18.0 / 9.49 and 
10.8/10.8 ave 

— — 18.50 18.0 

Totals 33.083 — 5.0 
33.083 
36.63 

 Source: CVWD 2012 CVWD, Draft EIR Comment, June 2016 
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Response 16.4 The commenter requests minor changes to the text on page 4.7-97 of EIR No. 
548. The requested changes have been reviewed, incorporated into the Errata 
section of the Final EIR, and are shown below. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Page 4.7-90: 

 Future development of the neighborhood sites under the project would 
contribute to increased generation of wastewater needing treatment. As 
previously described, the CVWD treats approximately 33.083 36.63 mgd via six 
five RWRF WRPs. As discussed under Impact Analysis 4.7.12, future development 
of the neighborhood sites under the proposed project could result in up to 
19,988 more dwelling units and 48,610 more persons than anticipated for 
buildout of the sites under the adopted Western Coachella Valley Area Plan. 
This increase in population and housing would generate an increased demand 
for wastewater conveyance and treatment. The average wastewater 
generation rate for a residential unit in Riverside County is 230 gallons per day 
per capita (County of Riverside 2015b). Therefore, future development would 
result in the generation of 4,597,240 gallons per day (4.597 million gallons daily).  

  The 4.59724 mgd wastewater demand generated by the proposed project 
would represent approximately 12.5 13.89 percent of the current design 
capacity at the CVWD RWRF WRPs. This increase in service is not considered a 
substantial increase over existing capacity. Additionally, future development 
would be required to pay development impact fees and connection fees, 
which would fund any potential future expansion of the RWRF WRP in the 
CVWD’s jurisdiction. Actual expansion of any RWRF WRP would be subject to 
subsequent project-level environmental review.   

Response 16.5 The commenter requests minor changes to the text on page 4.8-47 of EIR No. 
548. The requested changes have been reviewed, incorporated into the Errata 
section of the Final EIR, and are shown below. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Page 4.9-47: 

 Most CVWD domestic water customers also receive sewer wastewater services 
from the water district. The CVWD provides wastewater service to more than 
91,000 93,000 home and business accounts. The CVWD operates 6 5 water 
reclamation plants, maintains more than 1,000 1,129 miles of sewer pipelines, 
and maintains 37 33 lift stations that collect and transport wastewater to the 
nearest water reclamation facility plant (WRP). The current and planned 
treatment capacity at each reclamation plant is shown in Table 4.8-6.   

Response 16.6 The commenter requests minor changes to Table 4.8-6 on page 4.8-48 of EIR 
No. 548. The requested changes have been reviewed, incorporated into the 
Errata section of the Final EIR, and are shown below. This comment does not 
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identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Page 4.7-48: 

Plant 
# 

Current Planned 
Total 

Capacity 
(MGD) Treatment 

Capacity/Ave. 

(MGD) 

Additional 
Capacity 
(MGD) 

Treatment 

1 WRP-1 Secondary 0.15 / 0.016 ave — — 0.15 

2 WRP-2 Secondary 0.18/0.03 ave 0.33/0.012 — — 0.18 

3 WRP-4 Secondary 9.9 / 4.75 4.51 ave  Tertiary — 9.90 

4 
WRP-7 Secondary 

and Tertiary 
5.0 / 2.69 and 2.5 / 3.0 

ave 
Tertiary 

5.0 
Additional 

7.50 

5 WRP-9 Secondary 0.40/0.210 0.33 — — 0.40 

6 
WRP-10 Secondary 

and Tertiary 
18.0 / 9.49 and 10.8/10.8 

ave 
— — 18.50 18.0 

Totals 33.083 — 5.0 33.083 36.63 

 Source: CVWD 2012 CVWD, Draft EIR Comment, June 2016 

Response 16.7 The commenter requests review of text on page 4.8-93 of EIR No. 548 for 
potential consistency issues related to updates to Table 4.8-6. The section has 
been reviewed, and no inconsistencies would occur as a result of updating 
Table 4.8-6. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 16.8 The commenter requests the review of the water treatment information 
contained in EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.10. The wastewater information used in 
the EIR analysis represents the most recent data available from the respective 
water and wastewater agencies at the time of the release of the Notice of 
Preparation. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 16.9 The commenter notes that there are existing irrigation facilities that would need 
to be accommodated by future development within the Coachella Valley 
Water District service area. This comment has been noted; however, it does not 
pertain to a potential inadequacy in EIR No. 5480. This comment does not 
identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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Response 16.10 The commenter notes that development accommodated in the proposed 
Housing Element communities may be required to expand the water supply 
network to meet the demands of new development. This has been 
documented and is addressed throughout the water supply analysis in EIR No. 
548. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is 
warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead 
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response 16.11 The commenter notes that CVWD is currently working on developing an Eastern 
Coachella Valley Master Stormwater Planning Project, which would provide 
flood protection to communities in the eastern Coachella Valley. The 
commenter notes that future development may be required to dedicate right-
of-way for future stormwater facilities. This comment does not identify any 
specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 16.12 The commenter notes that any development constructed within the Mecca 
Town Center neighborhood site would be required to comply with the 
Mecca/North Shore Area Storm Water Master Plan. This comment does not 
identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 16.13 The commenter notes that all developments within the Northshore Town Center 
may be subject to flooding and as such, all development must be compliant 
with County Ordinance No. 458 and CVWD Ordinance No. 1234.1. This 
comment does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is 
warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead 
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response 16.14 The commenter notes that the CVWD has submitted a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision for the Oasis Area that would designate areas in the community 
as special flood hazard areas. As such, all development in the Oasis Area would 
be subject to County Ordinance No. 458. This comment does not identify any 
specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 16.15 The commenter notes that the Thermal Town Center Neighborhoods 1 and 2 
could be located in a flood area and as such would be subject to County 
Ordinance No. 458. This comment does not identify any specific concern with 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues). 
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Response 16.16 This comment serves as the conclusion of the letter. No further response is 
required. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 17:  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 
DISTRICT 8 

Response 17.1 The County appreciates and values Caltrans’s comments during the Housing 
update and EIR participation process. This comment provides general 
introductory and background information.  

Response 17.2 The commenter indicates that a number of policy-related comments have 
been provided. Responses to specific responses are included below. No further 
response is warranted.  

Response 17.3 The commenter includes comments related to urban infill development in 
relation to the proposed project. While these comments are not related to EIR 
No. 548, they have been included in the record and will be presented to the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 
process. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 17.4 The commenter includes comments related to transit access and the use of a 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis. The comments, while they do not pertain 
to the adequacy of EIR No. 548, have been noted and will be presented to the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 
process. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 17.5 The commenter includes comments related to sustainable communities and 
notes the department’s agreement with the core principles of the proposed 
Housing Element update. This comment is a General Plan comment and does 
not pertain to the adequacy of EIR No. 548. The submitted comment will be 
presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the 
public hearing process. This comment does not identify any specific concern 
with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no 
further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 17.6 This comment serves as the conclusion of the letter. The County appreciates 
the continued coordination provided by Caltrans on this project, as well as 
others, and looks forward to future coordination. Responses to specific 
comments are included above; no further response is required. 

  



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
2.0-2 July 2016  Public Review Draft 

This page intentionally left blank 
 



Comment Letter 18

18.1

18.2

18.3

18.4



18.4

18.5

18.6

18.7



18.7

18.8



18.8

18.9

18.10



18.11

18.10

18.12



18.12

18.14

18.13

18.15

18.16



18.18

18.17

18.16

18.19



18.22

18.23

18.24

18.21

18.20



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-1 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18:  LEADERSHIP COUNSEL FOR JUSTICE AND ACCOUNTABILITY, 
CALIFORNIA RURAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE, PUBLIC INTEREST LAW 
PROJECT, AND CENTER TO COMMUNITY ACTION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Response 18.1 The County appreciates and values these entities’ comments during the 
Housing Element update and EIR participation process, including the 
comments submitted on the EIR No. 548 Notice of Preparation. This comment 
provides general introductory and background information. Responses to 
specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Response 18.2 The commenter asserts that the County did not comply with Government Code 
Section 65302.10. Further explanations of the commenter’s assertion can be 
found in the commentary that follows. This comment provides general 
introductory and background information. Responses to specific comments 
are included below; no further response is required. 

Response 18.3 The commenter states that the analysis of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities in the Housing Element undercounts population and housing units 
in the county. Riverside County underwent an extensive Disadvantaged 
Unincorporated Communities (DUC) analysis, which is included in General Plan 
Appendix P-2 (appended to EIR No. 548 in Appendix 2.2-1). The analysis 
included a multifaceted evaluation of more than 130 unincorporated 
communities. The 130 communities were then aggregated to allow detailed 
analysis of the communities on a local scale. Ultimately, 22 aggregated 
communities were analyzed. Each of the 22 communities was then evaluated 
individually for potential infrastructure deficiencies (Table P-2, DUCs with 
Infrastructure of Service Deficiencies in Riverside County 2015). As shown, a 
detailed analysis of DUCs was completed to support the Housing Element 
update. This comment pertains to the General Plan land use. Comments on the 
General Plan will be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental 
issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 18.4 As stated in Response 18.3 above, the County completed extensive analysis of 
all DUCs in the county and recorded the results of the analysis in General Plan 
Appendix P-2. The DUC analysis includes a community specific evaluation of 
infrastructure and public service conditions. Refer to Appendix P-2 to review 
the completed analysis. This comment pertains to the General Plan land use. 
Comments on the General Plan will be presented to the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment 
does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
any environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate 
and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 18.5 The commenter asserts that the DUC analysis does not include a review of 
wastewater. Wastewater was analyzed on a community-specific basis in 
General Plan Appendix P-2. Furthermore, EIR No. 548 addresses countywide 
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wastewater impacts under Impact Analysis 3.6.5, 3.9.1, and 3.17.1. Further, local 
wastewater impacts are addressed in each of the Area Plan impact analysis 
sections. This comment pertains to the General Plan. Comments on the General 
Plan will be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors 
during the public hearing process. This comment does not identify any specific 
concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. 
Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a), which requires that a lead agency respond to environmental 
comments.) 

Response 18.6 The commenter asserts that the county does not have sufficient infrastructure 
to support buildout development as proposed by the Housing Element. The 
County anticipates significant future growth under both the existing and the 
proposed General Plan Housing Elements. It is anticipated that growth would 
be accommodated through a gradual expansion of infrastructure. 
Infrastructure would be funded through development impact fees and fair-
share contributions, as well as many other funding mechanisms, to satisfy the 
infrastructure needs and requirements as they develop. A detailed analysis of 
future infrastructure is included in the Housing Element, beginning on page H-
206. This comment pertains to the General Plan land use. Comments on the 
General Plan comments will be presented to the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does not 
identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 
environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 18.7 As stated in Response 18.6, the County extensively reviewed and analyzed the 
potential for infrastructure expansion in the Housing Element. It is anticipated 
that continual growth of infrastructure will occur as development is 
accommodated by the project. Any future housing development projects 
would be required, similar to any other development, to ensure adequate 
infrastructure is available to serve the development. This comment pertains to 
the General Plan. Comments on the General Plan will be presented to the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 
process. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response 18.8 The commenter makes statements related to the Housing Element action items. 
This comment pertains to the General Plan. Comments on the General Plan will 
be presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during 
the public hearing process. This comment does not identify any specific 
concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues. 
Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 
raised on environmental issues.) 
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Response 18.9 The commenter notes concerns about homeless shelter count data in the 
Housing Element. The data included in the counts was taken from the Riverside 
County Consolidated Plan, updated in 2014. This comment pertains to the 
General Plan. Comments on the General Plan will be presented to the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. 
This comment does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR or any environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is 
warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead 
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response 18.10 This comment is duly noted. This comment pertains to the General Plan. 
Comments on the General Plan will be presented to the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment 
does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
any environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate 
and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response 18.11 This comment is duly noted. The commenter asserts that Draft EIR No. 548 does 
not analyze the impacts of the project on low-income communities of color, 
distribution of burdens or benefits, analysis of HHDR/MUA feasibility, Thermal 
and Oasis, health impacts, and water scarcity.  

In regard to low-income communities of color and distribution of burdens and 
benefits, the Housing Element evaluates impacts to a variety of minority 
communities and those with special needs to ensure adequate housing is 
provided. Further, the distribution of housing facilities across the county, 
focusing on community sites in areas where housing needs are critical, was 
done to ascertain project benefits and impacts across the county. Regarding 
HHDR/MUA feasibility, the role of the EIR is to impartially evaluate the physical 
environmental impacts of the project, and not to determine the project’s 
feasibility. Thermal and Oasis are evaluated extensively in the Eastern 
Coachella Valley Area Plan section of the EIR, water scarcity and supply are 
addressed specifically in regard to the eastern Coachella Valley beginning in 
Section 4.8.22 and countywide beginning in Section 3.17. The Draft EIR includes 
sufficient analysis of all direct, indirect, and cumulative physical environmental 
impacts that may occur based on available data and reasonable 
interpretation as required under CEQA for a planning-level document of this 
magnitude. The suggested additions from the commenter fall outside the level 
of review and analysis mandated by CEQA.  

Furthermore, the commenter asserts that the site selection method was not 
included in the EIR. Site selection criteria is included in the Housing Element 
starting on page H-125. 

Response 18.12 The commenter asserts that EIR No. 548 does not address farmworker housing. 
Housing Element page H-115 includes an extensive analysis of farmworker 
housing. Further, EIR No. 548 also addresses farmworker housing needs. The 
allowance of farmworker housing is noted in Table 3.0-1, which states that 
Action 1.3b (which allows farmworker housing without a CUP, zoning, or other 
applications on Agricultural land) would not cause any further environmental 
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impacts than those analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Due to the limited scope 
of farmworker housing, in comparison to the amount of agricultural land in the 
county, it would be speculative to attempt to analyze the potential future 
farmworker housing facilities. Future development accommodated by the 
project would be required to undergo the County development review 
process, which would ensure that potential impacts related to unsuitable 
development on agriculture land would be avoided. The role of the General 
Plan EIR and the development review process is outlined in Section 1.3, Type of 
Document, of the EIR. Any project proposed on agriculture land would be 
required to undergo the development review process prior to construction. 
Mitigation measures have been included in EIR No. 548 to address adequate 
infrastructure, water quality, and other environmental concerns.    

Response 18.13 The commenter asserts that the locations selected for inclusion in the proposed 
project do not include services needed to support future development. As 
such, the commenter states that air quality, greenhouse gas, and traffic 
impacts will occur. As stated in the Housing Element beginning on page H-125, 
the site selection process was extensive and not all sites exemplified all of the 
selection criteria. Potential future development sites would require the 
extension of infrastructure, including roadways and other services. EIR No. 548 
extensively reviews potential air quality, greenhouse gas, and transportation 
impacts associated with the project.  

 On a countywide scale, Section 3.3 specifically addresses the countywide 
impacts associated with the proposed project. As noted in the analysis 
beginning on page 3.0-26, the project would have a number of cumulatively 
considerable and significant unavoidable impacts to air quality (see Section 
3.3). These impacts were reduced through a number of mitigation measures, 
which include regulations for construction equipment, architectural coatings 
used in developments, and completion of a site-specific air quality analysis for 
future projects prior to development, as well as others. Further, EIR No. 548 
includes an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions (Section 3.7), which could 
result in cumulatively considerable and significant unavoidable impacts. Lastly, 
the transportation and traffic (Section 3.16) impact analysis evaluated impacts 
to the county circulation system and found that cumulatively considerable and 
significant unavoidable impacts may occur. Mitigation has been included to 
reduce these impacts, including requiring new land development projects to 
pay fair-share contributions in order to maintain adequate level of service and 
for the County to review and ensure that adequate right-of-way is available for 
future roadways needed to accommodate development.  

 EIR No. 548 evaluates Area Plan-specific and countywide impacts for 
greenhouse gases, transportation, air quality, and other related impacts. 
Furthermore, mitigation for impacts was included to reduce these potential 
impacts.  

  



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 548 
Public Review Draft  July 2016 2.0-5 

Response 18.14 The commenter asserts that ozone was not analyzed in EIR No. 548. Ozone was 
reviewed and potential ozone impacts as a result of the proposed project were 
analyzed in each Area Plan section, as well in the Countywide Impact Analysis 
3.3.2, which specifically addressed whether the project would have the 
potential to violate a state or federal ozone standard. Furthermore, a number 
of mitigation measures were identified, starting on page 3.0-30 of the EIR, to 
reduce potential air quality impacts due to construction and operation of new 
development.  

Response 18.15 The commenter states that the Los Angeles Department of Public Health 
requires that all development within 1,500 feet of a major roadway must 
provide air filtration systems to reduce potential impacts related to air quality. 
While this comment is noted, the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) and the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
(MDAQMD), both of which have jurisdiction over the project area, have not 
adopted a 1,500-foot barrier. The SCAQMD and MDAQMD use the California 
Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook–recommended 
sensitive receptor buffers, which state that pollutants around roadways drop 
off substantially at a distance of 300 feet from the roadway, and risk drops off 
further at 500 feet from the roadway.1 As such, this standard has been adopted 
by the SCAQMD and subsequently the County. Mitigation Measure 3.3.11 
requires buffering pursuant to both SCAQMD and MDAQMD guidance, 
including development proximal to roadways.  

Response 18.16 The commenter erroneously asserts that the updated Housing Element includes 
higher-intensity zones focused in areas of color. This statement is unfounded, as 
the County conducted extensive analysis related to the selection of project 
sites dependent on the need for affordable housing. For a discussion of the 
process used to select potential project sites, refer to the discussion starting on 
page H-125 of the Housing Element. As proposed, the project meets all HCD 
Housing Element requirements, including those related to fair housing in the 
county.  

Response 18.17 The commenter asserts that the Eastern Coachella Valley General Plan text, as 
reflected in the EIR, is inaccurate, as it does not address farmworkers. The 
description explicitly addresses farmworkers in the community, specifically on 
page 4.8-1, which states, “The Mecca Family and Farm Worker’s Service Center 
is the main focal point of the community. Downtown Mecca also includes local 
serving commercial uses, a library, a church, school facilities, fire station, the 
Boys and Girls Club of the Coachella Valley and College of the Desert satellite 
campus. The community is surrounded by agricultural uses that serve as the 
residents’ largest employment sector for Mecca.”  

The commenter also asserts that potential impacts related to air pollutants 
resulting from vehicle use must be addressed. As noted in Response 18.13 
above, air quality and greenhouse gas impacts were thoroughly analyzed and 
mitigated in EIR No. 548.  

  

                                                      
1 California Air Resources Board, 2005, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, Table 1-2, Summary of Basis for Advisory 
Recommendations. 
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Lastly, the commenter states that temporary workers are not analyzed. The 
Housing Element extensively reviews the needs specific to temporary residents, 
beginning on page H-108. 

Response 18.18 The Salton Sea is a critical issue for the County and is addressed specifically on 
page 4.8-5 of EIR No. 548. The EIR states, “The sea’s decreased water level, 
increased salinity level, and exposed water bed has created economic, 
environmental, and public health issues for this community as well as the 
surrounding desert communities. Implementation of this Town Center MUA and 
HHDR development is largely dependent on the Salton Sea Authority Salton 
Sea restoration efforts.” The commenter does not raise any particular 
environmental issues or shortcoming on the part of the EIR, only a general 
reference to the Salton Sea and its potential air quality and odor issues.  

Although the projected exposure of the Salton Sea bottom due to dropping 
water levels has the potential to become a new dust source, it should be noted 
that air quality and fugitive dust in this portion of the county are managed by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The SCAQMD has an 
adopted Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan that identifies 
control strategies and measure commitments to reduce fugitive dust emissions 
and attain ambient air quality standards. The California Irrigation Management 
Information System (CIMIS) operates a series of meteorological stations 
throughout agricultural areas of California, including the Coachella and 
Imperial Valleys. Several stations are located around the Salton Sea. 
Additionally, the California Air Resources Board maintains monitoring stations 
that measure pollutant concentrations (including PM10) throughout the state. 
A total of seven stations monitor PM10 in the Salton Sea Air Basin, and two of 
those stations are located in Riverside County.  

Potential air quality impacts from a reduction in water levels at the Salton Sea 
are not a recent issue. As noted above, the SCAQMD has a demonstrated 
history of adopting and implementing PM10 dust controls (e.g., 1990 Coachella 
Valley State Implementation Plan, 1994 Best Available Control Measures State 
Implementation Plan, SCAQMD Rules 403 and 403.1, local dust control 
ordinances, clean streets management program) to ensure healthful air. 
Additionally, sand fences are being used as one control element for the 
Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan. Fugitive dust problems at 
the Salton Sea were also analyzed in a 2002 white paper by the Salton Sea 
Science Office Workshop.2 The white paper notes that in general, lakebed 
sediments that would be exposed by a lowering of water levels in the Salton 
Sea are likely to have texture conditions similar to adjacent shoreline areas. 

The Salton Sea is also managed by the Salton Sea Authority and the Imperial 
Irrigation District. Potential impacts to the Salton Sea have been addressed in 
the Imperial Irrigation District QSA EIR, as well as by the Salton Sea Authority.  

Response 18.19 As stated in the EIR, future utility infrastructure and services will be required to 
expand to accommodate new development. This expansion would be funded 
and completed through development impact fees, fair-share contributions, 
and other funding methods. Furthermore, as development is approved, 

                                                      
2 Salton Sea Science Office Workshop, The Potential for Fugitive Dust Problems at the Salton Sea if Water Levels are Lowered 
Significantly from Current Conditions, September 19, 2002. 
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pursuant to state and County law, additional services would be required prior 
to completion of development. Further, buildout of the proposed project is 
anticipated to occur over an extended period of time. As such, expansion of 
infrastructure and services would occur in conjunction with proposed 
development.  

Response 18.20 The commenter asserts that the EIR does not cover the existing conditions of 
the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan. Beginning on page 4.9-15, the EIR thoroughly 
and explicitly reviews the existing setting within the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan.  

 The commenter also asserts that communities proposed within the Lakeview 
Nuevo Area Plan are situated near areas subject to potential flooding. EIR No. 
548 contains information related to flooding. The County compiles flood hazard 
maps using the Riverside County Special Flood Hazard Area database. This 
flood zone database is maintained by the Riverside County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District (RCFWCD), as stipulated in Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 458. The flood areas identified using the Riverside County 
Special Flood Hazard Area database include FEMA 100-year flood areas, select 
US Army Corps of Engineers inundation boundaries, and a number of 
boundaries for county inundation zones, as enumerated in Ordinance No. 458. 
The RCFWCD updates the database and incorporates new flood zones as 
necessary. The flood hazard zones are supported by numerous policies in order 
to ensure the safety of development in the county. 

 Lastly, the commenter notes that the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan is not located 
proximal to a jobs or goods center. Impacts related to transportation, air 
quality, greenhouse gases, and other impact areas related to increased 
vehicle use in the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan have been included in EIR No. 
548. These potential impacts are discussed in Response 18.13 above. 

Response 18.21 The commenter asserts that EIR No. 548 is internally inconsistent due to the 
explanation of the site selected in comparison to the noted existing conditions 
of the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan. While the Lakeview area is generally rural, 
existing development has centralized along major roadways in the area as well 
in other portions of the community. While this development has occurred, the 
Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan also contains hillsides and other open space 
resources in the vicinity of the project area. The project does not propose the 
removal of these open areas; rather, it includes intensification of development 
proximal to the areas containing existing development. Furthermore, the 
Housing Element, on page H-125, states that the site selection process used a 
number of criteria including proximity to existing development. However, the 
Housing Element must also provide housing across the entire county; as such, 
some communities may be closer to existing development than others. 

 EIR No. 548 contains extensive discussion related to existing conditions and the 
proposed project; however, the noted perceived inconsistency is not 
contradictory in nature and does not constitute an environmental issue in the 
EIR.  

Response 18.22 Refer to Response 18.19 above. The gradual expansion of infrastructure would 
occur in conjunction with development and would be funded by a variety of 
funding sources. No further response is required. 
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Response 18.23 The commenter asserts that the document sent to public review was not 
complete. Excerpts from the Area Plans were released to reduce the volume 
of information to allow reviewers to focus on the limited revisions made to the 
Area Plan documents. Furthermore, the complete adopted Area Plans are 
available on the County website (www.planning.rcltma.org). All proposed 
changes, analysis, and resources in order to provide meaningful public review 
and comment under CEQA have been fulfilled.  

Response 18.24 This comment serves as the conclusion of the letter and provides general 
information. Responses to specific comments are included above; no further 
response is required. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Changes to Draft EIR No. 548 are noted below.  The changes to the Draft EIR do not affect the 

overall conclusions of the environmental document, and instead represent changes to the Draft 

EIR that provide clarification, amplification and/or “insignificant modifications” as needed as a 

result of public comments on the Draft EIR, or due to additional information received during the 

public review period.  These clarifications and corrections do not warrant Draft EIR recirculation 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  As set forth further below and elaborated upon in the 

respective Response to Comments, none of the Errata below reflect a new significant 

environmental impact, a “substantial increase” in the severity of an environmental impact for 

which mitigation is not proposed, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would 

clearly lessen significant environmental impacts but is not adopted, nor do the Errata reflect a 

“fundamentally flawed” or “conclusory” Draft EIR.  

Changes in this Errata Section are listed by chapter, page, and (where appropriate) by 

paragraph.  Added or modified text from the April through May 2016 Public Review Period is shown 

by blue italics (example) while deleted text is shown by green strikethrough (example). 

POST PRODUCTION AREA PLAN CHANGES 

Note: It is anticipated that potential neighborhood modifications may occur during the public 

hearing process that may result in the reduction of the project area. A reduction of the size of the 

Project, or the potential reduction of parcels within the Project area would affect the overall 

analysis within the document, and would not warrant a recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

§15088.5. 

SECTIONS 4.1-4.10 

Note: Minor editorial changes have been completed for the policies included in the General Plan 

Area Plans. Changes have been indicated using green italic text (example) for additions, and 

green strikeout for deletions (example). Refer to the General Plan Errata document, Attachment 

A (Area Plan Revisions) to review the updated language.  

PAGE 3.0-65 

MM 3.5.1  Avoidance is the preferred treatment for cultural resources. Where feasible, project 

plans shall be developed to allow avoidance of cultural resources. Where 

avoidance of construction impacts is possible, capping of the cultural resource site 

and avoidance planting (e.g., planting of prickly pear cactus) shall be employed 

to ensure that indirect impacts from increased public availability to the site are 

avoided. Where avoidance is selected, cultural resource sites shall be placed 

within permanent conservation easements or dedicated open space. 

PAGE 3.0-68 

MM 3.5.1 If human remains are encountered during a public or private construction activity, 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance 

shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made a determination of origin 

and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. The Riverside County Coroner 

must be notified within 24 hours. If the Coroner determines that the burial is not 

historic, but prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission must be 

contacted to determine the most likely descendant for this area. The decision as 
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to the treatment and disposition of the remains shall be made consistent with the 

procedures and standards contained in Health and Safety Code Section 5097.98 

and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).The most likely descendant may become 

involved with the disposition of the burial following scientific analysis. 

PAGE 4.5-21 

The project site is within the boundaries of the Hemet Union Unified School District (HUSD), 

which operates one K-5 school, one 6-8 middle school, and one high school for the plan area. 

PAGE 4.5-59 

If fully developed, the proposed project could result in new student enrollment at Hemet Union 

Unified School District (HUSD) schools serving the neighborhood sites. 

PAGE 4.7-44 

Most CVWD domestic water customers also receive sewer wastewater services from the water 

district. The CVWD provides wastewater service to more than 91,000 93,000 home and business 

accounts. The CVWD operates 6 5 water reclamation plants and maintains more than 1,000 

1,129 miles of sewer pipelines and 37 33 lift stations that collect and transport wastewater to 

the nearest regional water reclamation facility (RWRF) Reclamation Plants (WRP). The current 

and planned treatment capacity at each of the reclamation plants is shown in Table 4.7-5 

below.   

PAGE 4.7-44 

Plant 

# 

Current Planned 

Total 

Capacity 

(MGD) Treatment 

Capacity/Ave. 

(MGD) 

Additional 

Capacity 

(MGD) 

Treatment 

1 
WRP-1 

Secondary 
0.15  - - 0.15 

2 
WRP-2 

Secondary 
0.18/0.03 ave 0.33/0.012 - - 0.18 

3 
WRP-4 

Secondary 
9.9 / 4.75  ave  Tertiary - 9.90 

4 

WRP-7 

Secondary and 

Tertiary 

5.0 / 2.69 and 2.5 / 3.0 

ave 
Tertiary 

5.0 

Additional 
7.50 

5 
WRP-9 

Secondary 
0.40/

- -

6 

WRP-10 

Secondary and 

Tertiary 

18.0 and 10.8/10.8 

ave

- - 18.50

Totals 33.083 -
36.63 

Source: CVWD 2012  
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PAGE 4.7-90 

Future development of the neighborhood sites under the project would contribute to 

increased generation of wastewater needing treatment. As previously described, the CVWD 

treats approximately 33.083 36.63 mgd via six five RWRF WRP’s. As discussed under Impact 

Analysis 4.7.12 future development of the neighborhood sites under the proposed project 

could result in up to 19,988 more dwelling units and 48,610 more persons than anticipated for 

buildout of the sites under the adopted Western Coachella Valley Area Plan. This increase in 

population and housing would generate an increased demand for wastewater conveyance 

and treatment. The average wastewater generation rate for a residential unit in Riverside 

County is 230 gallons per day per capita (County of Riverside 2015b). Therefore, future 

development would result in the generation of 4,597,240 gallons per day (4.597 million gallons 

daily).  

The 4.59724 mgd wastewater demand generated by the proposed project would represent 

approximately 12.5 13.89 percent of the current design capacity at the CVWD RWRF. This 

increase in service is not considered a substantial increase over existing capacity. Additionally, 

future development would be required to pay development impact fees and connection 

fees, which would fund any potential future expansion of the RWRF in the CVWD’s jurisdiction. 

Actual expansion of any RWRF would be subject to subsequent project-level environmental 

review.   

PAGE 4.8-47 

Most CVWD domestic water customers also receive sewer wastewater services from the water 

district. The CVWD provides wastewater service to more than 91,000 93,000 home and business 

accounts. The CVWD operates 6 5 water reclamation plants, maintains more than 1,000 1,129 

miles of sewer pipelines, and maintains 37 33 lift stations that collect and transport wastewater 

to the nearest water reclamation facility Plant (WRP). The current and planned treatment 

capacity at each reclamation plant is shown in Table 4.8-6. 

PAGE 4.8-48 

Plant 

# 

Current Planned 

Total 

Capacity 

(MGD) Treatment 

Capacity/Ave. 

(MGD) 

Additional 

Capacity 

(MGD) 

Treatment 

1 
WRP-1 

Secondary 
0.15  - - 0.15 

2 
WRP-2 

Secondary 

0.18/0.03 ave 

0.33/0.012 
- - 0.18 

3 
WRP-4 

Secondary 
9.9 / 4.75  ave  Tertiary - 9.90 

4 

WRP-7 

Secondary and 

Tertiary 

5.0 / 2.69 and 2.5 / 3.0 

ave 
Tertiary 

5.0 

Additional 
7.50 

5 
WRP-9 

Secondary 
0.40/ - -
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6 

WRP-10 

Secondary and 

Tertiary 

18.0 and 

10.8/10.8 ave

- - 18.50

Totals 33.083 -
36.63 

Source: CVWD 2012  
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