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Comment Letter No. 1:  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
(Scott Morgan, Director) 

Comment 1.1 This comment indicates that the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

(OPR) acknowledges the noticing of the document through the California State 

Clearinghouse, and that no comments were submitted to OPR on Draft EIR No. 521. This 

comment also indicates that the necessary noticing requirements pursuant to the CEQA for 

the State Clearinghouse were met. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 2:  California Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection  

Comment 2.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and 

Environmental Impact Report process. This comment provides general introductory and 

background information.  Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further 

response is required. 

Comment 2.2 This comment is duly noted. Figure 4.13.7 of Draft EIR No. 521 and Figure S-11 of GPA No. 

960 have been updated to better display the Fire Hazard Severity Zones. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 2.3 This comment is duly noted. The policies referenced in pages 4.13-65 to 4.13-69 of Draft EIR 

No. 521 originated in the General Plan Safety Element. This comment pertains to the General 

Plan, which will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not 

warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 2.4 The County appreciates your support of the new policies in the General Plan Safety Element. 

This comment is duly noted. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 2.5 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process.  Responses to specific comments 

are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 3:  California Department of Conservation 

Comment 3.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 3.2 The County appreciates your update on current status of the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program (FMMP) data. In regards to the environmental baseline used for the 

Draft EIR document, due to the countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, 

much of the data presented within Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a single 

point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set that is 

best supported by substantial evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not expected 

to differ from existing physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding farmland and 

agricultural resources were each determined to be the best-supported and best available 

information. Further, each section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the baseline 

data used for the analysis in order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The data 

incorporated into the document represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR 

analysis and as such was incorporated to the document. 

Draft EIR No 521 utilized the mapping data posted at the time of the release of the Notice of 

Preparation (2009). In addition, the County of Riverside General Plan policies and EIR 

mitigation measures, such as Policy LU 30.7 which requires adherence to the County Right-

to-Farm Ordinance and Policy LU 20.2 which discourages the development of projects 

containing inconsistent uses in close proximity to agricultural uses, require project-specific 

analysis of potential effects to agricultural land. No further response is warranted. 

Comment 3.3 Due to the programmatic nature of the General Plan document, assessing project-level 

impacts resulting from the implementation of GPA No. 960 is beyond the scope of Draft EIR 

No. 521. However, in order to ensure the reduction of potential impacts to agricultural 

resources within the County, several policies are proposed within GPA No. 960 including a 

number of protections for farmlands and their operations. While the Draft EIR does reference 

the 2003 General Plan EIR, an independent analysis was conducted within Draft EIR No. 

521; ultimately the determination was the same as the 2003 General Plan EIR. Several policies 

and existing ordinances provide future protections for farmland resources within the County. 

These policies include the incorporation of agricultural land conservation (Policy OS 7.3), 

allowance of accessory agricultural uses on designated agricultural land (Policy OS 7.5), and 

agricultural incentive programs including tax incentives to increase the viability of agricultural 

uses (Policy LU 20.1). 

However, even with the incorporation of the proposed policies related to agricultural 

resources within GPA No. 960 and existing ordinances, impacts that will occur as a result of 

GPA No. 960 will remain significant and unavoidable for agricultural resources.  
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Comment 3.4 This comment is duly noted. As noted above, the County, while not instituting the use of a 

farmland mitigation bank, has several other programs in place to reduce the impacts of 

increased development on agricultural lands including the downzoning of lands, a right to 

farm ordinance (Ordinance No. 625) as well as others.  It is not anticipated that the County 

will utilize the prior 2003 Statement of Overriding Considerations.  This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 3.5 The commenter references the Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County, stating that while 

converted agricultural lands cannot be replaced, that mitigation measures should still be used 

to reduce impacts to and insignificant level. The County has a number of existing and 

proposed policies, as well as adopted ordinances, developed to reduce impacts to agricultural 

resources (See Response 3.8, below). However, impacts to these resources will remain 

significant despite these policies and ordinances. The County acknowledges the potential 

impacts to agricultural resources that would result through the implementation of GPA No. 

960 within the Draft EIR, and does not omit mitigation simply because converted agricultural 

lands cannot be replaced. As outlined in the responses below, the County has worked 

extensively to maintain and protect the agricultural resources within its boundaries through 

the adoption and implementation of policies and ordinances specifically developed to afford 

safeguards to agricultural resources. While this comment is duly noted, the County has not 

foregone the development of measures to reduce potential impacts to agricultural lands, and 

does not purport within the Draft EIR that the impacts are immitigable simply because 

agricultural lands that are converted cannot be replaced. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 3.6 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations.  As discussed in Friends of the 

Kings River v County of Fresno (2014) 232 Cal.App.4th 105, 126,  Masonite does not stand for the 

position that every project must incorporate agricultural conservation easements for any 

impacts to prime farmland. While the County does not propose the inclusion of agricultural 

conservation easements, the County does include several ordinances and policies that protect 

farmland within the County. These ordinances include Riverside County Ordinances 625 

(Right to Farm Ordinance), Ordinance 509 (Establishment of Agricultural Preserves), as well 

as Riverside County Resolution 84-526 (Rules and Regulations Governing Agricultural 

Preserves). The County also proposes a number of policies in the Land Use and Multipurpose 

Open Space elements of GPA No. 960 to encourage and protect agricultural resources. Similar 

to the reasoning under Friends of the Kings River case, the County has incorporated a number 

of policy options to help protect the loss of farmland and agricultural operations. In fact, while 
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the County does acknowledge the potential loss of approximately 32 acres of prime farmland 

and farmland of statewide importance, the Draft EIR also envisions a net increase of roughly 

74 acres of land designated as farmland of local importance.  Further, once any potential future 

project-specific applications occur, any direct loss of farmland will require additional CEQA 

analysis, including the evaluation of potential agricultural conservation easements for the direct 

loss.  

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 3.7 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 3.8 This comment is duly noted.  Please see Response 3.6 discussed above. While the County does 

not propose the inclusion of agricultural conservation easements, the County does include 

several ordinances and policies that protect farmland within the County. These ordinances 

include Riverside County Ordinances 625 (Right to Farm Ordinance), Ordinance 509 

(Establishment of Agricultural Preserves), as well as Riverside County Resolution 84-526 

(Rules and Regulations Governing Agricultural Preserves). The County also proposes a 

number of policies in the Land Use and Multipurpose Open Space elements of GPA No. 960 

to encourage and protect agricultural resources. The County acknowledges your comments 

during the General Plan Update and EIR process and will consider the suggestions during 

Project deliberations.  

Comment 3.9 Please view response to Response 3.6, discussed prior. This comment is duly noted. As noted 

above, the County has a number of ordinances and policies that protect the future of 

agricultural resources. As stated in Table 4.5-E:  Project Effects on Agriculture Land Use Designations 

in the General Plan, the General Plan will result in the potential loss of 170 acres of land 

designated for agriculture. While this amount is limited to a loss of approximately 4% of the 

County’s agriculture land, this is further offset by the reduced development located in areas 

that will be downzoned in order to accommodate rural uses. This includes projects such as the 

Wine County Community Plan, as well as others1. While this comment is duly noted, the 

                                                 
1 The Wine County Community Plan allows for an increase of 3,695 acres of agricultural lands beyond those designated by the 
existing Southwest Area Plan (Wine County Community Plan EIR Pg. 4.2-13). GPA No. 960 also allows for an increase in agricultural 
uses from 4,080 acres to 4,250 acres at buildout (Draft EIR No. 521, Table 4.5-E)    
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County has evaluated existing ordinances, as well as proposed policies to ensure all feasible 

measures have been incorporated into GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. 

Comment 3.10 This comments is duly noted. The County has developed and presented mitigation measures 

throughout Draft EIR No. 521 that consist of a similar level of specify and detail to the policies 

presented in GPA No. 960 as required by the California CEQA Guidelines §15146 (a). No 

further response is required. 

Comment 3.11 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process, and will continue to provide the 

Department of Conservation with information regarding future hearing dates and staff reports 

pertaining to GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521.  
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Comment Letter No. 4:  California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Comment 4.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. The County recognizes CDFW’s role as both a Trustee Agency and Responsible 

Agency for certain discretionary actions within the County. This comment provides general 

introductory information.  Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further 

response is required. 

Comment 4.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

participation process. The commenter notes that due to the large size of the documents, a 

complete review was not completed. This comment provides introductory information about 

the Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Responses to specific comments are provided below; 

no further response is required. 

Comment 4.3 The County recognizes that there is not a comprehensive groundwater management plan for 

Riverside County; however, one that incorporates a detailed analysis of the impacts of 

Greenhouse Gases on groundwater is simply not available at this time.  However, as CDFW 

is well aware, Riverside County has implemented two large MSHCPs that address all natural 

plant communities in the County, including mesquite hummocks and other riparian habitats 

and the sensitive plant and animal species they support.  Potential impacts to riparian and 

riverine habitats, via reduction in groundwater levels or otherwise, are managed under 

guidance developed in Section 6.1.2 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.  

Comment 4.4 General Plan Policies LU 4.1(d) and 4.1(e) require that new development utilize drought 

tolerant landscaping and incorporate water efficient irrigation systems. General Plan Policy 

LU 18.2 calls for the minimization of the use of natural turf in landscaping, instead advocating 

for drought tolerant planting options. Finally, General Plan Policy LU 18.6 encourages public 

participation in water conservation efforts. These policies will help to promote the use of 

native, drought-resistant landscaping. Furthermore, beyond the General Plan, the County has 

adopted Ordinance 859 (Water Efficient Landscape Requirements Ordinance), which 

stipulates a number of requirements for new development to ensure reduced water use, 

including planting requirements. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 4.5 This comment is duly noted. While the County does propose a number of programs and 

policies to protect floodplains, however, development within floodplains can occur under 

limited circumstances. According to Policy S 4.4, the County will “Prohibit alteration of 

floodways and channelization unless alternative methods of flood control are not technically 

feasible or unless alternative methods are utilized to the maximum extent practicable.  The 

intent is to balance the need for protection with prudent land use solutions, recreation needs, 
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and habitat requirements, and as applicable to provide incentives for natural watercourse 

preservation, including density transfer programs as may be adopted.  (AI 25, 60)” 

If a channelization project were to move forward in the San Jacinto River, extensive permitting 

and environmental compliance would be required at the project level. The project has been 

noted in the GPA as it would, if completed, modify the land available for development in the 

vicinity of the San Jacinto River. 

Comment 4.6 This comment is duly noted. The County and the Regional Conservation Authority will work 

with CDFW Staff and individuals knowledgeable with the population and movement of mule 

deer in Riverside County to develop measures to ensure wildlife corridors are sufficient to 

accommodate for mule deer since mule deer are not a covered species under the WRC-

MSHCP and CV-MSHCP.  It should be noted that both plans recognize and provide specific 

conservation measures to protect wildlife movement corridors.  As noted above, the two 

MSHCPs will be continually reviewed and updated to ensure that its conservation measures 

are adequate to accommodate mule deer. 

Comment 4.7 This comment is duly noted. All projects developed under the proposed General Plan would 

be required to undergo substantial environmental compliance measures and would be subject 

to all relevant codes and policies. Within Riverside County, all development is subject to the 

Riverside County Fire Code, which includes requirements for defensible space and buffering 

in order to reduce potential impacts resulting from wildfire. The General Plan also has several 

policies that directly address wildfire risk, including S 5.1 (Develop and enforce design 

standards that encourage fire prevention), S 5.2 (Encourage programs that require fuel breaks 

and brush management zones), S 5.5 (Encourage development where existing services are 

located) as well as several others. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 4.8 The County agrees that the CDFW has regulatory authority concerning activities which occur 

in streams and/or lakes and that applicants must provide written notification to CDFW for 

any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow or change the bed, channel or bank of 

a river or stream.  As written, New Mitigation Measure 4.8A-N1 acknowledges CDFW’s 

regulatory authority.  The mitigation measure mandates that the project applicant “obtain a 

Section 404 permit from the ACOE and/or Fish and Game Code Section 1600 agreement 

prior to the issuance of any grading permit or other action by the County of Riverside that 

would lead to the disturbance of the riparian resource.”   

As indicated in Section 4.8.5B of Draft EIR No. 521, “it would not be feasible to provide 

detailed biological information or asses site-specific biological effects at this time given the 

size and programmatic nature of this EIR.”  Where not foreseeable at this time, such affects 
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are addressed programmatically in Draft EIR No. 521 as outlined through existing and 

proposed policies, existing regulatory programs and, where necessary, new mitigation 

measures.  New Mitigation Measure 4.8A-N1 does not seek to abrogate CDFW’s regulatory 

authority under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, it merely serves as a mechanism for 

the County to gather information on a site-specific basis that was not available at a 

programmatic level (for Draft EIR No. 521) and to make an informed decision concerning 

the presence/absence of a resource and a project’s obligation to pursue a regulatory permit.   

CDFW notes that it is their “jurisdiction to verify the presence or absence of riparian/riverine 

areas” on project sites.  This would imply that each and every development application 

submitted to Riverside County must be circulated through the CDFW for a preliminary review 

of the presence or absence of riparian/riverine resources.  However, the Fish and Game  Code 

does not require that all development proposals obtain CDFW 1602 clearances, only that an 

entity may not “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or 

use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or 

dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled flaked, or ground pavement 

where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake” unless the project proponent files a written 

notification with CDFW, pays the applicable fees, and obtains clearances outlined in Section 

1602(a)(4).   

Riverside County processes many projects that do not impact streams and/or lakes and 

therefore do not require a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement.  New Mitigation 

Measure 4.8A-N1 simply closes the gap between information available at the programmatic 

level (Draft EIR No. 521) and information collected at the project level.  It directs the County 

to require an assessment from a qualified professional and, based on that information, permits 

the County Ecological Resources Specialist to make a finding that either: a) riparian/riverine 

areas do not exist on site; b) sufficient measures are in place that would insure avoidance of 

the riparian/riverine areas; or c) impacts are significant and unavoidable.  If avoidance is 

infeasible and project impacts remain significant and unavoidable, then project applicants must 

obtain a Section 404 permit from the ACOE and/or a Fish and Game Code Section 1600 

agreement from CDFW prior to the disturbance of the resource.   

Comment 4.9 Both MSHCPs considered the placement of trails, passive or otherwise, adjacent to sensitive 

habitat areas.  Both plans also have specific guidelines that must be considered in the design 

of any such trail.  It is the intent of these guidelines to ensure that a trail will not have direct 

or indirect impacts on the protected biological resources.  The County has provided in-depth 

discussion in the Draft EIR on the two MSHCPs and the biological goals and objectives of 

the two plans in the Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR. The County has also noted 

a number of policies that have been developed to protect biological resources from trail 

activities, which includes Board of Supervisors Policy J-11, as well as General Plan Policies LU 

9.1, OS 5.4, and OS 18.1 which provide protections to biological resources from trails. These 

policies, in conjunction with the requirements set for by the MSHCP the County will continue 
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to preserve biological resources while encouraging the development of trails and open space 

areas.  

Comment 4.10 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 4.11 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. However, edge effects are an important consideration for all development 

projects, as new development within urban/agricultural landscapes converge with native 

habitats. As development accommodated by GPA No. 960 would be in proximity to areas set 

aside for conservation, these projects would be required to address urban/wildlands interface 

(UWI) impacts. The protocols for UWI development are expressly identified in WRC-MSHCP 

Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface). This section identifies 

a wide range of measures to be taken to ensure that UWI development is implemented in a 

responsible manner, ranging anywhere from guidelines for lighting plans, avoiding invasive 

species, implementing barriers, and noise standards. As noted in Section 6.1.4, these guidelines 

are intended to be implemented alongside existing regulations and policies already in place. 

GPA No. 960 includes a number of policies developed to protect conserved lands from new 

development, including Policies OS 4.9 (Discourage development within 100 feet of a 

watercourse or riparian vegetation), OS 5.5 (preserve natural watercourses) and OS 17.2 

(enforce the requirements within the MSCHP during development review). The guidelines set 

forth within the WRC-MSHCP, in conjunction with the proposed policies within GPA No. 

960, will protect the invaluable resources located within the conserved lands of the LNAP, as 

well as the rest of the County. 

Comment 4.12 Refer to Response 4.6, above, regarding mule deer. As described in the WRC-MSHCP, an 

“important feature of reserve design is the special arrangement of wildlife movement corridors 

and Linkages between Core Areas” (Page 3-4). Additionally, Page 3-207 of the WRC-MSHCP 

provides a description of the MSCHP Conservation Area within the Lakeview/Nuevo Area 

Plan. This comment pertains to policy areas within the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan of GPA 

No. 960 and does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Comment 4.13 Refer to Response 4.11, above, regarding the potential impacts related to the UWI as a result 

of GPA No. 960. Future projects facilitated by GPA No. 960 would be required to comply 

with the guidelines set forth by the WRC-MSHCP Section 6.1.4, as well as the proposed 

policies within GPA No. 960 on an individual project level. This comment pertains to the 

General Plan, which will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does 

not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR.  
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Comment 4.14 As noted in Response 4.11, above, the WRC-MSHCP and GPA No. 960 both contain 

guidelines, policies, and the respective relevant discussions specifically related to minimizing 

potential impacts to watersheds. Future projects facilitated by GPA No. 960 would be required 

to comply with the guidelines set forth by the WRC-MSHCP Section 6.1.4 as well as the 

proposed policies within GPA No. 960 on an individual project level. This comment is duly 

noted; however, this comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 4.15 This comment is duly noted. The County of Riverside has incorporated several policies into 

the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan pertaining to the Northeast Business Park Overlay that will 

help preserve the rural character of this special area, including the neighboring rural 

community of Nuevo. For example, Policy LNAP 5.2 prohibits operational uses that would 

generate substantial truck traffic and reads as follows: 

LNAP 5.2  Truck terminals, as well as draying, freight and trucking operations, or other 

industrial/manufacturing uses which could be expected to generate substantial 

truck traffic, shall not be allowed. 

Additionally, Policy LNAP 7.1 would ensure that new development within the Northeast 

Business Park Overlay adhere to high-quality design standards and reads as follows:  

LNAP 6.17.1  Require development to adhere to standards established in the 

Design Standards and Guidelines for Development in the Third and 

Fifth Supervisorial Districts. 

LNAP 5.2 and 7.1 would further ensure that proposed development accommodated by GPA 

No. 960 will preserve the rural character of the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 4.16 This comment identifies discrepancies between the approved WRC-MSHCP and the 

Circulation Plan for the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan (Figure 7). It is noted that there is an 

additional east-west arterial roadway and bridge shown crossing the San Jacinto River between 

the Ramona Expressway and Nuevo Road that are not covered by the WRC-MSHCP. Also, 

the comment states that while the plan illustrates the existing Ramona Expressway bridge at 

the San Jacinto River, it fails to show the proposed bridge for the Mid County Parkway, 

immediately adjacent to and south of the Ramona Expressway bridge. 
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The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and 

Environmental Impact Report participation process. However, it should be noted that the 

various maps included in the GPA and EIR documents are graphic depictions for illustrative 

purposes, as the following disclaimer, contained on each map, explains:  

“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

Nonetheless, we acknowledge that the east-west arterial roadway and bridge shown crossing 

the San Jacinto River between the Ramona Expressway and Nuevo Road are a new addition 

to the Circulation Plan and may require an MSHCP amendment should the County intend to 

move forward with implementation of this concept. 

With respect to the Mid County Parkway CETAP Corridor, the exhibit is not intended to 

show all of the details that have been worked out to date with regard to facility placement and 

design features. It is presumed, however, that implementation of the CETAP corridors will 

include appropriate drainage and flood water conveyance structures in accordance with the 

provisions of the WRC-MSHCP. You may notice that the crosshatching for the Mid County 

Parkway avoids the north side of the Ramona Expressway where it is adjacent to the San 

Jacinto Wildlife Preserve. The map will, however, be modified to reflect a bridge for the Mid 

County Parkway CETAP Corridor. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 4.17 The numbers located on Figure 4 of the Lakeview-Nuevo Area Plan are County of Riverside 

Specific Plan Numbers. The colored outline is included to show the boundary of the Specific 

Plan area. The numbers and boundary outlines are noted in the legend for all maps that include 

Specific Plan data.  This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 4.18 The Flood Abatement and Hazard section of the GPA No. 960 Safety Element contains a 

number of policies to ensure that development projects are not constructed within flood areas. 

These policies within the document include allowable development within a mapped 
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floodplain, as well as requirements for site specific floodplain mapping. These policies are 

further supported by the floodplain requirements dictated by the California Building Code, as 

well as site specific analysis required before the issuance of development permits. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 4.19 The management structure for both MSHCPs in Riverside County does not directly involve 

Riverside County Administrative staff.  Instead, dependent but autonomous land management 

agencies have been assigned that authority:  Coachella Valley Conservation Commission for 

Coachella Valley MSHCP and the Regional Conservation Authority for Western Riverside 

MSHCP.  Further, both agencies have oversight from joint power authorities that include 

CDFW as a participating member.  Information provided to the County will be reviewed with 

these joint power authorities and CDFW will have continued opportunities to provide 

comments and to ensure proper implementation of measures to alleviate concerns. 

Comment 4.20  This comment is duly noted. This comment pertains to the Climate Action Plan (CAP), but 

does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

However, both the CAP and the General Plan include measures that address the role of the 

natural environment and provide opportunities for carbon capture and sequestration.  CAP 

Reduction Measure R3-L1: Expand County Tree Planting includes the evaluation of potential 

carbon sequestration from different tree species.  Additionally, New General Plan Policy AQ 

20.16 would preserve and promote forest lands and other suitable natural and artificial 

vegetation areas to maintain and increase the carbon sequestration capacity of such areas 

within the County.  Artificial vegetation could include urban forestry and reforestation, 

development of parks and recreation areas, and preserving unique farmlands that provide 

additional carbon sequestration potential.  New Policy AQ 23.1 would prevent urban sprawl 

to maximize protection of open space, particularly forests, which provide carbon sequestration 

potential.  New Policy AQ 25.2 would reduce GHG emissions with conservation of biota that 

provides carbon sequestration through implementation of the Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plans for western and eastern Riverside County.  New Policy AQ 25.2 would 

also preserve forest lands and other suitable natural vegetation areas to maintain the carbon 

sequestration capacity of such areas within the County, promote establishment of vegetated 

recreational uses (such as local and regional parks) that provide carbon sequestration potential 

and opportunities for healthy recreation, promote urban forestry and reforestation and the 

preservation of farmlands to provide additional carbon sequestration potential, and preserve 

areas of native vegetation that may contribute to biological carbon sequestration 
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functions.  Furthermore, New Policy AQ 25.2 would also protect vegetation from increased 

fire risks associated with drought conditions to ensure biological carbon remains sequestered 

in vegetation and not released to the atmosphere through wildfires.  In particular, New Policy 

AQ 25.2 would prevent the unnecessary intrusion of people, vehicles and development into 

natural open space areas to lessen risk of wildfire from human activities. 

Comment 4.21 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment serves as a conclusion to the letter.  Responses to specific comments 

are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 5:  Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians  

Comment 5.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 5.2 This comment provides introductory information related to changes made to the Rancho 

Mirage Sphere of Influence. This comment is duly noted.  This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 5.3 This comment is duly noted.  The County has experienced several changes related to 

jurisdictional boundaries since the beginning of the General Plan Update process. The County 

established the baseline date for the GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 as April 13, 2009. 

As it is impossible to capture the state of the entire County on a single day, baseline data 

sources have been noted where possible. The updates requested in the comment, related to 

the Rancho Mirage Sphere of influence as noted in the Western Coachella Valley Area Plan of 

GPA No. 960, will be considered during Project deliberations and hearings. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 5.4 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 5.3, above. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 5.5 This comment is duly noted.  Refer to Response 5.3, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 5.6 This comment is duly noted.  Refer to Response 5.3, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 5.7 This comment is duly noted.  Refer to Response 5.3, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 5.8 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 5.3, above.   This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 5.9 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 6:  Coachella Valley Mosquito and Vector 
Control District  

Comment 6.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 6.2 This comment is duly noted. The County appreciates your support of the language regarding 

mosquito development within the Whitewater River incorporated into Draft EIR No. 521. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 6.3 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider the suggestion to add requirements to 

comply with Mosquito Control BMP’s in the Coachella Valley during project deliberations. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 6.4 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 7:  Coachella Valley Water District 

Comment 7.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information regarding 

the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD).  Responses to specific comments are provided 

below; no further response is required. 

Comment 7.2 This comment is duly noted.  The requested corrections have been made to Table 4.19-A of 

the Draft EIR. CVWD’s title has been modified as requested and the reference to Mecca 

Sanitation District has been removed, as noted below and in the Errata section of the EIR 

document. The reference to CVWD and Mecca Sanitary District will now read as follows: 

Table 4.19-A:  

“Coachella Valley Municipal Water District (CVMWD)” 

Table 4.19-A: 

“Mecca Sanitary District” 

As stated in the “Notes” section below Table 4.19-A, water purveyors listed in bold text 

predominantly serve unincorporated County Connections, while those listed in standard text 

serve Incorporated City Connections. Therefore, no changes to the formatting of the table 

were made. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 7.3 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to page 4.19-48 of the 

Draft EIR in order to correct the reference to the Whitewater River Stormwater Channel 

(WRSC). This change is reflected below and in the Errata section of the EIR document. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-48: 

“The Whitewater River Stormwater Channel (WRSC)/Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel 

(CVSC) is the constructed downstream extension of the Whitewater River channel starting 

near Indio.  It serves as a drainage way for irrigation return flows, treated community 

wastewater and urban runoff.  The Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) operates and 

maintains the WRSC/CVSC and the regional subsurface drainage collection system for the 



 

 County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
 Public Review Draft  August 2015 

Coachella Valley. General information from CVWD 2006-07 Annual Review and Water 

Quality Report states approximately 245,900 AF of water was provided for irrigation.” 

Comment 7.4 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR to 

correct the reference regarding the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay Delta. The update to the 

document is reflected below and in the Errata section of this document. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-57: 

“San Francisco Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay Delta”  

Comment 7.5 This comment is duly noted.  Court rulings related to the QSA do not affect or alter the 

language within the General Plan. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 7.6 This comment is duly noted. CVWD’s discussion related to its successful efforts to prevent 

Quagga in the Coachella Canal and Irrigation Distribution System is notable, but does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 7.7 This comment is duly noted.  While CVWD’s Landscape Ordinance 1302 effort is notable, its 

inclusion in Draft EIR No. 521 is not necessary for the document’s analysis of GPA No. 960. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.8 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been incorporated into the Draft 

EIR to add additional information about the Coachella Valley Urban Water Management Plan. 

The updates to the document are reflected below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR 

document. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Page 4.19-110: 

“The subbasin has a reported 30 wells used by the CVWD for water level monitoring and 204 

wells are used for public water supplies.  The subbasin is utilized by both the CVWD and the 

DWA.  The planning area for the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan includes is the 

Indio Subbasin (also known as the Whitewater River Subbasin) amongst its management areas.  This 

35-year plan was developed by CVWD and adopted by CVWD and DWA to eliminate Indio Subbasin 

Overdraft. It evaluates all municipal, golf and agricultural water demands and supplies and proposes 

implementation of conservation water importation, and water reuse programs to sustain the groundwater basin. 

As described previously, this CVWD-DWA joint plan is intended to outline and address the 

“current issues and management goals and practices pertaining to the area’s groundwater 

system,” including overdraft of the Indio Subbasin.”  

Comment 7.9 This comment is duly noted. The County recognizes CVWD’s progress in addressing 

overdraft issues; however, the requested correction is not necessary for Draft EIR No. 521’s 

analysis of GPA No. 960. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 7.10 This comment is duly noted.  The correction has been made and is noted below and in the 

Errata section of the EIR document. This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-111: 

“The subbasin has a reported five wells used by the MSWD for water level monitoring and 15 

wells used for public water supplies.  The subbasin is utilized by the MSWD, as well as CVWD 

and DWA.”  

Comment 7.11 This comment is duly noted.  The correction has been made and is noted below and in the 

Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-111: 

“Mission Creek/Garnet Hill Water Management Plan Coachella Valley Water Management Plan.”  
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Comment 7.12 This comment is duly noted.  Including a notation related to naturally occurring minerals or 

the cost of treatment to meeting drinking water standards as part of the Desert Hot Springs 

Subbasin does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.13 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the document, and 

is noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-112: 

“CVWD, DWA and MSWD all use water from this subbasin, which is also addressed in the 

Coachella Valley Water Management Plan.”   

Comment 7.14 This comment is duly noted.  The requested corrections have been made and are noted below 

and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-126: 

“However, little wastewater reuse is occurring in eastern Coachella Valley.  According to 

CVWD’s 2011 2010 Management Plan Update, as population growth continues […]” 

Page 4.19-126: 

“CVWD, DWA and others also utilize recycled wastewater and recognize its significant 

potential as a local resource that could be expanded to help reduce current local overdraft 

problems.” 

Comment 7.15 This comment is duly noted.  Figure 4.19.16 is included in Draft EIR No. 521 for 

informational purposes in order to clarify water supply resources for eastern Riverside County. 

While this graphic, as well as Figures 4.19.15 and 4.19.17, depict the general schematic of the 

western Riverside County and Pass water supplies, they are not intended to provide a detailed 

mapping of these supplies. As explicitly stated on page 4.19-131 of the Draft EIR, these maps 

are intended to show the general flow of water resources within these regions, and are followed 

with extensive detailed analysis of the resources in the following pages of the Water Resources 
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Analysis. While the information on the graphic noted by the commenter provides a general 

overview of the water supply sources within the eastern Coachella Valley, sufficient 

clarification and analysis of the specific components that compose the water supplies 

throughout the County are provided within the Water Resources section of the Draft EIR.  

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.16 This comment is duly noted.  The County recognizes that the Indio Water Authority, 

Coachella Water Authority, and Mission Springs Water District have UWMPs. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.17 This comment is duly noted. The requested corrections regarding the relationship between 

water agencies have been made and are reflected below as well as in the Errata section of the 

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. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a), which requires that a lead agency respond to environmental 

comments). 

Page 4.19-131: 

“Five local water agencies, including CVWD, DWA, CWA, IWA, and MSWD, along with Valley 

Sanitary District, signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in September 2008 to develop and 

maintain the Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. The Coachella Valley 

Integrated Regional Water Management Plan is a collective effort between the five water purveyors and 

wastewater agency to address the water resources planning needs of the Coachella Valley.  

Likewise, detailed information is provided on the Coachella Valley Water District and Desert 

Water Agency, which is are the major water importer and wholesaler for (Colorado River and 

SWP water) for eastern Riverside County.” 

Comment 7.18 This comment is duly noted.  The correction has been made to address that MWD’s 80,000 

AF come from the All-American Canal and not the Coachella Canal. The requested update is 

noted below and in the Errata section of the 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. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a), which requires that a 

lead agency respond to environmental comments). 
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Page 4.19-157, Table 4.19-W (MWD Local Supplies within MWD Service Area, Average 

Year and Single Dry Year): 

Coachella Canal and  
All American Canal Lining 

80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 

Comment 7.19 This comment is duly noted.  The correction has been made to the population served by 

CVWD, and the change is noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-206:  

“The District provides water to approximately 306,250 366,500 residents, in addition to 

irrigated farmland and a variety of commercial, resort and industrial users.”  

Comment 7.20 This comment is duly noted.  The requested edits have been made to the Draft EIR and can 

be seen reflected below as well as in the Errata 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. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a), which 

requires that a lead agency respond to environmental comments).  

Page 4.19-206: 

“The management and implementation of CVWD water resources are conducted pursuant to 

its 2010 Urban Water Management Plan Final Report, dated July 2010 (‘UWMP’ for this 

subsection).  In addition, the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan Update guides the 

management of all water demands and supplies including agricultural, golf, and municipal for all Coachella 

Valley water agencies. CVWD water resources are also managed pursuant to the Coachella Valley Integrated 

Regional Water Management Plan, which addresses the water resources planning needs of the Coachella Valley 

and is managed by the Coachella Valley Regional Water Management Group.” 

Comment 7.21 This comment is duly noted.  The requested corrections have been made and are noted below 

and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Page 4.19-206: 

“The management and implementation of CVWD water resources are conducted pursuant to 

its 2010 Urban Water Management Plan Final Report, dated July 2010 (‘UWMP’ for this 

subsection).  In addition, the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan Update guides the 

management of all water demands and supplies including agricultural, golf, and municipal for all Coachella 

Valley water agencies.” 

Comment 7.22 This comment is duly noted, and further clarification was added to Table 4.19-AQ.  The 

correction is noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Table 4.19-AQ:  

“5. Independent water agency from Coachella Valley Water District” 

Comment 7.23 This comment is duly noted, and clarifications were added to Table 4.19-AR. These 

corrections are noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Table 4.19-AR: 

“Import Provider MWD 4, 5 3” 

Table 4.19-AR: 

“4.  Pumped from groundwater basin.” 

Comment 7.24 This comment is duly noted.  The requested corrections regarding the references to the West 

and East Whitewater River have been made and are noted below and in the Errata section of 

the Draft EIR document. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 
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Page 4.19-214: 

“For purposes of administering a replenishment assessment, CVWD divides the Whitewater 

River Subbasin into the West Upper and East Lower Whitewater River ‘Areas of Benefit’ 

(AOBs). Myoma Dunes and the cities of Indio and Coachella obtain water from the East 

Lower Whitewater River AOB.”  

Page 4.19-214: 

“The Whitewater River Subbasin is not adjudicated.  For oversight purposes, it is divided into 

two management areas, the West Upper and East Lower Whitewater River Subbasin AOBs. 

The West Upper Whitewater River Subbasin AOB is jointly managed by CVWD and DWA 

under the terms of the 1976 Water Management Agreement, while the East Lower Subbasin 

AOB is managed only by CVWD.”   

Comment 7.25 This comment is duly noted.  The requested clarification has been added into the document 

and is noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-220: 

“The planning area includes the Coachella Valley.  The Basin Plan was updated with 

subsequent amendments and was readopted by the RWQCB in June 2006.  The Coachella 

Valley water agencies will keep tracking proposed changes to the Basin Plan and will actively 

participate in development of new policies.  Additional monitoring, increased treatment and 

implementation of best management practices (BMPs) can also help limit discharges to the 

CVSC and Salton Sea which could otherwise conflict with the Basin Plan.  CVWD and DWA 

are working with local stakeholders to complete a Salt and Nutrient Management Plan in compliance with the 

State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy. This Plan identifies sources and sinks of TDS 

and Nitrates, and also identifies best management strategies to reduce water quality impacts to the groundwater 

basin.”  

Comment 7.26 This comment is duly noted.  The requested clarification has been added into the document 

and is noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Page 4.19-221: 

“The State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards can conditionally waive waste 

discharge requirements if it is in the best interest of the public and such waivers are generally 

given on the condition that the discharges not cause violations of water quality objectives.  

CVWD’s existing waivers for these discharges have expired; the RWQCB must develop a 

water quality control policy to address potential or actual impacts of these discharges on the 

waters of the region  The State’s statewide waiver for discharges from irrigated agricultural lands was 

allowed to sunset in 2003. Since that time, Regional Boards throughout the state have been developing regulatory 

programs for these discharges. The Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board approved a 

conditional waiver for discharges from Coachella Valley irrigated agricultural lands in June 2014.” 

Comment 7.27 This comment is duly noted.  The requested update has been made to the Draft EIR and is 

reflected below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-221: 

“For details on the legal basis for the water rights involved with these basins, as well as other 

contractual water rights used by CVWD, refer to the 2014 1992 CVWD-DWA Water 

Management Agreement.” 

Comment 7.28 The comment is duly noted. In regards to baseline data used for the analysis within the Draft 

EIR No. 521, as stated in Section 4.1 Environmental Assumptions and Methods, the Draft EIR uses 

the date of the Notice of Preparation (April 2009) to establish the baseline for the document. 

However, due to the broad scope of analysis required, it is not possible to establish a unified 

baseline for all sections of the Draft EIR as the state of the County on that specific date cannot 

be established for each topic the report must cover. In order to clarify the baseline used in 

each section of the report, the baseline data source is listed within each section. The baseline 

data used for the Water Resources section predates the 2014 Water Management Plan Status 

Report. Therefore, the 2014 Water Management Plan Status Report will not be incorporated 

into Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis. However, all project specific analysis and policies contained 

within the Plan will apply to future projects. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.29 This comment is duly noted.  The 2003 CVWD–DWA-MWD agreement is cited under the 

“SWP Supplies” section of the Draft EIR on page 4.19-216. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 
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related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.30 This comment is duly noted.  The requested update has been made and is reflected below and 

in the Errata section of this document. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-219: 

“Glorious Lands Corporation/ Rosedale Water Transfer: In 2012, CVWD entered into an 

Assignment Agreement with the Glorious Lands Corporation which transferred the existing Amended Water 

Supply Agreement between Rosedale and GLC to CVWD. This water transfer allows for CVWD to receive 

a fixed annual quantity of 9,500 AF of Rosedale water through 2035.” 

Comment 7.31 This comment is duly noted.  The requested addition of language regarding Quagga mussels 

has been completed and is noted below and in the Errata section of the Draft EIR document. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-221: 

“CVWD has been proactively working to prevent infestation and spread by chlorinating 

Coachella Canal water downstream of the turnout from the All-American Canal and 

turbulence is generated by keeping the gate partially closed. The hot climate of the Coachella Valley 

also deters potential colonization of Quagga mussels.” 

Comment 7.32 This comment is duly noted.  The requested update has been made and is reflected below and 

in the Errata section of this document. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-224: 

“The elements of the CVWMP implementation plan are being carried out by CVWD in 

conjunction with the region’s Indian Tribes and other valley water districts. The CVWMP 
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identifies all Whitewater River Subbasin (Indio Subbasin) supplies and demands, including those beyond the 

boundaries of the CVWD boundaries.” 

Comment 7.33 This comment is duly noted.  The requested update has been made and is reflected below and 

in the Errata section of this document. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-226: 

“CVWD operates six wastewater reclamation plants (WRPs), three of which (plants 7, 9 and 

10) currently generate recycled water for irrigation of golf courses and large landscaped areas.  

WRP-4 serves communities from La Quinta to Mecca, although its effluent is not currently 

recycled.  However, it is anticipated that WRP-4 effluent will be recycled to meet future water demands. it 

will be recycled in the future when the demand for recycled water develops and tertiary 

treatment is constructed.  The City of Palm Springs operates the Palm Springs Wastewater 

Treatment Plant.  The DWA provides tertiary treatment to effluent from this plant and 

delivers recycled water to golf courses and parks in the Palm Springs area.  There is also 

potential for obtaining additional recycled water from the reclamation plants operated by the 

City of Coachella and Valley Sanitary District, but water from these sources is not currently 

recycled.  CVWD plans to expand the non-potable water delivery systems described below in 

the future.  The existing wastewater treatment plants treat 35,900 AF on average, 19,300 AF 

annually and with expansions will have a projected treatment capability of just under 89,700 

AFY.” 

Page 4.19-226: 

“Water Reclamation Plant 1 (WRP 1):  WRP-1 serves the Bombay Beach community near 

the Salton Sea.  It has a design permitted plant capacity of 150,000 gallons per day and consists 

of two mechanically aerated concrete-lined (one aerated) oxidation basins, two unlined six 

stabilization basins and six one evaporation-infiltration basins. Currently all of the effluent from 

this facility is disposed by percolation and evaporation-infiltration. CVWD has no plans to recycle 

effluent from this facility because of the low flow and lack of potential uses near the plant.”  

Page 4.19-226: 

 “Water Reclamation Plant 2 (WRP 2):  WRP-2 serves housing in the North Shore 

community. with two types of treatment facilities: an activated sludge treatment plant capable 

of providing secondary treatment of up to 180,000 gpd and an oxidation treatment basin with 

a design It has a permitted plant capacity of 33,000 gpd 0.033 million gallons per day (MGD) and 

consists of one lined (one aerated) oxidation basin, two stabilization and evaporation basins and one overflow 

basin.  The oxidation treatment basin is mechanically aerated and lined with a single synthetic 
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liner. The activated sludge treatment plant is used only when the maximum daily flow exceeds 

33,000 gpd, otherwise the oxidation basin is used for treatment. WRP-2 is currently 

discharging an average of 18,000 gpd of treated secondary effluent into four evaporation-

infiltration basins for final disposal.  Currently, all of the effluent from this facility is disposed by 

percolation and evaporation. CVWD has no plans to recycle effluent from this facility because of 

the low flow and lack of potential uses near the plant.” 

Page 4.19-226: 

“Water Reclamation Plant 4 (WRP 4):  CVWD’s WRP-4 is a 9.9-million gallons-per-day 

(mgd) (MGD) permitted capacity treatment facility located in Thermal, with two types of treatment 

facilities: an activated sludge treatment plant capable of providing secondary treatment of up to 2.9 MGD; and 

an oxidation treatment system with a design capacity of 7.0 MGD.  WRP-4 provides secondary 

treatment consisting of pre-aeration ponds, aeration lagoons, polishing ponds and 

disinfection. The treated effluent is discharged to the CVSC pursuant to a NPDES permit. 

Annual average flow to the facility is approximately 4.75 mgd 4.99 MGD (5,300 5,600 AFY). 

Effluent from WRP-4 is not currently suitable for water recycling due to the lack of tertiary 

treatment. However, CVWD plans to add tertiary treatment and reuse effluent from this plant 

in the future as development occurs.  CVWD may recycle effluent from this facility to meet future water 

demands.”  

Page 4.19-227: 

“Water Reclamation Plant 7 (WRP 7):  Located in northern Indio, WRP-7 is a 5.0-mgd 

MGD permitted capacity secondary treatment facility with a current tertiary treatment capacity of 

2.5 mgd MGD. The tertiary-treated wastewater is used for irrigation of golf courses in the Sun 

City area. The average annual flow in 2010 is estimated to be 3 mgd 2.44 MGD (3,300 2,700 

AFY).  The plant consists of aeration basins, circular clarifiers, polishing ponds and filtration. 

Recycled water not used for irrigation is percolated and evaporated at onsite and offsite 

percolation ponds. A plant expansion is currently under design that will increase the plant 

capacity to 7.5 mgd.” 

Page 4.19-227: 

“Water Reclamation Plant 9 (WRP 9):  Located in Palm Desert, WRP-9 treats 

approximately 0.33 mgd (370 AFY) of wastewater from the residential serves the developments 

surrounding the Palm Desert Country Club. It has a permitted plant capacity of 0.40 MGD. 

Treatment units at the plant include:  a grit chamber, aeration tanks, secondary clarifiers, 

chlorine contact chamber, aerobic digester and two infiltration basins. One basin is lined for 

storage of treated wastewater. Raw wastewater in excess of the design capacity is pumped to 

WRP-10 for treatment. Secondary effluent from WRP-9 is used to irrigate a portion of the 

Palm Desert Country Club golf course.  During winter months when demand is low, effluent 

that cannot be recycled is diverted to the infiltration basins for disposal through ground 

infiltration.”  
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Page 4.19-227: 

“Water Reclamation Plant 10 (WRP 10):  WRP-10 is located in Palm Desert and consists 

of an activated sludge treatment plant, a tertiary wastewater treatment plant, a lined holding 

basin, six storage basins and 21 infiltration basins.  The plant’s combined secondary 

wastewater treatment design permitted capacity is 18 mgd MGD.  WRP-10 treats an annual 

average daily flow of 10.8 9.52 MGD mgd from the activated sludge plant.  Approximately 

60% of this plant’s effluent receives tertiary treatment for reuse and is delivered to customers 

through an existing recycled water distribution system.  The remaining secondary effluent is 

piped to a holding basin or one of six storage basins and disposed of by distribution to the 21 

infiltration basins.  Most of the secondary effluent receives tertiary treatment and is used for 

irrigation of local golf courses. Since 2009, CVWD blends tertiary effluent with Coachella Canal 

water provided by the Mid-Valley Pipeline for distribution to golf courses, homeowner’s 

associations and one school.”   

Comment 7.34 This comment is duly noted. The requested update has been made and can be seen reflected 

below and in the Errata of the GPA No. 960 document.  This comment related to the inclusion 

of the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

ECVAP, Page 7: 

“Whitewater River Stormwater Evacuation Channel/Coachella Valley Stormwater 

Channel” 

Comment 7.35 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment related to the CVWDs updated master plans do not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.36 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 7.37 This comment is duly noted.  The requested update has been made and is reflected below and 

in the Errata section of the GPA No. 960 document. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

WCVAP Page 7:  

“The Whitewater River Floodplain Preserve is located south of Interstate 10 and east of Indian 

Avenue, and consists of 1,230 acres of Bureau of Land Management and Coachella Valley 

Water District land.”  

Comment 7.38 This comment is duly noted.  The requested update has been made and is reflected below and 

in the Errata section of the GPA No. 960 document. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

WCVAP Page 8:  

“Located in the City of La Quinta, the 135-acre Lake Cahuilla and the surrounding 710-acre, 

Riverside County-operated recreation area is a valuable scenic and recreational asset for 

Western Coachella Valley, providing opportunities for sightseeing, fishing, swimming, hiking, 

and camping. Lake Cahuilla is owned by the United States Bureau of Reclamation; however, it is operated 

by the Coachella Valley Water District.” 

Comment 7.39 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment related to the depiction of tributary regional facilities or does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.40 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment regarding the need to reference CVWD stormwater plans does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

Comment 7.41 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. The 

comment regarding the need to reference CVWD stormwater plans does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 7.42 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general information about CVWD.  Responses to specific 

comments are provided above; no further response is required. 

Comment 7.43 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 8:  City of Corona Public Works Department 

Comment 8.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 8.2 This comment objects to the removal of Table 4.18-D (Segment Volume Capacities/Level of 

Service for Riverside County Roadways) from GPA No. 960. The table identifier, 4.18-D, is 

from Draft EIR No. 521, where it is still presented. The removal of this information from the 

General Plan in no way negates the need for a technical evaluation of the operational 

performance of the transportation network.   

In fact, as stated in the Draft EIR, “These values were used to evaluate the traffic model results 

and make refinements to the roadway network designations. As these values are part of the 

technical data used for the purposes of traffic analysis, they are not a policy element of the 

General Plan and thus are no longer included in the General Plan document.” Draft EIR No. 

521 goes on to cite the specific policies, which are contained in GPA No. 960, which address 

Level of Service.  

The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. However, the appropriate location for this technical background data is in the EIR. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 8.3 This comment recommends language changes to Circulation Policy C 2.1 in regards to Level 

of Service standards. This policy has been extensively rewritten to clarify the intent of the 

policy and to remove ambiguities in the current policy. It no longer cites a “countywide” target 

Level of Service immediately followed by a list of exceptions. Instead, the policy begins by 

clarifying where and how these policies apply. The policy relates to the evaluation of 

development proposals in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County and applies to 

roadways which are or are intended to be County maintained. It applies to roadways which 

are designated on the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Plan (Figure C-1), all of 

which are Collector level or above.  

The target Level of Service specified for the area adjacent to the City of Corona and the 

Temescal Canyon Area Plan is LOS “D,” which is consistent with the City’s LOS policy. As 

stated in their letter, LOS “D” is allowed along arterial or collector streets. Riverside County 

does not set an LOS target for local streets, as our traffic study guidelines only address LOS 

impacts to General Plan roadways. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 
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Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 8.4 This comments pertains to the Draft EIR discussion of compliance with the mitigation 

measures previously identified in EIR No. 441. The comment suggests that the paragraph 

addressing Mitigation Measure 4.16.1C be presented in a different text for emphasis. While 

this discussion may be of importance to the City of Corona, the County of Riverside sees no 

reason to draw additional attention to this discussion over all of the other factors presented in 

Draft EIR No. 521. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 8.5 This comment pertains to Table 4.18-U (Mitigation Recommendations for GPA No. 960 

(Build Out)) and the alleged lack of any description for Recommendation Code Number 5. 

This reference is a carryover from an early version of this table. The reference to 

Recommendation Code Number 5 is not applicable and will be removed from the final 

document. The requested changes are reflected below and in the Errata document. 

Page 4.18-91: 

Temescal 
Canyon 

Temescal 
Canyon Rd 

Dos Lagos Dr to 0.05 Mi. N Temescal 
Canyon Rd Cutoff 

2.26 
Arterial -  
4 Lanes 

Urban Arterial - 6 Lanes 4, 5 

Temescal 
Canyon 

Temescal 
Canyon Rd 

El Cerrito Rd to Cajalco Rd 1.12 
Arterial -  
4 Lanes 

Urban Arterial - 8 Lanes 2, 4 

Elsinore W Foothill Pkwy Mangular Ave to Green River Rd 1.7 
Secondary -  

4 Lanes 
Urban Arterial - 6 Lanes 2, 5 

Page 4.18-93: 

Highgrove 
Box Springs 
Rd 

I-215 NB Ramps at Fair Isle Dr/Box 
Springs Rd to 1.01 Mi. W Day St 

0.34 
Secondary - 

4 Lanes 
Arterial -  
4 Lanes 

2, 3, 5 

Comment 8.6 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 9:  Eastern Municipal Water District 

Comment 9.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information. No 

further response is required. 

Comment 9.2 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 9.3 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 10:  City of Menifee 

Comment 10.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 10.2 This comment is duly noted. This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be 

considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 10.3 This comment is duly noted. Policy C 16.9 of the General Plan was added to the document 

during the 2014-2015 revision period of GPA No. 960/Draft EIR No. 521, in response to the 

comment letter received from the City of Menifee during the 2014 public review of the 

documents. The policy states: 

C 16.9 Coordinate with cities, adjacent counties and affected state or federal land 

management entities regarding regional trails that cross over or terminate at 

jurisdictional boundaries.  Ensure that adequate consideration is given to how 

the trail is addressed once it leaves the jurisdiction of Riverside County. 

This comment pertains to the General Plan but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 10.4 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general closing remarks.  No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 11:  Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

Comment 11.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 11.2 This comment is duly noted. The County requires development projects to undergo cultural 

resource review prior to construction to ensure the protection of cultural resources, 

particularly during ground disturbance. As indicated in Section 4.9.D.3 of Draft EIR No. 521, 

the County Archeologist reviews all proposed land use projects subject to CEQA and that are 

not otherwise exempt.  The Archeologist then reviews various internal databases and requires 

a Phase I Cultural Resources Study where appropriate.  The Phase I report is forwarded to 

tribes who request such information as part of consultation under SB 18.  The Phase I Cultural 

Resource Study also guides the County Archeologist in determining which project-level 

conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures to apply to the proposed project, which 

includes most of the measures suggested among others. For example, Existing Mitigation 

Measure 4.7.1A reduces potential impacts related to human remains. Additionally, where it is 

infeasible for cultural resources to be avoided or preserved in place, New Mitigation Measure 

4.9.B-N1 would lessen impacts to cultural resources by providing for a dialog between the 

County and the appropriate ethnic or cultural group concerning the dispensation of cultural 

resources.  

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 11.3 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. Responses to specific comments 

are provided above; no further response is required. 



 

 County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
 Public Review Draft  August 2015 

This page was intentionally left blank 



Peter.Minegar
Line

Peter.Minegar
Line

Peter.Minegar
Line

Peter.Minegar
Text Box
12.1

Peter.Minegar
Text Box
12.2

Peter.Minegar
Text Box
12.3

Peter.Minegar
Text Box
Comment Letter 12



Peter.Minegar
Line

Peter.Minegar
Text Box
12.4



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

Comment Letter No. 12:  Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Comment 12.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 12.2 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 12.3 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  No further response is required. 

Comment 12.4 This comment is duly noted, and future correspondence from the County to the Pala Tribal 

Historic Preservation Office (THPO) will be forwarded to the address provided. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 13:  Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (Letter 1) 

Comment 13.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. The comments submitted by the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (hereinafter, 

“Pechanga”) have been incorporated into the public record. Responses to specific comments 

are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 13.2 The County recognizes Pechanga’s request for continued consultation as required by SB 18 

for the GPA No. 960 Project. The County has consulted with Tribal Government Officials 

from Pechanga throughout the General Plan Update process, beginning in September of 2009. 

The County has facilitated consultation with Pechanga for the Project (GPA No. 960) through 

the following actions: 

 September 2009: The County sent out a Notice of Consultation for GPA No. 960, 

and received a request for formal consultation from Pechanga, as well as several other 

Tribal Governments within the County. 

 February 2010: The County held a meeting with the responding Tribal Governments 

in order to discuss the General Plan Update process, updated Project components 

and to answer any questions related to the Project. The County sent follow-up emails 

to all attending tribal representatives to set up individual consultation meetings. 

 April 2010: The County facilitated the first formal tribal consultation meeting with 

Pechanga staff. The County provided materials to Pechanga one month prior to the 

meeting, to allow for a review of the documents prior to consultation. During the 

meeting, Pechanga requested copies of the draft GPA, which were provided by the 

County. 

 June 2010:  The County facilitated the second formal tribal consultation meeting with 

Pechanga staff. This consultation included extensive discussion related to trails. 

Pechanga requested the addition of policy language related to the consideration of 

cultural resources during trail design. The County added the following language 

related to cultural resources in Policy C 16.7: 

h j. Design and construct trails that properly account for Take into consideration such issues as 

sensitive habitat areas, cultural resources, flooding potentials, access to neighborhoods 

and open space, safety, alternate land uses, and usefulness for both transportation and 

recreation.  when designing and constructing trails. 

 July 2010: The County facilitated the third formal tribal consultation meeting with 

Pechanga staff. Several topics were discussed including Arroyo Policies, Area Plan 

and land use amendments, trail alignments (and possible adjustments if cultural 

resources are found) and notification when grading of single family homes will occur. 
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To follow-up to this meeting, the County sent Pechanga a summary of Draft GPA 

No. 960 textual changes.   

 August 2010: The County facilitated the fourth formal tribal consultation meeting 

with Pechanga staff.  Several topics were discussed including the Multipurpose Open 

Space and Circulation Elements, traditional landscape policies for open space, cultural 

resource references, tribal lands within the Southwest and Meadowbrook area plans, 

and mineral resource maps. To follow up, the County sent Pechanga information 

pertaining to mineral resources and flood control, as well as land use designation 

changes to multiple parcels to the Indian Lands to reflect Pechanga’s ownership.  

 September 2010: The County received a final comment letter from Pechanga with 

follow-up comments from the previous SB 18 consultation meetings.  

Aside from formal, in-person consultation on the Project (GPA No. 960) pursuant to SB 18, 

the County has also solicited comments from Pechanga through the Environmental Review 

Process (Draft EIR No. 521).  The County has met and exceeded all noticing requirements 

outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines §15087. The public review process for the Draft EIR 

included the release of the Notice of Preparation in April of 2009, as well as two public review 

periods for the document including a 60-day public review period in 2014 and 45-day public 

review period in 2015. Pechanga was sent a hard-copy notice, in addition to a complete CD 

set of GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, and the CAP during each of the 2014 and 2015 

public review periods. As a follow-up to the comment letter received in April 2015 from 

Pechanga, County staff met with Pechanga staff on May 5, 2015 in order to discuss concerns 

noted in the comment letter and to address potential solutions to these comments. The County 

has also responded to a second comment letter received on May 26, 2015, which contained 

several comments on Draft EIR No. 521 (refer to Comment Letter 114 for the comments and 

responses to this letter). 

Due to circumstances outside of the County’s control, the environmental analysis for the 

Project has required an extensive timespan. However, the Draft EIR document only analyzes 

the environmental impacts of the Project (GPA No. 960). As such, Draft EIR No. 521 does 

not require a separate consultation under SB 18.   While Pechanga does have the right to 

comment on the Draft EIR through the public review periods that have been provided, 

comments relating to the General Plan are not under consideration during this Draft EIR 

review period. However, General Plan comments will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations and hearings. The County will continue to provide notices of public 

comment periods and hearings to Pechanga in regards to the GPA No. 960 process. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 13.3 This comment is duly noted, as it relates to both the Draft EIR and GPA. 

In regards to  Draft EIR No. 521, per State CEQA Guidelines section 15125, the Draft EIR 

uses the best available information that is accurate to a level commensurate to the analysis 

present in the General Plan and EIR as well as representative of the County at the time of 

Release of the NOP (April 2009).  The NOP release date establishes the “baseline” for the 

purposes of CEQA.  However, given the elapsed time since NOP release, the County has 

added updated technical information, where appropriate, to reflect best available information. 

The County is unable to incorporate AB 52 into the General Plan Update documents at this 

time, which, as noted in the comment letter, is effective July 1, 2015. Because the bill will 

become effective after the public review of Draft EIR No. 521, the County will continue to 

process Draft EIR No. 521 and GPA No. 960 under the current applicable laws at this time. 

For these reasons, AB 52 (effective July 1, 2015) will not be incorporated into the analysis in 

Draft EIR No. 521.  

In regards to further consultation under SB 18, refer to Response 13.2 above. No further 

response is warranted. 

Comment 13.4 This comment is duly noted. The County recognizes Pechanga’s request for continued SB 18 

consultation; however, consultation occurred during 2010 for the Project (GPA No. 960). As 

stated above in Response 13.2, the County is not required under SB 18 to provide continued 

consultation for the Draft EIR document. The Draft EIR is the environmental impact analysis 

of the Project (GPA No. 960), and as such is not subject to the SB 18 process.2 However, the 

comments related to the Draft EIR contained within this letter will be considered and, where 

appropriate, incorporated into the Draft EIR document as required by CEQA. All comments 

relating to the General Plan will be considered during Project deliberations and hearings. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.5 The County appreciates and values Pechanga’s comments and explanation of the Tribe’s 

historical traditions. The County has and will continue to initiate meaningful consultation with 

Pechanga on projects subject to SB 18. While the County is continuing consultation on 

projects with Pechanga, the development and initial drafting of the GPA No. 960 has been 

completed, and at this time the County has also provided on-going SB 18 consultation (refer 

to Response 13.2 above). Consultation on the Draft EIR, as noted in the responses above, has 

been completed pursuant to the requirements outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines. This 

                                                 
2 As described on page 11 of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Tribal Consultation Guidelines, SB 18 requires cities 
and counties to consult with California Native American tribes prior to amending or adopting any general plan or specific plan, 
however it does not require consultation during the environmental analysis and processing of the project. The County of Riverside has 
continued to satisfy the requirements outlined by SB 18 throughout the General Plan Update process; see Response 13.2. Draft EIR 
No. 521 provides an analysis of GPA No. 960, and as such, is not subject to SB 18 consultation.  
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comment is duly noted; however, it does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 13.6 This comment pertains to a number of General Plan circulation policies.  This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

However, the County understands the concern identified in the comment submitted by 

Pechanga, particularly in regards to infrastructure projects, due to their large coverage area and 

potential impacts to cultural resources. The County endeavors to protect and preserve 

Pechanga’s sensitive cultural resources, as well as those resources belonging to other Native 

American tribes within Riverside County. In order to centralize the discussion of Cultural 

resources within the General Plan document, the County has amended Policy OS 19.2 to 

include clarifying language related to the County Cultural Resources Program. The Policy has 

been amended as follows: 

Page OS-48: 

“Policy OS 19.2 The County of Riverside shall establish a cCultural rResources 

pProgram in consultation with Tribes and the professional cultural 

resources consulting community that .  Such a program shall, at a 

minimum, would address each of the following: application of the 

Cultural Resources Program to projects subject to environmental review; 

government-to-government consultation; application processing 

requirements; information database(s); confidentiality of site 

locations; content and review of technical studies; professional 

consultant qualifications and requirements; site monitoring; 

examples of preservation and mitigation techniques and methods; 

curation and the descendant community consultation requirements of 

local, state and federal law.  (AI 144)” 

The updated policy will provide a level of protection to cultural resources comparable to that 

indicated in Pechanga’s requested policy revisions contained within the comment letter. In the 

future, the County will continue to enforce the existing ordinances and regulations as adopted 

by the County on an individual project level.  

While adopting policies on the programmatic level allows the County to prioritize the 

protection of these resources, the County requires a number of studies and protocols to be 

completed and followed for all development projects within the County. The County will work 
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alongside the Tribe in developing procedures intended to provide a more comprehensive, 

thoughtful approach to addressing cultural resources and development accommodated by 

GPA No. 960 by upholding the specific requirements California State law rather than GPA 

No. 960. 

In regards to the request for the removal or realignment of Oleander Road west of Harvill 

Road, it should be noted that the various maps included in GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 

521 are graphic depictions for illustrative purposes, as the following disclaimer, contained on 

each map, explains:  

“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

Also, the existence of cultural resources or other environmental factors would certainly be 

considered in the design and siting of future roadway facilities. As Oleander Road is an 

important link in the circulation network and provides interchange access to I-215, the County 

is concerned with preserving this local freeway access; however, no precise alignment is 

envisioned at the present time. As such, it is believed that GPA No. 960 includes a degree of 

flexibility that would allow for coordination of intersection and network design as plans 

progress and more definitive alignments emerge. The County would entertain a future 

amendment to the County’s circulation network at such a time that a preferred configuration 

is determined. The County is prepared to work with all parties involved to reach a fair and 

equitable solution that is sensitive to all environmental issues. Also refer to Response 87.2. 

Comment 13.7 This comment pertains to a number of General Plan Land Use Policies. Refer to Response 

13.6, above. This comment is duly noted; however, it does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.8 This comment pertains to the General Plan Multipurpose Open Space Element, and suggests 

a number of policy edits. In order to preserve cultural resources through program-level 

policies, the County has amended Policy OS 19.2 to include further clarification in regards to 

a County Cultural Resources Program. The County incorporated the suggested wording 

additions proposed by Pechanga, as well as further detail regarding government-to-

government consultation. The proposed policy now reads:  
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“Policy OS 19.2 The County of Riverside shall establish a cCultural rResources 

pProgram in consultation with Tribes and the professional cultural 

resources consulting community that .  Such a program shall, at a 

minimum, would address each of the following: application of the 

Cultural Resources Program to projects subject to environmental review; 

government-to-government consultation; application processing 

requirements; information database(s); confidentiality of site 

locations; content and review of technical studies; professional 

consultant qualifications and requirements; site monitoring; 

examples of preservation and mitigation techniques and methods; 

curation and the descendant community consultation requirements of 

local, state and federal law.  (AI 144)” 

This policy, and the program that would result from its implementation, is intended to 

accomplish the level of review that Pechanga requested through the proposed policy edits, 

while allowing the policies within the General Plan to maintain their original intent and 

meaning. This comment is duly noted; however, it does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.9 This comment is duly noted. The comment proposes a number of edits within the Glossary 

section of both the General Plan and Draft EIR. As noted in Response 13.3 above, the GPA 

and Draft EIR will not incorporate the requirements outlined in AB 52. The adoption and 

implementation of AB 52 occurred after the baseline date of the EIR document (April 2009), 

and as such will not be incorporated into the definitions or analysis within the documents. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.10 This comment is duly noted. The County understands Pechanga’s concerns regarding the 

varying prevalence of cultural resources within the individual Area Plans contained within 

GPA No. 960. However, through the edits made to Policy OS 19.2, the County will establish 

a comprehensive Cultural Resources Program that will allow for the protection of cultural 

resources across all Area Plans. The Cultural Resources Program will be implemented in 

addition to the existing regulatory safeguards currently followed by the County. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 13.11 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.12 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.13 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.14 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.15 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.16 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.17 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.18 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 
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related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.19 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.20 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.21 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.22 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 13.10, above. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.23 This comment pertains to a parcel specific land use designation changes that the County 

proposes as part of GPA No. 960 (see Draft EIR Project Description, Section 3.5.C.2).  These 

changes were reviewed with the Tribe in 2010.  In a letter received from the Tribe on 

September 27, 2010, no specific requests were made to modify the parcel specific land use 

changes as proposed.  However, when project specific land use proposals are submitted for 

the subject parcels, such proposals will be required to comply with the all applicable laws 

concerning Tribal consultation and will be subject to the appropriate Conditions of Approval 

prescribed by the County for Cultural Resources. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 13.24 This Comment is duly noted.  In regards to potentially offensive and/or inaccurate language 

contained within the GPA No. 960/Draft EIR No. 521 documents, the County has afforded 

Pechanga the opportunity to comment on the documents (See Responses 13.2 and 13.3, 
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above). The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

In regards to the inclusion of specific archeological information in Table 4.9A of the Draft 

EIR, all information included in the table was retrieved from publically available websites for 

informational purposes. The County understands the importance of sensitive cultural resource 

protection, and assures Pechanga that the locations of cultural resources were only included if 

publically available. As such, information contained within Table 4.9A is not in violation of 

the California Public Records Act. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

In regards to the ancestral map and language, Draft EIR No. 521 Figure 4.9.1 has been deleted. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

In regards to SB 18 consultation requests, refer to Responses 13.2 and 13.3, above. The County 

has facilitated meaningful consultation with Pechanga throughout the lifetime of the Project 

as required by SB 18. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues).  

Comment 13.25 The County thanks you for your participation in the General Plan Update and Environmental 

Impact Report Public Review period. This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §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:  City of Riverside 

Comment 14.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 14.2 This comment is duly noted. This comment provides general introductory and background 

information pertaining to the Lakeview-Nuevo Area Plan (LNAP) and the Villages of 

Lakeview project, which is a separate project from GPA No. 960.  This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 14.3 This comment pertains to the LNAP section of the General Plan, which will be considered by 

the County during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of 

the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 14.4 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment pertains to the LNAP section of the General Plan, which will be 

considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 14.5 The Commenter notes concerns about the Villages of Lakeview Project and proposed land 

use changes within the LNAP. The Villages of Lakeview is a specific plan project that is 

separate from the General Plan. This project had to go through independent environmental 

review and is not included in the General Plan or General Plan EIR. However, in regards to 

concerns related to potential impacts associated with increased development within the 

LNAP, the County has added a small increase in development within the LNAP, with an 

increased population of approximately 3,000 residents compared to the 2003 General Plan 

(82,095 in the 2003 General Plan to 85,601 in GPA No. 960). This is an increase of 

approximately 4 percent. The majority of these houses will be large lot, rural residential homes. 

In order to provide increased job opportunities within the LNAP, the County has also 

proposed the Northeast Business Park Overlay. This area is intended to provide opportunities 

for commercial uses to be accommodated within the Area Plan to serve both the residents and 
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the agricultural operations within the area. The development of both new residential units and 

commercial uses will not be of a scale of the population of a new city (as stated within the 

commenter’s reference to the population of Monterey). 

In regards to impacts that may potentially result from this potential increase in development 

within the LNAP, aesthetics, agriculture, biological resources, jobs-housing-balance, 

population and housing, and traffic have all been thoroughly analyzed within the respective 

EIR sections. Furthermore, this impacts will also be evaluated during future project-level 

environmental review processes.  

Comment 14.6 This comment expresses concern that the Project will have inadequately mitigated impacts to 

the streets of the City of Riverside. The County of Riverside Board of Supervisors and the city 

councils of the cities of western Riverside County have enacted the Transportation Uniform 

Mitigation Fee (TUMF) to fund the mitigation of cumulative regional transportation impacts 

resulting from future development. The mitigation fees collected through the TUMF program 

are utilized to complete transportation system capital improvements necessary to meet the 

increased travel demand and to sustain current traffic levels of service. The TUMF program 

was developed with the specific intent to mitigate regional traffic impacts such as those 

expressed by the City. Beyond mitigation fees, GPA No. 960 also proposed reduced intensity 

land uses, which in turn will result in a net reduction of local and regional trips. 

Comment 14.7 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 14.8 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 14.9 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter.  

Additionally, the County of Riverside has received the attached Comment Letter dated 

November 13, 2009 pertaining to the Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan and Press Enterprise 

news article. As such, the letter pertains to the LNAP section of the General Plan, which will 

be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. Again, the Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan is a separate 
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project from GPA No. 960.  The attachments do 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 §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 14.10 This comment notes differences in the ADT volumes presented Draft EIR No. 521 Table 

4.18-T versus the volumes presented in Appendix EIR-4: Traffic Study (Section B- Level of 

Service Baseline-Plus Data) and expresses particular concern regarding La Sierra Avenue.  

We thank you for pointing out this discrepancy. While the Title Sheet and the initial table label 

on the first page of Appendix B both correctly identify the data as being a comparison of the 

Baseline and Baseline Plus Project data, the data in the right-hand columns of the table is 

incorrectly labeled “GPA 960 (Buildout).” This discrepancy has been corrected, as noted 

below and in the EIR Errata.  

Appendix EIR-4: Traffic Study (Section B- Level of Service Baseline-Plus Data)  

“GPA 960 (Buildout) Baseline Plus Project” 

Comment 14.11 This comment notes similar differences in the ADT volumes presented EIR Table 4.18-T 

versus the volumes presented in Appendix EIR-4: Traffic Study (Section B- Level of Service 

Baseline-Plus Data) with respect to Alessandro Boulevard and other unnamed locations. As 

noted in Response 14.10 above, this labeling error has been corrected.  

Comment 14.12 This comment notes that Section 4.18, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR 

proposes to adjust LOS thresholds, but presents no further comment. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. 

Comment 14.13 This comments notes revisions to Policy C 7.6 regarding the Orange County CETAP 

Connector and suggests the insertion of additional language to detail alternative 

considerations. As Draft EIR No. 521 explains on page 4.18-30, this facility falls under the 

jurisdiction of the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), which is exploring 

a broad variety of options. The County of Riverside supports the RCTC in these efforts. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. Also, refer to the responses to comment letter 14, which address 

CETAP Corridors. 

Comment 14.14 This comment pertains to the classification of Cajalco Road and the potential to increase traffic 

volumes on La Sierra Avenue in the City of Riverside as a result, coupled with concern over 

the traffic model network assumptions for La Sierra Avenue. 
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Regarding the classification of Cajalco Road, Cajalco Road is currently designated as an 

Expressway and retains this designation in GPA No. 960.  However, GPA No. 960 proposes 

to change the alignment of Cajalco Road. While the current General Plan indicates a new 

alignment somewhat southerly of existing Cajalco Road, GPA No. 960 moves the proposed 

route proposed by GPA No. 960 to be more approximate to the current alignment. Even so, 

the route proposed by GPA No. 960 will be adjusted during the design and construction phase 

to correct deficiencies in both the vertical and horizontal alignment of the existing roadway. 

There is no direct connection from the Cajalco Expressway via a General Plan roadway to La 

Sierra Avenue. The direct connectors to La Sierra Avenue are El Sobrante Road (Arterial) and 

Eagle Valley Parkway (Mountain Arterial), both currently designated as an East-West CETAP 

Corridor which is proposed to be removed. The segment of La Sierra within the County’s 

jurisdiction retains its current designation as a four-lane Arterial.  

It should be noted that Figure C-1 (Circulation Plan) as presented in in GPA No. 960 does 

not correctly represent the planned circulation system in this area and has been corrected. 

Refer to the General Plan Errata document. 

This comment also notes that the Baseline network indicates a two-lane roadway, one lane in 

each direction, for La Sierra Avenue. The Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model 

(RIVTAM) used to analyze the traffic impacts associated with GPA No. 960 was developed 

under contract to the Riverside County Transportation Department in support of travel 

forecasting needs of the various agencies and jurisdictions of Riverside County. These include 

the Riverside County Transportation and Land Management Agency (RCTLMA), Riverside 

County Transportation Commission (RCTC), Coachella Valley Association of Governments 

(CVAG), Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), and the County’s various 

cities and towns. The model uses the Southern California Association of Governments’ 

(SCAG) 2008 RTP Model structure, equations, coefficients and algorithms as the base, and 

then runs these through the SCAG model module sequence, using the SCAG 4,092 zone 

system and networks, rather than the RIVTAM 5,616 zone system and networks. 

The base year used for model validation was 2007. Thus, the baseline data as transferred from 

the SCAG RTP model is reflective of 2007 or earlier conditions. The two-lane designation in 

the baseline network is consistent with the pre-widening conditions which existed on La Sierra 

Avenue. 

Comment 14.15 This comment presents additional concerns with respect to traffic model network 

misclassifications, particularly with respect to Alessandro Boulevard. As noted in Response 

14.14, above, the modeling data reflects the earlier pre-widening condition of Alessandro 

Boulevard. As also noted, the RIVTAM Model was developed under contract to the Riverside 

County Transportation Department in support of travel forecasting needs of the various 

agencies and jurisdictions of Riverside County, the Riverside County Transportation and Land 

Management Agency (RCTLMA), Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), 

Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG), Western Riverside Council of 
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Governments (WRCOG), and the County’s various cities and towns. Thus, the model has 

received extensive review prior to being utilized for this effort. The points raised by this 

comment do not represent any significant flaw in the methodology and would not significantly 

alter the model results.  

Comment 14.16 This comment notes that the proposed change in the target LOS to “D” is compliant with the 

City of Riverside’s General Plan. This comment is duly noted. The County appreciates and 

values your comments. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 14.17 This comment suggests that Appendix EIR-4 Section E: Figures for EIR Section 4.18, Figure 

4.18.23.3 (Temescal Canyon Area Plan GPA 960- Circulation Element Proposed Changes) 

fails to indicate the removal of the Orange-Riverside County Connection from the County’s 

Circulation Plan. The current General Plan exhibit does not include a corridor designation for 

this connection, and instead contains a note that the precise location has yet to be determined. 

While the note has been removed from Figure C-1 (Circulation Plan), GPA No. 960 includes 

an extensive discussion of the current status of each of the CETAP corridors and includes 

Circulation Policies C 7.1 through C 7.9 which address provisions for the CETAP corridors. 

Refer to response letter 17, which also addresses CETAP Corridors.  The County thanks you 

for your participation in the General Plan Update and EIR Process. No further response is 

warranted.  
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Comment Letter No. 15:  Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District 

Comment 15.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. The requested additional language has been incorporated 

into the Final EIR and is noted in the Errata section of the Final EIR document. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-263 

“Among other things, the State Board oversees construction runoff control for projects 

disturbing 1 acre or more (or less than 1 acre, if part of a larger common plan of development 

or sale) and requires coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 

Associated with Construction Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ or current order or an 

individual permit for the construction activity).”   

Comment 15.2 This comment is duly noted. The requested additional language has been incorporated into 

the EIR and is noted in the Errata section of the EIR document. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.19-272 

“The District encompasses 2,700 square miles of western Riverside County and extends easterly 

into the Coachella Valley to include the cities of Palm Springs, Cathedral City and Desert Hot 

Springs.” 
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Comment Letter No. 16:  Riverside County Regional Parks and Open 
Space District 

Comment 16.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 16.2 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 16.3 This comment is duly noted, and Policy C 16.7 has been amended as requested. The updated 

text is reflected below and in the Errata of the General Plan Document.   

Page C-46:  

“g. Install warning signs indicating the presence of a trail at locations where regional or 

community trails cross public roads with high amounts of traffic. Design and build trail crossings 

at intersections with proper signs, signals, pavement markings, crossing islands, and curb extensions to ensure 

safe crossings by users. Install trail crossing signs at the intersections of trail crossings with public roads to ensure 

safe crossings by users.” 

Comment 16.4 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 16.5 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 16.6 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 
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further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 16.7 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 17:  Riverside County Transportation Commission 

For other responses related to CETAP, refer to Responses 14.14, 19.4, and 29.19. 

Comment 17.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 17.2 This comment provides background information on CETAP Corridors A, B and West. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 17.3 This comment provides information on unconstrained and strategic plan projects. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 17.4 This comment provides further information regarding CETAP Corridor B (Irvine Corona 

Expressway) and its financial viability. This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 

raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 17.5 This comments clarifies that CETAP West is a separate project from the Mid County Parkway. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 17.6 This comment confirms that the RCTC does not anticipate making any changes to the CETAP 

West concept as part of the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 17.7 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 
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information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 

Additionally, the County of Riverside has received the attached Riverside Orange Corridor 

Authority Meeting Agenda (dated August 27, 2010), the Irvine Corona Expressway High-

Level Feasibility Analysis Staff Report (dated August 27, 2010), and the Irvine Corona 

Expressway Project Financing Review (dated June 4, 2010). This background material on the 

CETAP Corridors does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or any environmental issues. As such, the three documents do not identify any 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 § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 

raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 18:  San Bernardino County 

Comment 18.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 18.2 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 18.3 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

contact information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 19:  City of San Jacinto 

Comment 19.1 The County appreciates and values your support of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. 

This comment provides general introductory and background information.  Responses to 

specific comments are provided below; no further response is required.  

Comment 19.2 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

The County recognizes the City of San Jacinto’s request for consultation, and has contacted 

the City of San Jacinto (City) via phone on May 1, 2015 and via Email on May 6, 2015 to 

discuss land uses in the City’s sphere of influence.  

Comment 19.3 This comment expresses concerns with respect to the designation and location of Bridge Street 

as it connects to the City in the northwest corner of the City. The City designates much of this 

area as Open Space, while the County area is mostly designated as Rural Mountainous and 

Open Space Conservation. 

County Staff met with Mary Lanier, representing the City, and discussed the concerns 

identified by the City. The alignment shown on the Circulation Plan is conceptual, but clearly 

the intent is to avoid the open space areas and locate this facility, if and when it is needed, to 

the north of the Casa Loma Canal at the base of the hills. This conceptual alignment roughly 

follows the existing Baycrest Avenue, but no precise alignment has yet been determined.  

The alignment within the City is entirely up to the City’s discretion. Circulation Policy C 7.8 

specifically addresses City-County coordination on roadway design issues in “edge” areas, such 

as this particular alignment.  Based upon the meeting with the City’s representative, it appears 

that the commenter’s concerns have been adequately addressed, and no further action is need. 

Comment 19.4 This comment expresses concern with the removal of the Irvine-Corona Expressway and the 

County’s East-West transportation corridor. As indicated in both GPA No. 960 and Draft 

EIR No. 521, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is the lead agency 

for the CETAP facilities. While the County did assume the lead role in developing an 

integrated planning process to coordinate land use, transportation and open space 

conservation planning efforts, which led to the adoption of the County’s 2003 General Plan 

and the subsequent approval the Western County MSHCP and endorsement by the RCTC of 

the CETAP Corridors, the implementation of both the MSHCP and the CETAP Corridors 

goes far beyond the County’s jurisdiction to be able to implement on their own authority.  
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The corridors as currently presented in GPA No. 960 reflect the RCTC’s further review of the 

corridors originally identified in the County’s 2003 General Plan. In correspondence recently 

received from the RCTC (Comment Letter #17), it is indicated that both of the projects of 

concern, as well as further capacity enhancement to SR 91 between Riverside and Orange 

counties, are included in the current 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). However, 

CETAP Corridor B, the Irvine-Corona Expressway, is an unconstrained project, meaning that 

there are no funds currently identified for its construction. The project also requires a strategic 

plan to put forward preliminary feasibility studies to determine alignments, scope, and 

constructability. As such, there is no alignment determined at this time that could be plotted 

on an exhibit. 

With respect to the CETAP West Corridor, the East-West corridor link between I-15 and I-

215, this is a constrained project. Constrained projects are ones that can be funded given 

reasonable availability of future funding. However, the alignment has not been sufficiently 

studied to be able to identify a specific location. Nonetheless, the Circulation Plan does depict 

an expressway-level facility linking I-15 and I-215 that generally follows existing SR 74 and 

Ethanac Road. Once the RCTC has defined a specific alignment for the CETAP West 

Corridor the County will undertake to add that alignment to the General Plan Circulation Plan 

in a future amendment. 

Comment 19.5 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

contact information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further 

response is required.  
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Comment Letter No. 20:  South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Comment 20.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 20.2 The reduction in emissions is based on emission improvements in California Air Resources 

Board’s (CARB) EMFAC model, which considers implementation of the Statewide Truck and 

Bus Rule, improvements to fuel economy, and the elimination of older vehicles.  It should be 

noted that the emissions in Table 4.6-E are the unmitigated operational emissions, and do not 

include any mitigation.  Mitigated emissions are depicted in Draft EIR No. 521 Tables 4.6-G 

and 4.6-H.  This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 20.3 State CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a) provides that an EIR must include a description of 

the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 

published, or at the time environmental analysis is commenced.  Such existing physical 

conditions will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 

determines whether an impact is significant. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a)). As noted in 

the Draft EIR and CAP, the County uses 2008 as a baseline as this is the latest date that actual 

data was available at the time the analysis was prepared.  While the Neighbors for Smart Rail v. 

Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) decision allows for a departure from the norm 

of an existing conditions baseline, the Lead Agency must justify its decision by showing that 

an existing conditions analysis would be misleading or without informational value.  There is 

no uniform or inflexible rule for determining the existing environmental baseline conditions 

and the lead agency has the authority and discretion to decide the most appropriate method 

for determining the baseline. (See Neighbors for Smart Rail v Exposition Metro Line Construction 

Authority (2013) 57 C4th 439, 453; Communities for a Better Env’t v South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. 

Dist. (2010) 48 C4th 310, 328). Additionally, it remains unclear what substantial evidence could 

show an existing conditions analysis would be misleading or without informational value.  A 

comparison of the existing 2008 baseline emissions to the future GPA No. 960 emissions is 

provided in Draft EIR No. 521 to show the change in emissions with implementation of the 

GPA.  The Draft EIR concludes that impacts related to air quality would be significant and 

unavoidable despite the implementation of the GPA No. 960 policies and Draft EIR 

mitigation measures. 

Comment 20.4 The SCAQMD comment letter from July 25, 2013 was considered during the development of 

the General Plan Update.  The 2013 letter recommended several additional policies to address 

the topics of sensitive receptors/localized air quality, transportation, energy, and goods 
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movement.  Additionally, the 2013 comment letter provided comments on the County’s GHG 

reduction target and growth rate.  Responses to these concerns are provided below. 

Sensitive Receptors/Localized Air Quality. Suggestions such as incorporating the SCAQMD’s 

CEQA localized significance thresholds were not reflected in the General Plan Update as these 

thresholds are already utilized for projects subject to CEQA in the County per SCAQMD 

guidance.  It should be noted that GPA No. 960 includes various policies that support 

SCAQMD goals and protect sensitive receptors.  For example, Policy AQ 1.4 requires 

coordination with 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.  Policy AQ 16.4 requires 

collaboration with SCAQMD and other agencies to reduce diesel fumes due to warehousing 

operations.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-D-N1 includes provisions to reduce truck emissions by 

limiting idling and requiring electrical outlets for refrigeration units to minimize localized 

impacts and overall truck emissions.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.6.D-N2 requires the 

minimum distance buffer zones for incompatible land uses that are recommended by 

SCAQMD and CARB to minimize health risk impacts. 

Transportation Policies.  The majority of the concepts in the suggested transportation policies 

were incorporated into the General Plan Update.  For example, New Policies AQ 20.5 and 

20.6 require electric vehicle charging stations.  New Policies AQ 20.1 through 20.4 require the 

reduction in VMT through increases in transit options, circulation improvements, multi-modal 

facilities, and other trip reduction techniques.  New Policy 22.1 requires expanded multi-modal 

facilities, transportation alternatives including pedestrian modes, and improving pedestrian 

linkages.   

Energy Policies.  The General Plan Update also incorporated various energy related policies 

that are similar to those suggested in the 2013 comment letter.  For example, New Policy AQ 

20.11 requires energy efficient mechanical design and New Policy AQ 20.18 encourages the 

installation of solar panels and other energy efficient improvements, among others.    

Additionally, Policy OS 11.1 supports alternative energy sources, New Policy AQ 20.21 would 

provide homeowner education programs for adding solar energy capabilities, New Policy AQ 

20.28 supports solar array installations and other renewable sources, and New Policy AQ 26.1 

encourages solar panels.  Further, New Policy AQ 28.1 includes provisions for adding solar 

energy capabilities to existing structures and New Policy AQ 29.2 also allows for renewable 

energy. 

GHG Emissions.  Regarding the GHG emissions inventories and reduction target, New Policy 

AQ 19.1 requires continued coordination with CARB, SCAQMD, and the State Attorney 

General’s office to ensure that reduction strategies presented in the General Plan and CAP 

adequately address the County’s GHG emissions.  Through agency coordination and the 

implementation process outlined in Chapter 7 of the CAP, the County would continue to 

monitor emissions and update inventories to ensure the reduction target is still relevant and 

adequate.  Chapter 7 identifies the steps necessary for CAP implementation.  Step 3 identifies 
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a timeline and provides criteria for prioritization for implementing the CAP.  Additionally, 

Step 6 outlines the process for monitoring and inventorying and provides dates and milestones 

that would trigger such updates.  The CAP Implementation Coordinator would be responsible 

for maintaining records of reduction measure implementation and insuring that the periodic 

updates to the emissions inventory are completed using an emission inventory tool. 

Comment 20.5 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 21:  Building Industries Association of Southern 
California 

Comment 21.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 21.2 The CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan recommended a greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goal for 

local governments of 15 percent below existing levels by 2020 to ensure that their municipal 

and community-wide emissions match the State’s reduction target.  The CARB AB 32 Scoping 

Plan also indicates that reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels means cutting approximately 

30 percent from business-as-usual (BAU) emission levels projected for 2020, which equates 

to about 15 percent from existing levels. CARB’s estimate of 30 percent below BAU levels for 

2020 include reductions from various state measures, vehicle emissions and transportation 

system improvements, utility improvements, and industrial improvements. 

As described in the CAP and Draft EIR No. 521, consistent with the State of California’s 

adopted AB 32 GHG reduction target, Riverside County has set a goal to reduce GHG 

emissions back to 1990 levels by the year 2020.  This target was calculated as a 15 percent 

decrease from 2008 levels, as recommended in the CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan. Draft EIR No. 

521 determined that the 15 percent decrease from 2008 levels equates to a GHG emissions 

reduction of 25 percent below the 2020 BAU scenario for future development proposed as a 

discretionary project.  The 25 percent reduction from 2020 BAU levels is the reduction needed 

for future development in order to meet the 15 percent reduction target below 2008 levels.  

Additional reductions would come from building retrofits, state measures, and other 

implementation measures in the CAP (not associated with new development) are not reflected 

in the 25 percent reduction from 2020 BAU levels.  This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 21.3 As described in Section 7.5 of the CAP, project review would involve: (1) applying an 

emissions level that is determined to be less than significant for small projects; and (2) utilizing 

Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions that exceed the threshold level.  Projects 

would have the option of preparing a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and 

mitigate GHG emissions.  It should be noted that the GHG emissions reduction of 25 percent 

below the BAU scenario referenced in Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 

equate to the 15 percent below 2008 baseline levels.  This reduction percentage is provided 

for informational purposes, as future projects would be required to demonstrate compliance 

with the CAP through the Screening Tables and/or a quantified analysis. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 
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response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 21.4 Please refer to Response 21.3, above.  The BAU is provided for informational purposes.  

Future projects would be required to demonstrate compliance with the CAP through the 

Screening Tables and/or a quantified analysis (typically using CalEEMod).  This provides an 

applicant with the ability to utilize more than one option in meeting the targeted reductions in 

GHG emissions for future projects.  This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 21.5 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment serves as a conclusion to the letter and provides contact information. 

No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 22:  Center for Biological Diversity with San 
Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 

Note: Refer to Attachment A, Comment Letter Attachments, to view the full materials provided and referenced by the commenter.  

Comment 22.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 22.2 The comment notes the growth that is planned for in GPA No. 960.  The estimated 

community-wide emissions within the Climate Action Plan and Draft EIR No. 521 are based 

on population and housing growth projections associated with the assumptions used in the 

proposed General Plan Update.  Although the CAP and Draft EIR anticipate growth in the 

County, emissions associated the anticipated growth are planned for and managed.  For 

example, the CAP includes various transportation, energy, solid waste, area source, water, 

agricultural, and industrial reduction programs to offset emissions growth and reach the 

County’s reduction target. 

Despite the anticipated growth, with the modernization of vehicle fleets the CAP 

demonstrates that the continued implementation of the proposed measures would reduce 

GHG emissions by approximately 6,595,384 MT CO2e from 2020 levels.  Implementation of 

the state (R1) measures combined with Riverside County’s R2 and R3 measures would reduce 

GHG emissions down to 5,534,113 MT CO2e by year 2020, which is 426,884 MT CO2e below 

the reduction target.  The GHG emissions reduction programs in Chapter 4 of the CAP 

include performance standards that require specific reduction levels to be met and CAP 

Appendix E provides the references and assumptions for the reductions that were applied to 

each measure.     

Beyond 2020, Riverside County would continue implementation of the Screening Tables.  

During this time, the reduction measures implemented through the Screening Tables would 

continue to reduce GHG emissions from new development.  The Screening Tables include 

specific measures that clearly indicate the improvement that should be made in order to receive 

credit for the reduction.  For example, several of the reductions from the Transportation 

Measures are based on the CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan or the CAPCOA document, Quantifying 

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (August 2010).   

The implementation mechanisms for these GHG-related policies are the Screening Tables for 

New Development, included in Appendix N of the General Plan.  The Screening Tables 

provide new development projects with a streamlined option for complying with the CEQA 

requirements for addressing GHG emissions. 

It should be noted that the baseline for the CAP was 2008 and that the expected reductions 

associated with new developments are improvements over “Business As Usual” (BAU) of the 

regulatory efficiencies in place in 2008.  BAU refers to continued operations and development 
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of Riverside County according to 2008 policies, without the inclusion of proposed reduction 

or sustainability initiatives as part of this CAP.  Reduction initiatives coming from the state or 

other agencies are not included in the BAU scenario. 

Comment 22.3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) provide that an EIR must include a description of the 

physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 

published, or at the time environmental analysis is commenced.  As noted in Draft EIR No. 

521 and the CAP, the County uses 2008 as air quality and GHG baseline as this is the latest 

date that actual data was available at the time the analysis was prepared.  GPA No. 960 

introduces Riverside County’s first GHG Emission Reduction Strategy and includes Table 

AQ-7, 2008 Baseline GHG Emissions Inventory for Unincorporated Riverside County.  The 

GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, and the CAP do not use an improper baseline.  The baseline 

used in these documents represents existing conditions pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15125(a).  Refer to Response 22.2, above, regarding how the reductions were quantified.  As 

stated above, the reductions are based on data from the CARB Scoping Plan and CAPCOA 

guidance for quantifying GHG reduction measures. 

As the General Plan Update does not identify specific land use development projects and does 

not permit subsequent development.  Therefore, the nature of the Draft EIR No. 521 

mitigation measures are programmatic.  Regarding the inclusion of all feasible mitigation 

measures, the Draft EIR, General Plan Update, and CAP include numerous policies that 

would reduce impacts.  In Twain Harte Homeowners Association v. Tuolumne County (1982) 138 

Cal.App.3d 664, the court determined that General Plan policies can address environmental 

issues and satisfy the requirements of CEQA.  CEQA clearance would be required for future 

development proposals.  Any necessary project specific mitigation would be identified at the 

project level analysis. 

The timing and verification mechanisms of the mitigation measures will also be identified in 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is included as part of the Final EIR.  

Therefore the mitigation measures are fully enforceable per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.4(a)(2). 

Comment 22.4 Refer to Responses 22.2 and 22.3, above.  The Draft EIR and CAP do not use a hypothetical 

future condition as a baseline.  The Draft EIR and CAP use 2008 as the baseline.  BAU refers 

to continued operations and development of Riverside County according to 2008 policies, 

without the inclusion of proposed reduction or sustainability initiatives as part of the CAP.  

However, the CAP reduction target is still 15 percent below 2008 baseline emissions, 

regardless of any projected levels.  

Additionally, comparison to BAU projections is not a method identified by the CAP for 

project review.  The CAP Screening Tables provide guidance for the analysis of development 

projects.  The Screening Tables provide a menu of reduction options.  If a project can obtain 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

100 points from the Screening Table, the mitigated project would implement the necessary 

reduction measures to meet the goals of the CAP.   

It should be noted that the GHG emissions reduction of 25 percent below the BAU scenario 

referenced in Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 refers to the reduction needed 

for future development proposed as a discretionary project and equates to the referenced 15 

percent below 2008 baseline levels.  This reduction does not preclude projects from 

demonstrating consistency using the Screening Tables.  The BAU levels are provided in order 

to allow consistency with the CARB Scoping Plan which uses a forecast 2020 BAU scenario 

in order to evaluate the effects of AB 32.  Under AB 32, offsets must be additional to any 

regulatory requirement and beyond BAU.  Additionally, it should be noted that references to 

an “adjusted” BAU scenario were made in error. The document has been corrected as shown 

below and in the Errata section of the document. Pages 4.7-41, 4.7-42, and 4.7-53 of the Draft 

EIR will read as follows: 

Page 4.7-41: 

“2020 Adjusted BAU  

As noted earlier, AB 32 calls for state reductions of GHGs by roughly 15% from current levels 

by the year 2020. With Riverside County’s BAU scenario for 2020 GHG emissions calculated, 

it is now possible to establish the GHG reduction measures necessary to reduce 2020 

emissions. To accomplish this, Riverside County has prepared a Climate Action Plan (CAP) 

that details a variety of actions necessary to reduce GHGs across a number of sectors. Key to 

these measures are a series of IMs that may be used by new development proposals to 

demonstrate consistency with Riverside County’s CAP (and, hence, AB 32). Alternatively, 

individual future developments that wish to model and mitigate their projects directly may also 

do so. Such analyses would also have to show consistency with Riverside County’s CAP by 

demonstrating a 25% reduction in GHG emissions as compared to the adjusted BAU scenario 

for residential, commercial, industrial, institutional and mixed-use projects and by including all 

measures necessary to achieve such reductions in the project’s design (i.e., site plans), Riverside 

County Conditions of Approval or project-specific CEQA mitigation measures, as applicable. 

The adjusted BAU is based upon the 2020 adjusted BAU found in the Final Supplement to 

the AB 32 Scoping Plan (CARB 2011). See the mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.7.6 

for additional details.” 

Page 4.7-42: 

“As this represents a 25% decrease from emissions from new development compared to the 

adjusted 2020 BAU and a 15% decrease from 2008 levels, Riverside County’s 2020 emissions 

would be below the AB 32 reduction target.” 
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Page 4.7-53 

“NEW Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1: To ensure GHG emissions resulting from new 

development are reduced to levels necessary to meet state targets, the County of Riverside 

shall require all new discretionary development to comply with the Implementation Measures 

of the Riverside County Climate Action Plan or provide comparable custom measures backed 

by a project GHG study (for example, using CalEEMod modeling) demonstrating 

achievement of the same target. The target to be met is a GHG emissions reduction of 25% 

below emissions for the adjusted BAU scenario for residential, commercial, industrial, 

institutional and mixed-use projects. The adjusted BAU is based upon the 2020 adjusted BAU 

found in the Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan (CARB 2011).” 

Comment 22.5 The comment incorrectly states that the mitigation measures improperly rely on BAU 

calculations as a baseline.  Refer to Responses 22.2 and 22.3, above. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.4(b)(1) requires a lead agency to consider the extent to which a project may increase or 

reduce GHG emissions compared to the existing environmental setting.  As described in the 

CAP and Draft EIR, 2008 is used as the baseline for analysis.  The reduction target for the 

CAP is 15 percent below existing 2008 baseline levels.  The basis for calculating baseline 

conditions does not include future hypothetical conditions.  It should be noted that the GHG 

emissions reduction of 25 percent below the BAU scenario for new development referenced 

in Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 equate to the referenced 15 percent below 

2008 baseline levels. 

Comment 22.6 Refer to Responses 22.2 and 22.3, above.  The comment incorrectly infers that the Draft EIR 

and CAP improperly rely on BAU calculations as a baseline.  The Draft EIR and CAP use 

2008 as the baseline.  A BAU scenario is not used as a baseline.  The reduction target for the 

CAP is 15 percent below existing 2008 baseline levels.  The 25 percent reduction from 2020 

BAU levels refers to the reduction needed for future development proposed as a discretionary 

project in order to meet the 15 percent reduction target below 2008 levels.  The 25 percent 

reduction from 2020 BAU levels is provided for informational purposes to isolate the 

reductions just needed for future development projects.  Additional reductions would come 

from building retrofits, state measures, and other implementation measures in the CAP (not 

associated with new development) are not reflected in the 25 percent reduction from 2020 

BAU levels.  As stated above, the 25 percent reduction below the BAU scenario referenced in 

Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 equates to the 15 percent below 2008 

baseline target. 

Also refer to Response to Comment 22.4, above.  Comparison to BAU projections is not a 

method identified by the CAP for project review.  The CAP Screening Tables provide 

guidance for the analysis of development projects.  The Screening Tables provide a menu of 

reduction options.  If a project can obtain 100 points from the Screening Tables, the mitigated 

project would implement the necessary reduction measures to meet the goals of the CAP. 
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As described above, neither the CAP nor the Draft EIR utilize the 2020 BAU scenario as the 

baseline against which to assess the significance of GHG emissions.  The CAP and Draft EIR 

use a reduction target of 15 percent below the 2008 baseline to evaluate GHG impacts 

associated with the General Plan Update.  This target is also used in the CAP Screening Tables 

to determine the significance of emissions from future development projects. 

Comment 22.7 The comment appears to confuse differences in emissions inventories and the CAP reduction 

target.  The comment incorrectly tries to apply a reference to a 25 percent reduction for new 

development as a proposed reduction target by the CAP.  As stated above, the CAP reduction 

target is 15 percent below 2008 levels.  The 25 percent reduction below the BAU scenario 

referenced in Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 is taken out of context.  The 

comment fails to note that Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 state that the 25 

percent reduction applies to new development.  The 25 percent reduction is not a reduction 

target established by the CAP.  It should be noted that the 50.9 percent reduction represents 

the difference between the 2020 inventory (without any state, CAP, or other reduction 

measures) and the reduction target.  The 25 percent reduction refers to future development 

and represents the difference between the 2020 inventory (which includes Statewide 

reductions) and the reduction target.  It should be noted that the 2020 inventory is included 

in order to avoid comparison to an unrealistic future scenario.   

The comment incorrectly states that a 50 percent reduction should apply to future projects 

due to a misinterpretation of the emissions inventories in the Draft EIR and CAP.  Developers 

would not be required to demonstrate a reduction of 50 percent below BAU.  Future 

development projects would be required to use the CAP Screening Tables or otherwise 

demonstrate consistency with the County’s reduction goals. 

Comment 22.8 The comment inaccurately states that the Draft EIR defers mitigation.  The Draft EIR does 

not defer mitigation.  The Draft EIR is a programmatic document that analyzes the land use 

and growth projections in the General Plan Update.  The General Plan Update does not 

identify specific land use development projects.  Additionally, the General Plan Update does 

not permit subsequent development.  Therefore, the nature of the mitigation measures are 

programmatic.  Future development projects would require specific environmental review and 

necessary mitigation measures would be identified that are associated with project specific 

impacts.  The timing and verification mechanisms of the mitigation measures will also be 

identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is included as part of 

the Final EIR.  Therefore the mitigation measures are fully enforceable per CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.4(a)(2). 

Draft EIR No 521’s Mitigation Measures 4.7-A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2 require compliance with the 

Implementation Measures of the CAP or provide comparable custom measures backed by a 

project GHG study.  The mitigation measures require the implementation of the CAP 

measures for projects to garnish at least 100 points.  This process is enforced on the project 

level.  Although the CAP Implementation Measures may be worded to sound voluntary, they 
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would be required for projects that are using them to achieve the 100 point threshold.  

Therefore, once selected from the screening tables on the project level, these Implementation 

Measures become mandatory and would be enforced for each specific project.  Alternatively, 

future projects may prepare a quantitative analysis and either demonstrate how a project would 

be below the threshold established in the Screening Tables, or how a project would reduce 

emissions to a level consistent with the CAP.  As stated above, compliance would be enforced 

at the project level through the project entitlement/environmental review process.  

Additionally, it should be noted that the implementation measures in the screening tables have 

been revised to provide greater specificity regarding what is required in order to achieve the 

reduction credit.  For example, Implementation Measure E1.B.1 specifies the R-value of 

insulation needed in order to achieve the associated reductions and points. 

Comment 22.9 Refer to Response 22.8, above.  As described above, the Draft EIR mitigation measures are 

enforceable and future development projects are required to achieve specific emissions 

reductions or demonstrate consistency with the CAP.  This process would be conducted and 

verified at the project level.   

Comment 22.10 As the General Plan Update process involves the preparation of a CAP, an extensive amount 

of mitigation measures are not necessary.  The Draft EIR, General Plan Update, and CAP 

include numerous policies that would reduce impacts.  In Twain Harte Homeowners Association v. 

Tuolumne County (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, the court determined that General Plan policies 

can address environmental issues and satisfy the requirements of CEQA.  The CAP includes 

GHG emissions reduction programs and policies that would achieve the reduction target 

necessary in order to meet the goals of AB 32.  The CAP includes numerous transportation 

and land use policies including employment based trip and VMT reduction, increasing public 

transit, increasing residential density, and mixed use development.  Implementation of all of 

the transportation measures would reduce transportation emissions by 49.6 percent from the 

2020 inventory.  It should be noted that Policy C 7.1 is a policy from the previous General 

Plan.  The General Plan Update includes various subsequent policies that would implement 

Policy C 7.1 and require regional transportation planning improvements, review of 

development applications, and the use of annexations, redevelopment agreements, revenue 

sharing agreements, and tax allocation agreements, and the CEQA process, which would 

facilitate the County’s coordination in mitigating cumulative impacts of incorporated and 

unincorporated development.  Additionally, as described above, the CAP includes various 

policies intended to reduce vehicle trips, VMT, and improve land use decisions would also 

reduce impacts from construction and maintenance of transportation infrastructure. 

Comment 22.11 Refer to Response 22.10, above.  As described above, an extensive mitigation program is not 

necessary as the General Plan Update and CAP include numerous policies and programs that 

would reduce emissions.  These policies and reduction measures were developed in 

consideration of the projected growth throughout the horizon year and take into account 

construction of transportation infrastructure and maintenance of the County’s roadways.  It 

should be noted that maintenance and development of transportation infrastructure is 
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essential to reducing mobile source emissions.  New transportation infrastructure can reduce 

congestion, reduce VMT by eliminating circuitous travel routes, and provide alternative 

transportation sources. 

Comment 22.12 Both the Draft EIR and CAP quantify emissions from agricultural land uses within the County.  

Additionally, the General Plan includes policies that would reduce agricultural emissions such 

as Policy OS 2.5, which pertains to continued agricultural water conservation by lining canals, 

recovering tail water at the end of irrigated fields, and appropriate scheduling of water 

deliveries.  New Policy AQ 20.13 also requires the increased efficiency of water use for 

agricultural activities.  Furthermore, CAP reduction measure R1-A1 requires methane capture 

at large dairies and measure R3-A1 includes soil management practices to reduce nitrogen 

dioxide emissions.   

As stated above, Draft EIR No. 521 incorporates the reduction measures from the CAP that 

would be required for future development instead of mitigation measures. The CAP, itself, is 

a form of mitigation. Future development projects would be subject to project-level review 

and mitigation measures would be applied, if necessary.  Also, refer to Response 22.8, above.   

Furthermore, CAP reduction measure R2-S1 requires a minimum of 15 percent of materials 

used in construction to be sourced locally and encourages the use of recycled building materials 

and cement substitutes for new developments.  Future development projects would be 

required to demonstrate compliance with applicable CAP measures, thereby achieving the 

necessary reductions required by AB 32.    

It should be noted that the City of Richmond case pertains to the environmental findings and 

mitigation measures of a project-level document.  Also, the comment does not specify as to 

which San Joaquin court case it is referring to.  Regardless, the proposed project is a program-

level document and is meant to develop and provide general guidance for future development.  

The programmatic analysis is based on future growth trends for Riverside County.  Future 

development projects would be required to go through the CEQA process and necessary 

mitigation measures would be identified that are associated with project specific impacts. 

Comment 22.13 Refer to Response 22.10, above.  The General Plan Update and CAP include numerous 

policies and programs that would reduce transportation emissions. As noted above, the CAP 

serves as mitigation for the Project, and as such the inclusion of additional mitigation measures 

is not warranted. The CAP transportation measures include employment based trip and VMT 

reductions, increased residential density, mixed use development, preferential parking, 

roadway improvements/signal synchronizing/transportation flow management, non-

motorized transportation systems, renewable/low-emissions vehicle use, anti-idling 

enforcement, increased public transit, and employee commute alternative schedule.  All of 

these measures contribute towards reductions in VMT.  Additionally, the R3 transportation 

measures include regional land use and transportation coordination, which provides the 

framework for future development to lower VMT. 
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Comment 22.14 Refer to Response 22.12, above, regarding agricultural emissions.  The General Plan Update 

and CAP include various policies to reduce agricultural emissions. 

Comment 22.15 Refer to Response 22.8, above.  The Draft EIR is a programmatic document that does not 

identify specific land use development projects.  Therefore, the nature of the mitigation 

measures are programmatic.  Future development projects would be required to undergo the 

CEQA process and necessary mitigation measures would be identified that are associated with 

project specific impacts.  The timing and verification mechanisms of the mitigation measures 

will also be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is included 

as part of the Final EIR. 

Additionally, as stated Response 22.2, several of the emissions reductions are conservatively 

based on the CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan or CAPCOA guidance and are not overestimated.  

The CAP uses a horizon year consistent with the General Plan Update and requires future 

development projects to demonstrate consistency with the reduction goals through the 

screening tables or other quantifiable methods. 

Comment 22.16 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more 

detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below.  

Comment 22.17 As mentioned in Section 4.19 of Draft EIR No. 521, Water Resources, Riverside County 

maintains a diverse water supply portfolio in order to provide sufficient supply during periods 

of reduced rainfall. Reliance on groundwater supplies and alternative water sources increase 

during droughts due to decreased availability of supply from surface water sources.  

In regards to the environmental baseline used for the Draft EIR document, due to the 

countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, much of the data presented within 

Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  

In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set that is best supported by substantial 

evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not expected to differ from existing 

physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding water resources and supply were each 

determined to be the best-supported and best available information. Further, each section of 

the Draft EIR document explicitly states the baseline data used for the analysis in order to 

ensure the transparency of the data used. Due to the unpredictability of water resources and 

potential dry periods, the data incorporated into the document represents the best available at 

the time of the Draft EIR analysis and as such was incorporated to the document.  

Comment 22.18 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more 

detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below. 

Comment 22.19 This comment is duly noted. Do to the volatility of water supply, especially during drought, 

planning for and subsequently analyzing future water supply projects would be speculative at 
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this time. As stated above, the use of various water supplies will fluctuate with weather and 

rainfall patterns. As noted in the “Recycled Water” section of the Draft EIR on page 4.18-

126, “existing water quality and regulatory issues limit groundwater recharge using recycled 

water, as does the need for high-quality potable water for blending in order to meet specified 

water quality targets.  Recycled water use is growing rapidly in Riverside County and elsewhere 

in MWD’s service area.  However, further expansion depends on progress in research, 

regulatory change, public acceptance and financing of local projects.” 

The scope of recycled water, conservation, and alternative water supply projects within the 

County may expand in the coming years, depending on technological improvements and the 

available water supplies in the region. Depending on drought conditions, future established 

water supplies and other outside factors, the use of existing sources and alternative water 

supply projects will fluctuate depending on climactic conditions. As such, the implementation 

of future water supply projects is beyond the scope of GPA No. 960, and is the responsibility 

of water suppliers within the region.  

 Comment 22.20 This comment is duly noted. As stated in the Draft EIR, the County has included several 

policies that aim to reduce water needs, which include many of the suggestions noted by the 

commenter. The policies would play a role in ensuring any potential water-related 

environmental effects are avoided or reduced through their application on a case-by-case basis 

when a given development proposal warrants their use. Refer to pages 4.19-275 through 4.19-

281 of Draft EIR No. 521 for the full list of water-related policies that are both already in 

effect and that are proposed by GPA No. 960. It is the intent of GPA No. 960 to adopt the 

policies which will impose new regulations and guidance related to water conservation.  

Comment 22.21 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more 

detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below.   

Comment 22.22 GPA No. 960 is ultimately a program-level document, and as such is meant to develop and 

provide general guidance for future development. Buildout accommodated by GPA No. 960 

is speculative in nature, and accordingly analysis of water resources is more appropriately and 

accurately addressed on a project by project basis.  This allows for a more up-to-date and 

accurate data for developers and policymakers to use during the individual project 

development process.  

However, several federal and State regulations are in place to reduce impacts to water quality 

(see page 4.19-306 of Section 4.19, Water Resources). Additionally, compliance with existing and 

new Riverside County regulations, policies and Mitigation Measures would prevent significant 

impacts to water quality. Most notably, existing Mitigation Measures 4.14.5C and 4.17.5D 

directly address water quality and would mandate reducing impacts to water quality.  

“Existing Mitigation Measure 4.17.5C:  Where development may contribute to a worsening 

of local or regional ground or surface water quality (as determined by the Riverside County 
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Department of Environmental Health and/or RWQCB), a water quality analysis shall be 

prepared. The water quality analysis shall include (but shall not be limited to): an analysis of 

existing surface and subsurface water quality; an assessment of how the proposed development 

would affect existing water quality; an assessment of how the proposed development would 

affect beneficial uses of the water; and specific measures to limit or eliminate potential water 

quality impacts and/or impacts to beneficial uses of ground/surface water. Where determined 

necessary by the County [of Riverside] or other responsible entity, the water quality analysis 

shall include, at an equal level of detail, potential impacts to tributary or downstream areas. 

The water quality analysis shall be submitted to the County [of Riverside] and the RWCQB 

for review and shall be approved prior to the issuance of any entitlement that would result in 

the physical modification of the project site.” 

“Existing Mitigation Measure 4.17.5D:  The project applicant shall submit to the County 

[of Riverside] and the RWQCB, for review and approval, evidence that the specific measures 

to limit or eliminate potential water quality impacts resulting from the entire development 

process, will be implemented as set forth in the water quality analysis. Said evidence shall be 

submitted and approved prior to the issuance of any entitlement that would result in the 

physical modification of the project site. 

These measures, along with existing State and federal regulations and existing Riverside 

County regulations and policies, will help to reduce impacts to water quality. Ultimately, 

project-level review of water quality is beyond the scope of the General Plan, and the proposed 

policies and mitigation contained within GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, as well as 

existing laws, will ensure future development provides a thorough evaluation of potential water 

quality impacts through the project-level environmental review process.” 

Comment 22.23 In regards to the timing of mitigation implementation, specific timing requirements for the 

mitigation measures as well as required implementing bodies for all mitigation within the Draft 

EIR are clearly defined within the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program would ensure Mitigation Measures proposed 

by Draft EIR No. 521 are fully enforced. In order to increase the effectiveness of the 

Mitigation Measures proposed by Draft EIR No. 521, Mitigation Measures will be 

implemented over varying timelines to assure that each Measure is adopted in a timely and 

appropriate manner.  

In regards to the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521’s Mitigation Measures concerning water 

resources, refer to Responses 22.19 and 22.21, above.  

Comment 22.24 The purpose of the General Plan Update is to provide a clear and consistent set of policy 

guidance for implementing the Area Plans over the next five years and into the future.  

Therefore, it is not necessary for the Area Plans to reflect the efficiency measures of the 

General Plan at this point.   
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Comment 22.25 The emissions reductions from purchased water would occur through the mandated 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) for electricity utilities.  As the import of water requires 

electricity, as energy generated is derived from renewable/cleaner sources the emissions 

associated with water import would decrease.  The emissions associated with the import of 

water were calculated separately from the energy demand of buildings.  Therefore, the while 

the two measures comply with the same standard, they apply to two different emissions 

sources (water conveyance and building energy use).     

Although the comment questions whether the 33 percent RPS goal will be met by 2020, 

California utilities continue to make significant progress toward the goal.  For example, 

Southern California Edison, a major service provider in Riverside County, currently served 

21.6 percent of 2013 retail electricity sales with renewable power.  California’s three large 

investor-owned utilities collectively served 22.7 percent of their 2013 retail electricity sales with 

renewable power.3   

Also, refer to Response 22.8, above.  The Draft EIR mitigation measures are enforceable and 

future development projects are required to achieve specific emissions reductions or 

demonstrate consistency with the CAP.  This process would be conducted and verified at the 

project level. 

Comment 22.26 Neither the CAP nor the Draft EIR assume water reduction actions would reduce direct water 

usage by 30 percent.  The comment does not reference specific text in the Draft EIR or CAP 

and it is unclear what it is addressing.  However, refer to Response 22.25, above, regarding 

reductions from water measures. 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.  

Comment 22.27 As described in Response 22.25, above, the majority of the emissions reductions from 

purchased water would occur indirectly through implementation of the RPS.  Additionally, as 

described in the Chapter 7 of the CAP, reductions would also be funded with the Clean Water 

State Revolving Funds, which are also applicable to water conservation. 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.  

Comment 22.28 Monitoring of the CAP reduction measures is a part of the CAP implementation process.  

Chapter 7 of the CAP outlines the implementation process, which includes staffing, financing, 

prioritizing, public participation, project review, monitoring and inventorying, and planning 

beyond 2020.  As such, implementation of the CAP is an involved process that goes beyond 

the actual document.  The system for monitoring implementation of the CAP will be 

determined as the previous steps are completed (staffing, financing, prioritizing, etc.). This 

                                                 
3 California Public Utilities Commission, California Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS), 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/, accessed May 19, 2015.   

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/
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comment does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any 

environmental issues. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 22.29 As described in Chapter 2 of the CAP, energy emissions associated with water conveyance are 

included within the future emissions inventories. 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. 

Comment 22.30 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

contact information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further 

response is required. 

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attached material included with the Comment 

Letter. The attachments included with the Comment Letter function to support claims made 

within the letter. As such, the material did not identify any specific concern with the adequacy 

of Draft EIR No. 521 or any environmental issues. Therefore, the material does not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. 
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Comment Letter No. 23:  Cherry Valley Environmental Planning Group 
and Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors 

Comment 23.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. The comment is an introductory statement regarding 

the extension of Cherry Valley Boulevard easterly of Highland Springs Avenue and references 

the enclosed letter which requests the removal of this extension form the County General 

Plan. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 23.2 This comment is duly noted. The comment introduces the parties involved in preparing the 

letter, their interest in the Cherry Valley Boulevard extension, and background information on 

the Cherry Valley unincorporated community. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 23.3 This comment provides information relative to the March 27, 2012 approval by the City of 

Banning of the Pardee Homes Butterfield Specific Plan. Based upon this approval and the 

internal circulation network of the Butterfield Specific Plan, the comment expresses the 

opinion that the Cherry Valley Boulevard extension is unnecessary to serve Butterfield Specific 

Plan development. 

The comment does appear to correctly denote the City’s approval of the Butterfield Specific 

Plan. However, the City of Banning General Plan has not yet been updated to reflect this 

approval. As the majority of this roadway extension falls within the City of Banning, the 

County would look very favorably toward the City’s lead on this issue. The alignment within 

the City is entirely up to the City’s discretion. County Circulation Policy C 7.8 specifically 

addresses City-County coordination on roadway design issues in “edge” areas, such as the case 

in point.   

A review of the City’s current General Plan Street System indicates that the plan continues to 

show the extension of Cherry Valley Boulevard (Highland Home Road) in a configuration 

much the same as the County’s Circulation Plan. Although, a note has been added to the City 

Plan in the vicinity of the Cherry Valley Boulevard, Highland Springs Road, Highland Home 

Road intersection indicating that the intersection alignment is conceptual only and references 

the Special Issues discussion. The Special Issues discussion of this intersection does not shed 

much light on City’s intent, only to note that one possible option would be to extend 18th 

Street, and concludes that flexibility is included in the General Plan to allow changes to the 

street system in the future. 
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The various maps included in the County GPA and EIR documents are graphic depictions for 

illustrative purposes, as the following disclaimer, contained on each map, explains:  

“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

With these considerations, it is believed that the County Plan also includes a degree of 

flexibility that would allow for coordination of intersection and network design as plans 

progress and more definitive alignments emerge. As such, the removal of the Cherry Valley 

Boulevard extension at point in time would appear to be premature, however, the County 

would entertain a future amendment once the City of Banning has settled on a preferred 

configuration. (See also Comment 109.5) 

Comment 23.4 This closing comment notes that further development in the area is constrained by land use 

restrictions, agricultural easements and the San Bernardino National Forest as additional 

justification for the removal of the Cherry Valley Boulevard extension.  

As noted in the Response 23.3, the exact configuration of future roadways has not yet been 

determined. Thus, it would be premature to simply remove the existing designation for Cherry 

Valley Boulevard without having some concept to offer as a replacement to satisfy future 

traffic demand. As previously mentioned, the County would entertain a future amendment 

once the City of Banning has settled on a preferred configuration. (See also response to 

Comment 109.6.) 
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Comment Letter No. 24:  Coachella Valley Archeological Society 

Comment 24.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 24.2 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 25:  Endangered Habitats League 

Comment 25.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 25.2 This comment is duly noted. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

However, to clarify, population and employment forecasts are found in General Plan 

Appendix F-1, which was updated as part of GPA No. 960. Population and employment 

forecasts were predicted for the County by the Riverside County Center for Demographic 

Research (RCCDR) using demographic data, socioeconomic and population trends (birth and 

death rates, immigration, emigration, etc.) and other factors independent of land use. The 

results from this demographic research were used to inform the land use changes proposed 

by GPA No. 960.  

Comment 25.3 This comment is duly noted. Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, of Draft EIR No. 521 describes 

the process undertaken by the County in order to decide which project alternative would be 

the most appropriate for the County, both environmentally and through its attainment of the 

Project objectives. Ultimately, through the Alternatives Analysis process, the GPA No. 960 

project as proposed was determined to be the preferred project.  

As described on page 6.0-3 of Draft EIR No. 521, the County used five criteria to determine 

if a proposed alternative would satisfy the Project’s objectives. An alternative was evaluated 

based on whether or not the alternative could meet the following 

Further Progress:  An alternative would successfully meet this objective if it ensures the 

General Plan remains suitable as a plan for the coordination of future growth within Riverside 

County (for example, provides additional policies and plans, such as new Rural Village 

Overlays, where warranted to appropriately handle emerging growth patterns).    

Update Land Use:  An alternative would successfully meet this objective if it provides updates 

to land use designations and Foundational components where necessary to ensure that the 

General Plan remains suitable as a plan for the coordination of future growth within Riverside 

County (for example, change mapped land use designations [LUDs] and Foundations where 

warranted to appropriately handle emerging growth patterns).    

Update Technical Data:  An alternative would successfully meet this objective if it provides 

updates to General Plan’s technical information (e.g., resource mapping, regulations, 
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demographics and statistics, etc.) where necessary to ensure that the General Plan continues 

to accurately reflect the current environmental, regulatory, socioeconomic and development 

status of Riverside County (for example, updating General Plan maps to reflect newly released 

mineral data from the State of California and adding a forest resources map to better 

coordinate with new CEQA policies addressing forest resources).  

Address New Needs:  An alternative would successfully meet this objective if it provides 

updates to the General Plan that enable it to appropriately plan, coordinate and implement 

new policies and programs necessitated by regulatory changes or by previously unanticipated 

needs (for example, adding greenhouse gas and climate change policies to the General Plan 

Air Quality Element in response to California State directives aimed at reducing carbon 

emissions).      

Further County Vision:  An alternative would successfully meet this objective if the changes 

it proposes serve to enhance and extend the continued progress of the General Plan in 

achieving the long-range goals established in the Riverside County Vision (for example, the 

addition of the “Healthy Communities” Element to the General Plan to encourage healthy 

living enabled by appropriate patterns of development). 

Each alternative’s success at satisfying project objectives was then evaluated against the 

environmental impacts that would result from the alternative, in comparison to GPA No. 960 

as proposed. The range of alternatives provided in the Draft EIR is governed by the “rule of 

reason,” as required by the State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f), which requires the EIR to set 

forth the alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” Per the State CEQA Guidelines, 

the County reviewed those alternatives that could “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 

of the project” and would “avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 

project.” As described in Section 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative for the proposed Project was the Reduced Rural Villages Alternative. However, it 

was determined that this alternative does not adequately address significant adverse effects to 

agriculture, because the reduced potential for urbanizing development in key locations would 

contribute to an increase in development within areas that would otherwise remain rural and 

undeveloped, particularly within wildland and interface portions of Riverside County.  Also, 

the Reduced Rural Villages Alternative does not provide adequate plans for handling future 

urbanizing growth pressures and, as a result, would tend to lead to sprawling growth within 

the rural portions of Riverside County, particularly within the Rural Community Foundation.  

Additionally, it was determined that this alternative only meets two out of the five project 

objectives described previously. Through this process, it was determined that GPA No. 960 

as proposed was the preferred project through its satisfaction of the Project objectives while 

minimizing environmental impacts. Therefore, the analysis of alternatives, and the 

determination that GPA No. 960 as written is the preferred project, is pursuant to the 

requirements set forth by CEQA. 
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Comment 25.4 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 25.3, above. The Added Community Centers 

Alternative was rejected as it does not update land use designations, in addition to the fact that 

this alternative was determined to have a number of significant impacts to air quality, noise, 

traffic, parks and recreation, schools and school districts, and water supply. More specifically, 

the assumptions and projections used for the Added Community Centers Alternative are 

clearly defined in Table 6.4-G (Added Community Centers—Assumptions and Projections) 

and 6.4-H (Added Community Centers Alternative—Environmental Effects Summary). 

Pursuant to the requirements outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines, the Added Community 

Centers Alternative has been analyzed by the Riverside County Planning Department, and as 

such was not deemed the preferred alternative over GPA No. 960.  

Comment 25.5 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 25.3 and 25.4, above, regarding the CEQA 

requirements for the alternatives analysis, and the process used to determine the alternatives 

analyzed in Draft EIR No. 521 for GPA No. 960 and the selection of GPA No. 960 as the 

environmentally preferred project. The assumptions and projections used for the Agricultural 

Emphasis Alternative are clearly defined in Table 6.4-E (Agricultural Emphasis Alternative—

Assumptions and Projections).  This Table, including its subtext, supports the County’s 

decision in rejecting the Agricultural Emphasis Alternative, and the selection of GPA No. 960 

as proposed as the preferred alternative. The Agricultural Emphasis Alternative buildout 

scenario was designed from the existing (2008) General Plan. Specific changes were applied to 

the existing buildout scenario in order to clarify assumptions used for this Alternative (See 

Pages 6.0-40 through 6.0-42). As noted by the commenter, this alternative does move 

agricultural lands into the certainty system, with the exception of the ECVAP where 

agricultural land could be converted if development stipulations are met (See Page 6.0-40). 

However, the Agricultural Emphasis Alternative also proposes the expansion of agricultural 

uses in order to accommodate the SCAG agricultural land estimates. Even with the increase 

of Agricultural land uses, it is still estimated that a loss of approximately 37,000 acres of 

agricultural land operations would be lost at buildout (See Page 6.0-48). While impacts to water 

resources, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions would arise under this alternative, impacts 

to farmland and other environmental areas could occur without the increase of designated 

agricultural land.  The County disagrees that a good faith and reasoned alternative analysis was 

not completed that meets the legal standards as required under CEQA.  

Comment 25.6 This Comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 25.4, above. Riverside County addressed 

“feasible alternatives” to GPA No. 960 using criteria established by the State CEQA 

Guidelines §15126.6(a) and (c), including those suggested through public input during the 

NOP and scoping process. The commenter did not identify specific feasible alternatives 

during these periods, and as such, the comments proposed by EHL are not included as part 

of the analysis of EIR No. 521.  As noted in Response 25.4 above, the analysis of alternatives 

within Draft EIR No. 521 meets the requirements outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Again, CEQA requires only a reasonable range of alternatives as part of the analysis sufficient 

for informed decision making. CEQA does not require a discussion of any and all alternatives 

proposed.  Provided a reasonable range of alternatives exists, courts will defer to the lead 
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agency’s selection of appropriate alternatives to evaluate within the EIR. No further response 

is required. 

Comment 25.7 This comment argues that the Draft EIR has failed to adequately analyze the proposed change 

to the Target LOS from ”C” to “D” by only evaluating Baseline conditions. The figures 

presented in Draft EIR No. 521 Table 4.18-F and the more detailed information presented in 

Appendix EIR 4-F are based upon the traffic forecast for the Buildout analysis of GPA No, 

960. This apparent confusion may have resulted due to the fact that this discussion is located 

in the section of the Draft EIR dealing with Baseline conditions and flows from the discussion 

of existing LOS policies. Also, immediately following the rather lengthy discourse regarding 

LOS policies, the Draft EIR then launches into a discussion of Baseline LOS conditions. GPA 

No. 960, as proposed, would result in less intensive development than the No Project 

Scenario. As described in the No Project/Status Quo Alternative, this alternative would not 

substantially lessen any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project-

updated General Plan, mainly because this alternative, which represents build out of the 

existing General Plan, would result in more people, houses, jobs, economic land uses, vehicle 

miles travelled and related effects.  Specifically, General Plan build out with implementation 

of project (GPA No. 960) changes would result in a reduction of roughly 2-6% fewer people, 

homes, jobs and economic land uses as compared to the existing General Plan. 

Appendix EIR 4-F presents the LOS analysis on a segment by segment basis organized by 

Area Plan and comparing the projected Buildout LOS for both GPA No. 960 and the 2003 

General Plan. In every case, each roadway segment also failed to meet the LOS “C” target 

under the 2003 General Plan Buildout analysis. As the LOS discussion in the EIR points out, 

there never was a single countywide target LOS of “C.” The current policy states: 

“Maintain the following countywide target Levels of Service:” 

LOS “C” happened to be the first target LOS discussed. In addition, the current language is 

somewhat vague and ambiguous, which was another reason for rewriting the policy.  The 

impacts of the revised LOS policy language have been fully evaluated and are insignificant. 

(See also Response 108.9). 

This comment also asserts that projects which could not be built under the old LOS “C” target 

could be approved, potentially resulting in additional impacts. As pointed out in the prior 

response, the road segments impacted by the change in LOS policy are insignificant and every 

single road segment was already forecast to operate at LOS “D” or worse under the 2003 

General Plan Buildout forecast. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 
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This comment suggests that the more lenient LOS threshold will reduce the resources available 

to the County through “fair share” mitigation programs. The roadway segments impacts by 

the change from a target LOS “C” to “D” are short, isolated and widely scattered. The 

implementation of the new policy will have an insignificant impact on the County’s ability to 

mitigate impacts on a “fair share” basis. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

Finally, this comment asserts that the new LOS policy will result in no LOS standard for major 

projects which require an EIR and is thus growth-inducing. This comment is apparently a 

reaction to the following new language added to Policy C 2.1: 

“Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion 

by virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets in order 

to balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and 

costs, provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully evaluate 

the impacts of such approval.  Any such approval must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, 

make specific findings to support the decision, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.” 

This language was added to the County’s LOS policy to state what is, in fact, already in effect.  

The Board of Supervisors does have the authority to approve a project that cannot satisfy the 

minimum LOS target. The policy language goes on to state under what conditions the Board 

might consider such an approval. This portion of the policy in no way negates the LOS targets 

also presented in the policy, but acknowledges the need, on occasion,  to balance competing 

interests for the public good.  

GPA No. 960, as proposed, would result in less intensive development than the No Project 

Scenario. As described in the No Project/Status Quo Alternative, this alternative would not 

substantially lessen any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project-

updated General Plan, mainly because this alternative, which represents build out of the 

existing General Plan, would result in more people, houses, jobs, economic land uses, vehicle 

miles travelled and related effects.  Specifically, General Plan build out with implementation 

of project (GPA No. 960) changes would result in a reduction of roughly 2-6% fewer people, 

homes, jobs and economic land uses as compared to the existing General Plan. 

Another consideration with respect to LOS analysis is the passage of Senate Bill 743, amending 

CEQA with respect to how transportation impacts are to be evaluated. The bill was signed by 

Governor Brown on September 27, 2013. Since then, the California Office of Planning and 

Research (OPR) has been developing new guidelines which would eliminate the use of LOS 

measures in evaluating transportation impacts in CEQA documents in favor of a methodology 

which focuses on vehicle miles of travel (VMT). 

As discussed in the EIR No. 521 Section 4.18.3 Regulations and Programs for Transportation 

and Circulation – Item 5. Senate Bill 743: Amending CEQA with Respect to Evaluating 
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Transportation Impacts on pages 14.18-25 and 26, OPR supports the lowering of LOS targets 

as means to achieve land use patterns that support transit usage and other alternative means 

of transportation, such as walking and bicycling. Toward this end, there are several policies 

within the General Plan aimed at encouraging transit and other alternative travel modes, 

including the revisions to the Counties LOS targets as presented in Circulation Policy C 2.1, 

page C-6 and 7 of GPA No. 960. (See also Responses 29.52 and 108.2). 

Comment 25.8 GPA No. 960 is ultimately a program-level document, and as such is meant to develop and 

provide general guidance for future development.  Buildout accommodated by GPA No. 960 

is speculative in nature and accordingly, analysis of water resources is more appropriately and 

accurately addressed on a project-level basis.  The County recognizes that there is not a 

comprehensive Groundwater Management Plan for Riverside County available at this time, 

particularly one that incorporates a realistic and detailed analysis of the impacts of Greenhouse 

Gases on groundwater.  

However, The Draft EIR provides an in-depth discussion pertaining to water supply and 

drought-related issues (including groundwater) from pages 4.19-57 to 4.19-101.  The General 

Plan and DEIR provide numerous policies and mitigation measures that directly address water 

conservation and drought-related alternative supply considerations, including Policy OS 1.1 

(Balance water requirements of Urban, Agricultural, and environmental uses to ensure 

sufficient supply for these uses), Policy OS 2.2 (Encourage the installation of water efficient 

infrastructure such as gray water wells), Policy OS 2.5 (Encourage agricultural water 

conservation measures), as well as several mitigation measures (as noted below. 

In addition, the State Water Resources Control Board has purview over enforcing the recently 

enacted mandatory water conservation measures pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order 

B-29-15.4 As discussed in the Section 4.19.3 of Draft EIR 521 (Existing Environmental Setting – 

State and Regional Water Supply), water supplies are provided to County residents and businesses 

through various water retailers including municipal water districts and CPUC-regulated water 

utilities. The State of California has also enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management 

Act, enforced by the State Water Resources Control Board, which requires certain 

groundwater basins to prepare Groundwater Management Plans.5 Finally, groundwater is also 

managed in Riverside County by various watermasters, adjudications and settlement 

agreements, which are described in the Draft EIR (Page 4.19-103) and overseen by a 

collaborative effort of County and watershed stakeholders led by the Santa Ana Watershed 

Project Authority in Western Riverside County and the Colorado River Basin stakeholders for 

eastern Riverside County. 6, 7 

                                                 
4 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/emergency_regulation.shtml 
5 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
6 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
7 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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Additionally, compliance with existing and new Riverside County regulations and Mitigation 

Measures would prevent significant impacts to water quality. Most notably, existing Mitigation 

Measures 4.14.5C and 4.17.5D directly address water quality and would mandate reducing 

impacts to water quality:  

Existing Mitigation Measure 4.17.5C:  Where development may contribute to a worsening 

of local or regional ground or surface water quality (as determined by the Riverside County 

Department of Environmental Health and/or RWQCB), a water quality analysis shall be 

prepared. The water quality analysis shall include (but shall not be limited to): an analysis of 

existing surface and subsurface water quality; an assessment of how the proposed development 

would affect existing water quality; an assessment of how the proposed development would 

affect beneficial uses of the water; and specific measures to limit or eliminate potential water 

quality impacts and/or impacts to beneficial uses of ground/surface water. Where determined 

necessary by the County [of Riverside] or other responsible entity, the water quality analysis 

shall include, at an equal level of detail, potential impacts to tributary or downstream areas. 

The water quality analysis shall be submitted to the County [of Riverside] and the RWCQB 

for review and shall be approved prior to the issuance of any entitlement that would result in 

the physical modification of the project site. 

Existing Mitigation Measure 4.17.5D:  The project applicant shall submit to the County [of 

Riverside] and the RWQCB, for review and approval, evidence that the specific measures to 

limit or eliminate potential water quality impacts resulting from the entire development 

process, will be implemented as set forth in the water quality analysis. Said evidence shall be 

submitted and approved prior to the issuance of any entitlement that would result in the 

physical modification of the project site. 

These measures, along with existing State and federal regulations and existing Riverside 

County policies as described above will help to reduce impacts to water quality and water 

supply. Ultimately, project-level review of water quality is beyond the purview of the General 

Plan.  

Comment 25.9 This comment is duly noted. Riverside County is one of the primary growth areas of the State 

of California. For example, it is estimated that by 2035, Riverside County will be home to 

approximately 3.6 million people, who will occupy 1.3 million dwelling units (Riverside County 

Progress Report, 2009). This represents roughly a 65% increase over Riverside County’s 

present population and housing stock. As noted in Response 25.2, an extensive demographic 

analysis was conducted in order to establish the projected future population of the County. 

Based on this data, land use changes were made to accommodate the projected population, as 

determined by the Riverside County Center for Demographic Research (RCCDR). Once these 

land use changes were determined, the Draft EIR analyzed the impacts that additional 

development may cause as a result of the proposed land use changes proposed in GPA No. 

960. This includes analysis of potential growth inducement, land use impacts, transportation 

impacts as well as others.  
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The commenter also states that the General Plan projects a total build-out of 520,900 units 

while the SCAG RCP-10 only projects a need for 324,571 units for the year 2035. While the 

abovementioned statement is correct, they refer to two different timelines for the County 

population. The projected build-out for Riverside County is not anticipated to occur until the 

year 2060. Thus, after the 2035 SCAG projection year the County is anticipated to grow for 

another 25 years until reaching a maximum build-out of 520,900. The difference is a result of 

the 25-year span between 2035 and 2060, in which projected growth is expected to continue. 

The difference between the 2035 SCAG projections and the build-out projections developed 

by the County is the 25-year difference between the 2060 projection that is used by the County 

in order to model the final build-out of the region.  

The commenter also states that the 520,900 projection for 2060 is a growth-inducing impact; 

however, it is notably lower than the proposed build-out that was included in the 2003 General 

Plan (buildout with implementation of the Project changes would result in a reduction of 

roughly 2-6% fewer people, homes, jobs, and economic land uses as compared to the existing 

General Plan). Although the build-out assumes growth, the proposed build-out actually 

reduces the dwelling unit capacity of the County by 2 percent from the existing General Plan. 

As such, the findings of Draft EIR No. 521 and GPA No. 960 are not changed, and no further 

response is necessary.  

Comment 25.10 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR analyzes the impacts on agricultural 

resources by comparing the impacts of the current General Plan to the Proposed General 

Plan, without consideration of the existing agricultural resources within the County. While a 

direct comparison of the current and proposed General Plan is included in Draft EIR No. 

521, specifically in Table 4.5E of the Report, a thorough analysis of the existing agricultural 

lands and the impacts to these resources is provided in the Agricultural Resources section of 

Draft EIR No. 521. This analysis of impacts does not include any comparison of the existing 

and proposed General Plan differences. The analysis looks at the impacts in relation to State 

Farmland Classifications and notes that upon build out that the remaining farmland will be 

less than the mapped amount under the State Farmland Mapping Program. This discussion of 

impacts is supported by the information provided in the introductory section of the chapter; 

however, the analysis does not use the comparisons between the current and proposed 

General Plan documents to quantify the impacts to agricultural lands.  

The discussion of impacts contained in Impacts 4.5A and 4.5B evaluates the potential Project 

impacts on Designated Farmland and Williamson Act contracts, which the responses 

adequately address. The discussion also notes that the ultimate build out of the County will 

result in less farmland than the amount designated by the State Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program. The Impact Analysis also notes that the County-wide build out of GPA 

No. 960 would result in a loss of additional farmland across all designations.  

In order to ensure the reduction of potential impacts to agricultural resources within the 

County, several policies are proposed within GPA No. 960 including a number of protections 
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for farmlands and their operations. While the Draft EIR does reference the 2003 General Plan 

EIR, an independent analysis was conducted within Draft EIR No. 521; ultimately the 

determination was the same as the 2003 General Plan EIR. Several policies and existing 

ordinances provide future protections for farmland resources within the County. These 

policies include the incorporation of agricultural land conservation (Policy OS 7.3), allowance 

of accessory agricultural uses on designated agricultural land (Policy OS 7.5), and agricultural 

incentive programs including tax incentives to increase the viability of agricultural uses (Policy 

LU 20.1). 

The concerns contained within the author’s comment are noted; however, the analysis within 

the Agricultural Resources section of Draft EIR No. 521 is adequate, due to its inclusion of 

several methods of analysis in order to best understand the existing farmland within the 

County. Therefore, the analyses and subsequent conclusions within the Draft EIR will remain 

and no further response is necessary.  Also refer to the responses to Comment Letter 3 for 

further discussion regarding farmland resources. 

Comment 25.11 Refer to Response 25.10, above. Impacts 4.5A and 4.5B evaluate the potential Project impacts 

on Designated Farmland and Williamson Act contracts. Impact 4.5.A and 4.5.B are adequately 

analyzed and addressed in their appropriate corresponding sections (see pages 4.5-29 through 

4.5-35). The discussion notes that the ultimate build out of the County will result in less 

farmland than the amount designated by the State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program. The Impact Analysis also notes that the County-wide build out accommodated by 

GPA No. 960 would result in a loss of additional farmland across all designations.  

While the Draft EIR does refer to EIR No. 441 in its analysis, the Draft EIR is tiering from 

the analysis provided in EIR No. 441. Per State CEQA Guidelines §15152 (b), “agencies are 

encouraged to tier the environmental analyses which they prepare for separate but related 

projects including general plans, zoning changes, and development projects.” The Guidelines 

also state “Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of analysis is from an EIR prepared for 

a general plan, policy, or program to an EIR or negative declaration for another plan, policy, 

or program of lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR or negative declaration. Tiering does not 

excuse the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant 

environmental effects of the project and does not justify deferring such analysis to a later tier 

EIR or negative declaration. However, the level of detail contained in the first tier EIR need 

not be greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or ordinance being analyzed.”  

While the commenter’s concerns are understood, the County fully analyzed the environmental 

impacts associated with GPA No. 960 through multiple forms of analysis. As such, the analysis 

within the Agricultural Resources section of Draft EIR No. 521 stands, due to its inclusion of 

several analytical methods in order to best understand the existing farmland within the County. 

The Woodward Park Homeowners Ass’n v City of Fresno case reference by the commenter 

stands for the position that an EIR that only limits its analysis to a comparison of future 
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development pursuant to existing zoning or other similar land use plans is inadequate.  The 

case only compared the project’s development against a hypothetical community development 

that could be built and not the existing onsite physical conditions. As discussed, the Draft EIR 

does not “suffer from the same defect” as incorrectly characterized by the commenter.  

Comment 25.12 The commenter incorrectly characterizes the Draft EIR’s analysis as it relates to climate 

change. As described in the CAP and on page 4.7-38 of Draft EIR No. 521, the reduction 

target is 15 percent below current (2008 baseline) GHG emissions.  The reference to 2020 is 

the deadline by which the 15 percent reduction below current levels must be met. 

As noted in Section 7.7 of the CAP, 2020 is only a milestone in GHG reduction planning.  As 

Executive Order S-03-05 calls for a reduction of GHG emissions to a level 80 percent below 

1990 levels by 2050, the CAP identifies there will be a need to start planning ahead for the 

post-2020 period.  The County of Riverside will commence planning for the post-2020 period 

starting in 2017, at the approximate midway point between plan implementation and the 

reduction target and after development of key ordinances and implementation of cost-

effective measures. This measure allows for greater flexibility in upgrading the CAP to create 

an improved tool to combat climate change. The new plan will include a specific target for 

GHG reductions for 2035 and 2050.  The targets will be consistent with broader state and 

federal reduction targets and with the scientific understanding of the needed reductions by 

2050.  Additionally, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-N3 requires the County of Riverside to 

adopt an updated CAP on or before January 1, 2020 that will include 2035 and 2050 Reduction 

Targets and updated reduction measures designed to achieve the 2035 and 2050 Reduction 

Targets. 

Comment 25.13 Within the 1,140 acres of non-MSHCP areas in Riverside County, additional requirements 

would be mandated on an individual project-level to ensure impacts to sensitive habitats would 

be less than significant. During subsequent project-level environmental analysis and review of 

individual future development projects, compliance with applicable regulations may require 

coordination with resource agencies (e.g., USFWS, CDFW, or Corps) to determine specific 

mitigation measures necessary for impacts to State and federally listed species, particularly in 

the non-MSHCP areas of Riverside County. Additionally, future development occurring in 

non-MSHCP areas of Riverside County would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.8A-N1 and 

Mitigation Measure 4.8A-N2, which read as follows: 

NEW Mitigation Measure 4.8.A-N1:  For sites not governed by an existing MSHCP, Where site 

conditions (for example, topography, soils, vegetation, etc) indicate a project could adversely 

affect any riparian or riverine resources, then an appropriate assessment shall be prepared by 

a qualified professional. An assessment shall include, but not be limited to, identification and 

mapping of any riparian/riverine areas and evaluation of species composition, 

topography/hydrology and soil analysis, as applicable. An assessment shall be completed as 

part of the environmental review for the development proposal prior to its approval.  Upon 
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receipt of an assessment, the Riverside County Ecological Resources Specialist (ERS) shall 

review the document and make a finding that either:  

a. Riparian/riverine areas do not exist on site; 

b. Project-specific avoidance measures have been identified that would be sufficient 

to ensure avoidance of riparian/riverine areas; or  

c. Impacts to riparian/riverine areas are significant and unavoidable. If avoidance is 

not feasible, a practicable alternative that minimizes direct and indirect effects to 

riparian/ riverine areas and vernal pools and associated functions and values to 

the greatest extent possible must be developed.  

NEW Mitigation Measure 4.8.A-N2:  For sites not governed by an MSHCP, a A general 

biological resources assessment (BRA) shall be required as part of the discretionary project 

review process at Riverside County’s discretion.  For example, a BRA would be required if a site 

inspection, aerial or other photos, resource agency data or any other information indicates 

potential for sensitive habitat to occur on, or be adversely affected by the proposed project.  

The BRA shall be prepared and reviewed as per the requirements outlined in Mitigation 

Measure 4.8.B-N1.  

The BRA, which would include a comprehensive analysis of all sensitive habitat or species on 

a project site pursuant to the requirements outlined in both the CV-MSHCP and WR-MSHCP, 

would ensure impacts to sensitive resources on sites not governed by an MSHCP would be 

less than significant. As individual biological resources can be difficult to quantify (especially 

during a large-scale undertaking such as a General Plan or General Plan EIR), potential 

impacts to non-MSHCP areas within Riverside County are more appropriately and accurately 

done on a project-by-project basis. This allows for more up-to-date and accurate data for 

developers and policymakers to use during the development process. As such, the initial BRA 

conducted as part of Draft EIR No. 521 is adequate for the level of analysis conducted within 

the programmatic document.  

Comment 25.14 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 25.13, above. In regards to biological impacts 

to sensitive resources located in non-MSHCP areas, the document is ultimately a program-

level document and therefore is meant to develop and provide general guidance for future 

development. As stated in the responses above, the Draft EIR does not rely on MSHCP alone; 

it is subject to numerous State, federal, and local programs to protect sensitive biological 

resources within the County. Additionally, impacts to sensitive resources would be subject to 

Mitigation Measure 4.8A-N2, which would require projects to evaluate biological resource 

impacts including upland habitat, and would be required to undergo additional review and 

applicable mitigation on an individual project level.  

Comment 25.15 The County disagrees with the commenter’s opinions regarding “gaping holes” in the Draft 

EIR’s analysis as it related to biological resources.  The Draft EIR provides extensive analysis 



 

 County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
 Public Review Draft  August 2015 

for a project of this nature and magnitude. As described in Response 25.14, due to the broad 

scope of GPA No. 960, impacts to sensitive biological resources in non-MSHCP areas are 

best analyzed and mitigated on an individual project level. For this reason, specific mitigation 

relating to individual sensitive habitat communities within non-MSHCP areas would not be 

practicable for the program-level analysis present in Draft EIR No. 521. However, for projects 

that would occur outside of areas covered by multispecies plans, a BRA would be required to 

assess project-specific impacts and would require developers to implement five requirements 

as a part of the study, as mandated by Mitigation Measure 4.8.B-N1, below.  

NEW Mitigation Measure 4.8.B-N1:  Prior to discretionary project approval for projects 

with the potential to substantially adversely affect sensitive (listed, candidate or special status) 

species or habitats not covered by an existing MSHCP or HCP, a general biological resource 

assessment (BRA) shall be performed.  The following requirements shall apply: 

a. The BRA shall be performed by a Riverside County-approved biologist pursuant 

to a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) executed between the biologist and 

the County of Riverside. 

b. The biology/environmental firm or biologist preparing the BRA must be on 

Riverside County’s list of qualified consultants. 

c. Fieldwork must be performed by qualified biologists according to professional 

standards. 

d. If included in the BRA, presence/absence surveys for specific plants must be 

conducted during the applicable blooming season or other conditions as deemed 

scientifically appropriate and valid.  

e. Should affected species or habitat occur on the project site, then a “Focused 

Protocol Survey” must be prepared for those species using existing protocols 

established by the USFWS or CDFW.  If no such protocols exist, the survey must 

be based on generally accepted biological survey protocols appropriate to the 

species.  

The BRA requirement may be waived if any of the following conditions are documented to 

exist. 

a. The area affected by the proposed project (“footprint” herein) consists entirely 

of built environment (structures, pavement, etc.) and none of the biota or plant 

material present (i.e., landscaping) represent likely habitat used by a sensitive 

species. 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

b. The Riverside County Environmental Resource Specialist (ERS) finds in writing 

that the proposed footprint does not have any biological resources expected to 

be used by a protected species or plant. 

c. The project or activity proposed is to be performed under an existing incidental 

take permit, habitat conservation plan or other governing permit, license or 

authorization (i.e., Section 7 consultation) and no new significant effect to the 

covered species or other protected species or resource is expected to occur. 

In addition to the items herein, the BRA shall also be prepared in accordance with the 

Riverside County “Guide to Preparing General Biological Resource Assessments,” as well as 

any other requirements of the Riverside County Environmental Programs Department, 

Planning Department or other County of Riverside agency. 

Upon receipt of the BRA, the Riverside County ERS shall review it and all supporting 

documentation.  If the Riverside County ERS finds that the project does not have the potential 

to substantially affect sensitive species or habitat, no further mitigation is required. If the 

Riverside County ERS finds that the project has the potential to substantially adversely affect 

sensitive species or habitat, then additional mitigation will be developed and imposed to reduce 

such impacts to below a level of significance.  Such mitigation may include but not be limited 

to obtaining incidental take permits from the USFWS and/or CDFW, as applicable and 

acquisition and conservation of replacement habitat at appropriate ratios.  

Mitigation Measure 4.8.B-N1 mandates a step-by-step guideline for project-specific 

implementation of a BRA and is sufficient in ensuring meaningful protection to sensitive 

upland habitats found outside of areas covered by a multispecies plan. This mitigation is 

further supported by existing regulatory programs that require extensive project-level analysis 

prior to construction. Despite the commenter’s mischaracterization of the importance of this 

requirement, any project would be required to evaluate its potential for impacts to biological 

resources and would be required to implement feasible mitigation through an MMRP or 

applicable conditions of approval.  Due to the programmatic nature of GPA No. 960 and 

Draft EIR No. 521, specific site level mitigation related to biological resource protection is 

better handled on the project-level basis, as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.8B-N1 as well 

and related regulatory programs.  

Comment 25.16 Regardless of whether the property was mis-mapped in the adopted GP, the GP update 

analyzes the new designation.  The assumptions associated with adding residential lots are 

incorporated into the modeling and emissions inventories prepared for the GP 

update.  Additionally, mitigation measures and significance findings were made with the 

correct assumptions.  Therefore, the land use change has been fully analyzed in the GP EIR.  

Additionally, it should be noted that characterizing rural estate lots as “inefficient” with “high 

GHG emissions” is not necessarily accurate.  Residential land uses generate the fewer vehicle 

trips than most other land uses (especially commercial and retail).  Residential uses also do not 
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include heavy truck trips which have greater emissions than automobiles.  The energy demands 

of residences are generally lower than most other land uses, including commercial, retail, and 

industrial uses.  Furthermore, future development projects would be required to comply with 

the State’s latest energy standards, which are continually getting more efficient over 

time.  Future projects would also be required to comply with the reduction measures and 

targets within the County’s CAP and Screening Tables.  Therefore, future development of 

rural residential units within this area would not be inefficient or have high GHG 

emissions.  As described above, potential emissions from future development in this area have 

been included in the Draft EIR and CAP emissions inventories, analysis, and mitigation 

measures. 

Comment 25.17 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and thanks you for your support of the Project. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.18 This comment is duly noted. Due to expanding development within the County, the County 

wants to ensure flexibility with development while ensuring safeguards are in place to process 

potential foundation component amendment changes. Potential cases that would qualify for a 

technical amendment would be required to meet the outlined stipulations within Policy 22.8 

to ensure flexibility with projects along the County boundary while maintaining the 

consistency within the General Plan Land use designations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.19 This comment is duly noted. While the County notes the commenter’s concern about the 

changed wording for Policy OS 14.3, the County also has policies providing safeguards for 

biological resources, including Policy OS 8.1, Policy OS 17.1 and Policy OS 18.1 which state: 

“OS 8.1 Cooperate with federal and state agencies to achieve the sustainable 

conservation of forest land as a means of providing open space and protecting natural 

resources and habitat lands included within the MSHCPs.  (AI 3)”   

“Policy OS 17.1 Enforce the provisions of applicable MSHCP's, if adopted when 

conducting review of possible legislative actions such as general plan amendments, 

and/or zoning ordinance amendments, etc. changes.  (AI 10)” 

“OS 18.1  Preserve multi-species habitat resources in the County of Riverside through 

the enforcement of the provisions of applicable MSHCP's, if adopted.  (AI 10)” 
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The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and thanks you for your support of the Project. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.20 Refer to Response 25.19, above. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 25.21 The General Plan Safety Element contains several policies designed to reduce impacts as a 

result of fire risk within the Wildlife Urban Interface (WUI). Policies S 5.1 through 5.8 provide 

a number of safeguards for development within high fire risk area including defensible space, 

topographical analysis, and site plan approval from the Riverside County Fire Department. 

These policies have been developed in order to reduce fire risk in the WUI. Policies S 5.1 and 

S 5.2 specifically address measures to reduce impacts to the WUI: 

“S 5.1 Develop and enforce construction and design standards that ensure that 

proposed development incorporates fire prevention features through the following: 

a.  All proposed development and construction within Fire Hazard Severity Zones shall be 

reviewed by the Riverside County Fire and Building and Safety departments. 

b.  All proposed development and construction shall meet minimum standards for 

fire safety as defined in the Riverside County Building or County Fire Codes, 

or by County zoning, or as dictated by the Building Official or the 

Transportation Land Management Agency based on building type, design, 

occupancy, and use.   

c.  In addition to the standards and guidelines of the California Uniform Building 

Code and California Uniform Fire Code fire safety provisions, continue to 

implement additional standards for high-risk, high occupancy, dependent, and 

essential facilities where appropriate under the Riverside County Fire Code 

(Ordinance No. 787) Protection Ordinance.  These shall include assurance that 

structural and nonstructural architectural elements of the building will not 

impede emergency egress for fire safety staffing/personnel, equipment, and 

apparatus; nor hinder evacuation from fire, including potential blockage of 

stairways or fire doors.  
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Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones Hazardous Fire 

areas shall use single loaded roads to enhance fuel modification areas, unless otherwise 

determined by the Riverside County Fire Chief. 

d. Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones Hazardous 

Fire areas shall provide secondary public access, unless determined otherwise by the 

County Fire Chief in accordance with Riverside County Ordinances. 

e. Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones Hazardous 

Fire areas shall use single loaded roads to enhance fuel modification areas, 

unless otherwise determined by the Riverside County Fire Chief. 

f. Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones shall provide a 

defensible space or fuel modification zones to be located, designed, and constructed that 

provide adequate defensibility from wildfires.”  

S 5.2  Encourage continued operation of programs for fuel breaks, brush management, 

controlled burning, revegetation and fire roads.   

While concerns about the wildland urban interface are noted, the DEIR (Pages 4.13-93-4.13-

96) and GPA both extensively address potential fire risk and potential impacts that may occur 

as a result of development along the WUI.  

Comment 25.22 This comment is duly noted, refer to Response 25.21, above. While the suggested policy edits 

are noted, there are several complimentary policies that encourage clustering of development 

that support S 5.16, including policies LU 9.4 (Allow clustering to protect biological resources, 

open space, and cultural resources when possible) and LU 12.1 (b) (allow clustering to retain 

slope). While the suggested edits are noted, the policy as currently proposed, in conjunction 

with complimentary policies, affords sufficient protection along the WUI and will allow for 

development to better integrate into these areas of the county. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.23 This comment is duly noted. While single loaded roads can serve as a tool to increase fire 

suppression, there are a number of other methods of fire breaks that are employed within the 

County. The use of single loaded roads also can decentralize development (due to 

development on only a single side of the road) and discourage clustering and other forms of 

development that aim to centralize fire-fighting resources. While the suggested policy edits are 

noted, the removal of single loaded roads allows for a variety of alternative development styles 

that centralize development, while other methods of fire breaks can be used to create 

defensible space. Also Refer to Response 25.21, above. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.24 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and thanks you for your support of the Project. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.25 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and thanks you for your support of the Project. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 25.26 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required.  
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Comment Letter No. 26:  Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley 

Comment 26.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted; however, the County disagrees with the opinion that 

Draft EIR No. 521 has a deficient analysis of biological resources and asserts that the 

document strongly upholds the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 26.2 This comment is duly noted. 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 United States Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) acknowledged the adequacy of the conservation programs as full 

mitigation.   

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 the Western Riverside County and Coachella Valley, and payment of 

mitigation fees.  The Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) has a daily 

management responsibility for ensuring that these processes occur and that sensitive biological 

resources are properly protected and managed in the Coachella Valley.  Regional Conservation 

Authority (RCA), CVAG, the County of Riverside, USFWS and the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) meet routinely throughout the year to review all actions, including 

project approvals, resulting conservation activities and other required mitigation measures 

taken under the MSHCPs.  A series of meetings are held each year between all of the 

aforementioned agencies to ensure that the MSHCPs are successfully being implemented and 

managed.   

As part of this process, annual reports are prepared and work plans for the subsequent year 

are prepared, reviewed, approved and implemented.  This robust process is a combined effort 

by the federal, State and local governments to ensure that the sensitive biological resources 

found in the 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 

MSHCP, 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, CVAG, and the wildlife agencies to verify the ongoing adequacy of the MSHCPs 

for 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.   
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This process ensures that the ongoing conservation programs are protecting and managing 

sensitive biological resources as required by the federal and State Endangered Species Acts, 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and other applicable natural resources laws, as well as required by 

CEQA.   

Comment 26.3 This comment is duly noted, and the referenced materials have been reviewed. While the 

County appreciates the material provided from the Press Enterprise and YouTube, it is not 

indicative of a substantive comment or expert testimony as it relates to the Draft EIR’s 

analysis. The comment does not appear to raise any substantive issues related to the Draft EIR 

aside from statements that the MSHCP needs improved enforcement and therefore the Draft 

EIR may be deficient. Additionally, Draft EIR No. 521 incorporates sensitive species of 

concern into its analysis including the San Jacinto Valley crownscale, burrowing owl, tricolored 

blackbird, and Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Refer to Table 4.8-D (Sensitive Species of Riverside 

County in the WRC-MSHCP or CV-MSHCP)).As such, the analysis within Draft EIR No. 

521 along with the document’s incorporation of the two MSHCPs stands. Also refer to 

Response 26.2, above.  

Comment 26.4 The County of Riverside employs several programs in order to ensure the safety of structures 

within the County from wildfire, as noted in the Hazardous Materials and Safety section of 

the Draft EIR. While Ordinance 695 is only applicable to certain properties within the County, 

there are other ordinances, policies, and regulations in GPA No. 960 that require wildfire 

safety measures to be implemented. As noted on page 4.13-94, the County requires all 

development in High Fire Hazard Zones to adopt fuel modification plans, which must be 

approved by the County Fire Department. These programs are specifically tailored for each 

development to ensure the fuel modification plan effectively reduces fire risk, while still 

meeting the development needs of the property owner. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 26.5 This comment is duly noted. The County appreciates and values your comments during the 

General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues).  
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Comment Letter No. 27:  Highgrove Municipal Advisory Council 

Comment 27.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County 

during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 27.2 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 28:  Leadership Council for Justice and 
Accountability and SWAPE 

Comment 28.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 28.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 28.3 Refer to Response 22.12, above.  The Draft EIR incorporates the reduction measures from 

the CAP that would be required for future development instead of mitigation measures.  The 

General Plan includes policies that would reduce agricultural emissions such as Policy OS 2.5, 

which pertains to continued agricultural water conservation by lining canals, recovering tail 

water at the end of irrigated fields, and appropriate scheduling of water deliveries.  

Additionally, new Policy AQ 20.13 also requires the increased efficiency of water use for 

agricultural activities.  Furthermore, CAP reduction measure R1-A1 requires methane capture 

at large dairies and measure R3-A1 includes soil management practices to reduce nitrogen 

dioxide emissions. 

Comment 28.4 The mitigation measures in the Draft EIR do not rely on technological improvements.  The 

Draft EIR mitigation measures require new discretionary projects to comply with the 

implementation measures in the CAP and garnish at least 100 points from the CAP’s Screening 

Tables.  The Screening Tables include specific actions that development projects must 

perform, such as residential energy efficiency (enhanced insulation, cool roofs, minimizing 

leaks, etc.); indoor space efficiencies (heating cooling efficiencies, duct insulation, daylighting, 

etc.); miscellaneous residential building efficiencies (building orientation, EPA Energy Star for 

homes, etc.); new home renewable energy (photovoltaic panels, wind turbines, etc.); water 

efficiency; and transportation efficiency, among numerous others.  All of these are 

improvements that are achievable today and do not require future technological 

improvements. 

Comment 28.5 The Draft EIR includes 20 individual mitigation measures to reduce air emissions (Mitigation 

Measures 4.7-A-N1, 4.7-A-N2, 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B, 4.5.1C, 4.6.B-N1, 4.6.B-N2, 4.6.B-N3, 4.7.A-

N1, 4.7.A-N2, 4.6.B-N4, 4.6.B-N5, 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B, 4.5.1C, 4.6.D-N1, 4.6.D-N2, 4.6.E-N-1, 

4.6.E-N-2, and 4.6.E-N-3).  The General Plan Update also includes numerous policies to 

minimize air emissions.  Additionally, future development projects would be required to 

comply with the CEQA process and necessary mitigation measures would be identified that 

are associated with project specific impacts.  The timing and verification mechanisms of the 

mitigation measures will also be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program, which is included as part of the Final EIR. 
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Comment 28.6 This comment is duly noted. In regards to the data used for the Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment, the County is currently updating the Housing Element as a separate General Plan 

Amendment due to the timing requirements for the Housing Element. The 5th Cycle Housing 

Element is currently being processed by the County Planning Department as GPA No. 1120. 

In regards to GPA No. 960 and its use of the 4th Cycle Housing Element, due to the 

countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, much of the data presented within 

Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  

In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set that is best supported by substantial 

evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not expected to differ from existing 

physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding farmland and agricultural resources 

were each determined to be the best-supported and best available information. Further, each 

section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the baseline data used for the analysis in 

order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The data incorporated into the document 

represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR analysis and as such was incorporated 

to the document. 

The analysis employed within the Population and Housing section of Draft EIR No. 521 is based 

on GPA No. 1097, the most recently adopted General Plan Housing Element (4th Cycle). The 

reason GPA No. 960 uses the planning period of 2006 to 2014 for the 4th Cycle is that this 

period more closely coincides with the baseline date adopted for GPA No. 960 (April 2009). 

The use of the 4th Cycle Housing Element, as it represents the document baseline more 

accurately, and is adequate for the analysis of future population and housing needs.  

Comment 28.7 The Draft EIR provides an in-depth discussion pertaining to water supply and drought-related 

issues from pages 4.19-57 to 4.19-101.  The General Plan and Draft EIR provide numerous 

policies and mitigation measures that directly address water conservation and drought-related 

alternative supply considerations, including Policy OS 1.1 (Balance water requirements of 

Urban, Agricultural, and environmental uses to ensure sufficient supply for these uses), Policy 

OS 2.2 (Encourage the installation of water efficient infrastructure such as gray water wells), 

Policy OS 2.5 (Encourage agricultural water conservation measures), Mitigation Measure 

4.17.1D (require new developments to prove compliance with applicable conservation 

measures have been met), as well as many others. In addition, the State Water Resources 

Control Board has purview over enforcing the recently enacted mandatory water conservation 

measures pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15.8 As discussed in the Section 

4.19.3 of Draft EIR 521 (Existing Environmental Setting – State and Regional Water Supply), water 

supplies are provided to County residents and businesses through various water retailers 

including municipal water districts and CPUC-regulated water utilities. The State of California 

has also enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, enforced by the State Water 

Resources Control Board, which requires certain groundwater basins to prepare Groundwater 

Management Plans.9 Finally, groundwater is also managed in Riverside County by various 

                                                 
8 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/emergency_regulation.shtml 
9 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
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watermasters, adjudications and settlement agreements, which are described in the Draft EIR 

(Page 4.19-103) and overseen by a collaborative effort of County and watershed stakeholders 

led by the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority in Western Riverside County and the 

Colorado River Basin stakeholders for eastern Riverside County. 10, 11 

Due to the large scope of GPA No. 960, daily average estimated water usage is not an 

important environmental indicator for the purposes of Draft EIR No. 521. Instead, the 

County has chosen to focus the effects of GPA No. 960 by preparing a spatial analyses of 

potential water use areas. Refer to Chapter 4.19 “Section B. Project Summary and Focus” for 

more information. 

Comment 28.8 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

contact information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further 

response is required. 

Comment 28.9 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 28.10 This comment indicates that the commenter will submit comments regarding air quality and 

GHG emissions and incorporates other comments submitted by and on behalf of other 

parties.  However, the comment does not provide a specific comment or address the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR.  Responses to specific comments are provided in the responses below.  No 

further response is required. 

Comment 28.11 This comment contains general statements that express concerns regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR, accurate baseline data, indirect impacts, and internal consistency standards.  

The comment does not provide a specific comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

No further response is required. 

Comment 28.12 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more 

detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below which address the 

in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 28.13 In regards to the baseline data used to analyze mobile home communities within the Eastern 

Coachella Valley, due to the countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, much 

of the data presented within Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a single point 

in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set that is best 

supported by substantial evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not expected to 

                                                 
10 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
11 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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differ from existing physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding farmland and 

agricultural resources were each determined to be the best-supported and best available 

information. Further, each section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the baseline 

data used for the analysis in order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The data 

incorporated into the document represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR 

analysis and as such was incorporated to the document. 

In regards to mobile homes within the Eastern Coachella Valley, as noted in Table 1 (Land 

Use Designations Summary) of the Eastern Coachella Valley Area Plan (ECVAP), residential 

uses are allowed in excess of 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres on land designated as Agriculture as 

long as it is specified by policy or overlay. Policy ECVAP 6.1 indicates that farmworker 

housing is allowed on agricultural land as long as safety considerations are met. 

According to the Table 4.2-G (Land Uses Under Existing General Plan and Proposed Project 

in the Environmental Impact Report), a net loss of 850 acres (0.04%) of agriculture land will 

occur with the implementation of the proposed General Plan update. The net effect of these 

land use changes is outlined by location in Draft EIR No. 521 in Table 4.5-F (Project Effects 

on Lands in Agricultural Use), which shows that no major agricultural land use changes would 

occur in the ECVAP. Therefore, farmworkers living in farmworker housing located on 

agricultural land in the ECVAP would not experience displacement due to the implementation 

of the proposed General Plan Amendment. In the event of possible displacement as a result 

of a potential project, the required project-level environmental analysis would necessitate the 

applicant to fully analyze any potential displacement of residential structures. As such, the 

findings of Draft EIR No. 521 are not changed and no further response is required. 

Comment 28.14 In regards to onsite wastewater treatment systems in the ECVAP, the Eastern Coachella Valley 

is served by the Coachella Valley Water District in most areas; however, there are areas that 

are not served by the water district. These unserved areas are required to use onsite wastewater 

treatment systems (OWTSs), and private wells within the ECVAP are not subject to regulatory 

oversight. However, OWTSs are required to undergo permitting before installation through 

the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health. Although regular testing is not 

mandatory, it is recommended by the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health 

and the California Department of Water Resources. The Department of Water Resources 

explicitly states that private well water quality is the responsibility of the well owner, and that 

regular testing should be conducted by the well owner. In the Coachella Valley, well testing is 

offered to residents by the Coachella Valley Water District. In the event that poor water quality 

is present in the area, the Water District offers a number of home treatment systems for 

residents. While OWTS regulation is important, it is under the purview of the County 

Environmental Health Department and is beyond the scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR 

No. 521.  

The depletion of groundwater supplies has been addressed in Draft EIR No. 521 (see Impact 

4.19.B). The County of Riverside has employed several regulatory policies, programs, and 
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mitigation measures to address groundwater supplies; however, the adoption of GPA No. 960 

would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact to these resources. It is important to 

note that the potential for increased contaminants due to overdraft is beyond the scope of 

GPA No. 960 and is under the purview of the County Department of Environmental Health.  

While the concerns regarding OWTSs usage and overdraft are understood, ultimately the 

impacts associated with individual wells and water quality are under the purview of the County 

Department of Environmental Health. However, any impacts that could occur as a result of 

new construction would be addressed on a project-specific EIR level.  

Comment 28.15 Refer to Response 28.6, above.  The Housing Element, as mandated by State law, must be 

evaluated every five years to determine its effectiveness in achieving County and state housing 

goals and objectives, and the County is required to adopt the Housing Element that best reflects 

the results of this evaluation. The General Plan Update cycle is a six year long process, and as 

such the General Plan and the Housing Element are not subject to the same circulation 

timeline. Data used for Section 4.3, Population and Housing, is based on GPA No. 1097, the 

most recently adopted General Plan Housing Element (4th Cycle). The reason GPA No. 960 uses 

the planning period of 2006-2014 for the 4th cycle is that this period more closely coincides 

with the baseline date adopted for GPA No. 960 (April 2009). The use of the 4th Cycle Housing 

Element, as it represents the document baseline more accurately, is adequate for analysis of 

future population and housing needs.  

California Government Code Section 65302.10(b) mandates that each city or county review 

and update the land use element of its general plan based on information pursuant to Section 

56430 on or before the due date for the adoption of its housing element.  The 5th Cycle 

Housing Element is currently being processed by the County Planning Department as GPA 

No. 1120, and includes an analysis of Legacy Communities pursuant to the California 

Government Code. Refer to Response 28.6, above.  

Comment 28.16 This comment is duly noted. In regards to the Housing Element, refer to Responses 28.6 and 

28.15, above.  No further response is warranted. 

Comment 28.17 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR has failed to consider the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional 

Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. Section 4.18, Transportation and 

Circulation, of Draft EIR No. 521 contains a comprehensive discussion of the SCAG 2012-

2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy particularly as it 

relates to facilities, strategies and funding for projects within or serving Riverside County (See 

Pages 4.18-26 and 4.18-27). The Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RIVTAM), 

used to analyze the traffic impacts of GPA No. 960 for Draft EIR No. 521, has been 

developed in cooperation with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

and uses the SCAG 2008 RTP Model structure, equations, coefficients and algorithms as the 

base and runs through the SCAG model module sequence. The RIVTAM updates and 

refinements, developed in full collaboration with SCAG modeling staff, ensure that the traffic 
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analysis fully considered the most recent data available at the time with respect to the SCAG 

2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

In addition, GPA No. 960 includes the following policy specifically citing SCAG’s Regional 

Transportation Plan: 

“C 7.3 Incorporate the Regional Transportation Plan of the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) and, the Riverside County Congestion 

Management Program into the Circulation Element, and, encourage with the 

active participation of Caltrans, work to expedite the design and implementation 

of state highway capital improvement projects. (AI 49, 50, 51)” 

Comment 28.18 This comment provides anecdotal statements related to potential VMT and housing pressure 

impacts. These statements do not necessitate the need for additional studies or analysis. Table 

4.3-F (Theoretical Buildout Projects (Land Use-Based Capacities)) shows that buildout 

accommodated by the proposed General Plan would result in a total of 89,282 dwelling units 

and 113,589 jobs within the ECVAP (Population and Housing, 4.3-13). Compared to the Existing 

2003 General Plan, this represents a 2% increase in dwelling units and 1.5% decrease in jobs. 

For existing conditions, values from the official “2010 Riverside County Projections” (RCP-

10) were used, except jobs data was taken from 2008 (the most recent year available from the 

California Department of Finance).  RCP-10 was used instead of the prior projections from 

2007 (RCP-07) because it was determined that due to the economic slow-down since 2007, 

the RCP-07 projections over-estimated expected growth.  Use of such inflated data would 

have caused an under-reporting of changes, and hence potential impacts, associated with the 

project.   In this case, the use of RCP-10 represents a more conservative, “worst-case” scenario 

that is appropriate for a programmatic EIR.  

Comment 28.19 This comment is duly noted. In regards to the Housing Element, refer to Responses 28.6 and 

28.15, above. 

Comment 28.20 See Responses 28.6 and 28.15, above. 

Comment 28.21 See Responses 28.6 and 28.15, above. 

Comment 28.22 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(c), GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 

consider social and economic factors when analyzing the feasibility of mitigating significant 

environmental impacts. The Draft EIR addressed each impact noted in this comment, 

including potential impacts to potable water supply (Draft EIR No. 521, page 4.19-293), which 

includes an analysis of water supply for Eastern Coachella Valley. This comment is unclear as 

to any specific inadequacy within the Draft EIR.  

As part of the preparation of GPA No. 960, the Riverside County Center for Demographics 

Research (RCCDR) thoroughly examined all factors listed in Appendix E of the existing 

General Plan.  The RCCDR evaluated the existing social and economic factors in light of the 
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most recent data available, including official Riverside County growth projections (RCP-07 

and RCP-08), current SCAG data (2008 Regional Transportation Plan, etc.), current General 

Plans of cities within Riverside County, published data (U.S. Census, ULI Handbooks, etc.) 

and statistics issued by the California Department of Finance. The resultant statistical data was 

used to create proposed General Plan Appendix E-1, “General Plan Socioeconomic Build-out 

Assumptions and Methodology,” as part of GPA No. 960. As Appendix E-1 represents the 

most current and appropriate growth and demographic data, it was used for the statistical 

analyses performed for Draft EIR No. 521.  The basic components of Appendix E-1 were 

used to develop associated socioeconomic calculations for build out of both the existing 

General Plan and a “project scenario” for how the General Plan would build out if amended 

pursuant to GPA No. 960. For full details on the methodology used for the generation of 

these projections and assumptions, see General Plan Appendix E-1.  

Comment 28.23 See Response 28.22, above.  

Comment 28.24 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 

Comment 28.25 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in 

regards to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments 

addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below 

which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 28.26 Draft EIR Table 4.6-D provides typical construction emission estimates for hypothetical 

scenarios for three types of residential developments.  These emissions are provided for 

informational purposes as construction emissions tend to be site specific and depend on the 

type of construction and development proposed, as well as the location (including air basin), 

time of year, duration, amount of earthwork, and various other parameters.  It should be noted 

that the Draft EIR is a programmatic document that analyzes the land use and growth 

projections in the General Plan Update.  CEQA Guidelines section 15146(a) states: “(a)n EIR 

on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project 

than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 

because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.”  As the 

General Plan Update does not include specific development projects including construction 

of specific sites and parameters and are not known at this time, a quantitative emissions 

analysis is not required. 

The Draft EIR includes Existing Mitigation Measures 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B, 4.5-1C, as well as NEW 

Mitigation Measures 4.6B-N1, 4.6B-N2, and 4.6B-N3 to reduce construction emissions.  

These measures include fugitive dust control as well as reduction measures for equipment 
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exhaust.  These mitigation measures are extensive and require compliance with the latest 

control methods including use of EPA rated engines of Tier 3 or better.  However, in the 

absence of data to prove otherwise, the Draft EIR assumed that future development 

accommodated by the proposed project would result in varying amounts of construction on a 

daily and annual basis through build out that would be cumulatively significant, even if 

individually consistent with applicable construction thresholds. 

As noted above, the General Plan Update does not identify specific land use development 

projects.  Future development projects would be required comply with the CEQA process 

and necessary mitigation measures would be identified that are associated with project specific 

impacts. Any additional analysis related to construction emissions would be speculative and 

would not aid in meaningful public review or informed decision making. Also refer to the 

Comment Letters 20, 21, 22, and 33, which pertain to air quality impacts related to GPA No. 

960.  

Although this comment notes concerns impacts to air quality from the Salton Sea, it serves as 

an introduction to comments addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. 

For information regarding the Salton Sea, refer to Response 28.29, below. 

Comment 28.27 Refer to Response 28.26, above.  As the Draft EIR is a programmatic document, future 

development projects would be required comply with the CEQA process identify project 

specific emissions and necessary mitigation measures associated with project specific impacts.  

Furthermore, although quantitative estimates are possible, as described in the comment, such 

estimates would be based on such vague and generalized parameters that it would not provide 

a realistic or useful prediction of construction emissions that would occur in the County and 

would be speculative.  CEQA advises against speculation (State CEQA Statutes sections 

21082.2(c), 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: “[i]f, 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.”  Furthermore, State CEQA Guidelines section 15146(a) states: “(a)n EIR on a 

construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than 

will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 

because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.”  As the 

General Plan Update does not include specific development projects and specific construction 

sites and parameters and are not known at this time, a quantitative construction emissions 

analysis is not required. The argument that somehow meaningful public review of potential 

physical environmental impacts by analyzing the entirety of the potential construction 

emissions that would occur based upon “evaluating predicted acreage of all foreseeable 

development and applying an assumed per acre and per square foot emission rate of criteria 
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pollutants” and then assigning a prediction of the timing of such emissions goes far beyond 

the requirements under CEQA. As stated time and again by the courts, CEQA does not 

require a crystal ball inquiry.  

Comment 28.28 Refer to Response 28.5 and 28.27, above.  Future development projects would be required to 

comply with the CEQA process and necessary mitigation measures would be identified that 

are associated with project specific impacts.  Thus, any applicable mitigation measures will be 

identified and enforced at the project level.  The timing and verification mechanisms of the 

mitigation measures will also be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program, which is included as part of the Final EIR. The policies, regulatory programs, and 

mitigation measures identified in Draft EIR No. 521 have been constructed at a program level 

that is appropriate for the General Plan. Creating binding and unbending policies, regulatory 

programs, and mitigation measures would not provide the needed flexibility for future 

individual projects. Accordingly, Draft EIR No. 521 provides adequate measures appropriate 

for its program level analysis.  

Comment 28.29 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 is managed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD).  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 (CARB) maintains 

monitoring stations that measure pollutant concentrations (including PM10) throughout the 

state.  There are a total of seven stations that monitor PM10 in the Salton Sea Air Basin, and 

two of those stations are located in Riverside County.  Therefore, additional air monitoring 

stations are not necessary. 

Potential air quality impacts from a reduction in water levels at the Salton Sea is not a recent 

issue.  As noted above, the Coachella Valley and the SCAQMD have 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.12  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. 

                                                 
12 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. 



 

 County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
 Public Review Draft  August 2015 

Section 4.6.6 of the Draft EIR analyzed the General Plan Update’s consistency with various 

applicable air quality attainment plans including the Coachella Valley PM10 Plan.  The analysis 

in the Draft EIR determined that the project’s rate of growth was consistent with the air quality 

attainment plans (including the Coachella Valley PM10 Plan.) and SCAG’s projected growth 

numbers.  Although the General Plan Update’s growth assumptions are consistent with the 

applicable attainment plans, impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable due to the 

exceedance of regulatory thresholds for criteria pollutants.   

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.  

Draft EIR No. 521 includes numerous policies and mitigation measures that would reduce 

fugitive dust emissions.  For example, Mitigation Measures 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B and 4.5.1C would 

minimize fugitive dust during construction.  The Draft EIR also includes New Mitigation 

Measure 4.6.B-N1, which requires the watering of soil stockpiles and the prevention of visible 

dust plumes. 

Comment 28.30 As the CAP is included as part of the General Plan Update, approval of the CAP and General 

Plan Update would occur at the same time.  Additionally, the CAP includes an implementation 

program that defines a process with how the CAP measures would be funded and achieved.  

The CAP also includes Screening Tables that have performance standards and thresholds to 

determine the level of significance for future development projects.  New development 

projects would be required to follow the measures in the CAP Screening Tables in order to 

receive project approval.  Further enforcement would occur through the ongoing CAP 

monitoring process.  Monitoring of the CAP reduction measures is part of the CAP 

implementation process.  Chapter 7 of the CAP outlines the implementation process, which 

includes staffing, financing, prioritizing, public participation, project review, monitoring and 

inventorying, and planning beyond 2020.  As such, implementation of the CAP is an involved 

process that goes beyond the actual document.  The system for monitoring implementation 

of the CAP will be determined as the previous steps are completed (staffing, financing, 

prioritizing, etc.). 

Comment 28.31 As noted in Response 28.30, above, the CAP is included as part of the General Plan Update 

and an analysis of the CAP and associated measures is included in the Draft EIR.  The CAP 

is not undergoing a separate CEQA review.  The California Attorney General’s Office 

recommends that a CAP should be prepared at the same time as a general plan update and 

EIR to be consistent with CEQA’s mandate that a lead agency must conduct environmental 

review at the earliest stages in the planning process and that it not defer mitigation.  In addition, 

the Attorney General strongly urges agencies to incorporate any CAPs into their general plans 

to ensure that their provisions are applied to every relevant project.13  The proposed General 

                                                 
13 California Attorney General’s Office, Climate Change, the California Environmental Quality Act, and General Plan Updates: 
Straightforward Answers to Some Frequently Asked Questions California Attorney General’s Office, 2009. 
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Plan Update, CAP, and Draft EIR have been prepared in accordance with the 

recommendations of the California Attorney General’s Office. 

Comment 28.32 The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR and CAP do not establish threshold for 

individual projects.  The thresholds for individual projects are provided in Appendix F of the 

CAP.  The development review process procedures for evaluating GHG impacts and 

determining significance for CEQA purposes would involve (1) applying an emissions level 

that is determined to be less than significant for small projects, and (2) utilizing Screening 

Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions that exceed the threshold level.  Projects will have 

the option of preparing a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate GHG 

emissions.  A threshold level above 3,000 MTCO2e per year will be used to identify projects 

that require the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and 

mitigate project emissions. 

Comment 28.33 Refer to Response 28.30 regarding the implementation process for the CAP.  It should be 

noted that the CAP requires ongoing monitoring of the CAP reduction measures.  

Additionally, the CAP requires staffing and financing to be assigned for CAP implementation.   

Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2 require compliance with the 

Implementation Measures of the CAP or provide comparable custom measures backed by a 

project GHG study.  The mitigation measures require the implementation of the CAP 

measures for projects to garnish at least 100 points.  This process is enforced on the project 

level.  Although the CAP Implementation Measures may be worded to sound voluntary, they 

would be required for projects that are using them to achieve the 100 point threshold. If an 

applicant is unable to achieve the 100 point threshold, they would be required to undergo a 

separate project-level environmental review process and would be mandated to provide 

enforceable mitigation measures to reduce any impact to the greatest extent possible.   

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachment provided with the Comment Letter. 

The attached material functioned to support claims made within the letter. As such, the 

material did not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521 or any 

environmental issues. Therefore, the abovementioned referenced material does not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). The 

County thanks you for your participation in the General Plan Update and EIR public review 

period. No further response is necessary.  
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Comment Letter No. 29:  Property Owners Association of Riverside 
County 

Comment 29.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 29.2 This comment is duly noted. The comment asserts that the proposed downgrade to the LOS 

target, removal of several CETAP freeway corridors, and failure to uphold prior decisions on 

transportation corridors, land use, and environmentally sensitive areas are contrary to the 

Riverside County Vision as presented in the 2003 Riverside County General Plan. Refer to the 

Responses below as well as Response 19.4 for additional information relating to the CETAP 

freeway corridors.  

The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 29.3 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.4 This comments argues that proposed changes to the LOS policy in GPA No. 960 fail to 

uphold the Riverside County Vision as presented in 2003 Riverside County General Plan. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.5 This comment provides general background information.  Responses to specific comments 

are provided below; no further response is required. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.6 This comment presents public opinion survey results, a general discussion of LOS, and restates 

the County’s current LOS policy. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 
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environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 29.7 This comment states that the LOS will drop from C to D along the County maintained 

roadways designated in the General Plan Circulation Element within several Area Plans, as 

proposed by the new policy. While it is true that the target level of service will become LOS 

D throughout each of these Area Plans, except where, per policy, LOS E might be allowed, 

most of these areas are already designated to achieve a target LOS of D per the current policy 

which allows LOS D in Community Development Areas. Also, changing the LOS target does 

not mean that the actual LOS will change, as many locations will continue to operate at LOS 

A, B and C as they do presently. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 29.8 This comment restates a portion of the LOS policy as written in GPA No. 960. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.9 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. The adoption of GPA No. 960 does not in any way approve the Villages of Lakeview 

Specific Plan. This comment provides general background information.  Responses to specific 

comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 29.10 This comment endorses objective traffic standards over subjective discretionary actions and 

cites several example of how changing LOS target will increase delay. The comment declares 

that the changes in the LOS targets will increase wait times at signalized intersections by 64 to 

145 percent. Should the Board of Supervisors choose to allow LOS F, the comment argues 

that wait times could increase by as much as 245 percent.  

While the proposed changes in the LOS targets will increase the average delay per vehicle at 

signalized intersections, there has been no evaluation of individual intersections and such an 

examination is not appropriate with this macro-level General Plan analysis. The additional 

LOS flexibility afforded by the policy change would not impact the “environment” as defined 

by the State CEQA Guidelines §21060.5. As such, this comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.11 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. The adoption of GPA No. 960 does not in any way approve the Villages of Lakeview 
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Specific Plan. This comment provides general background information.  Responses to specific 

comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 29.12 The comment states that downgrading the LOS on County roadways would lead to more 

traffic congestion and would lower quality of life. It also cites the Orange County General Plan 

and asserts that congestion levels will increase by two and a half to three and a half times with 

the new policy.  

While the figures relating to average vehicle delay as cited from the Highway Capacity Manual 

are correct, the interpretation that this translates into congestion levels that are two and a half 

to three and a half times worse seems to assume that every intersection will operate at 

maximum delay. This is not a reasonable assumption. Many locations will continue to operate 

at LOS A, B and C, as they do presently. While intersections may experience additional delay, 

this is part of the Countywide and regional strategy to make the automobile a less attractive 

option as compared to alternative transportations modes such as public transit, bicycling or 

walking. There also seems to be an assumption that the shift from LOS “C” to LOS “D” will 

automatically result in the maximum amount of additional delay at intersections. The 

difference in delay when analyzing interrupted flow or intersections can cause average delay 

per vehicle to increase by as much as 20 seconds. However, the resulting average delay per 

vehicle can also be as little as 1 second per vehicle. The comment also fails to recognize that 

LOS D is already the target LOS for much of the urbanized areas of unincorporated Riverside 

County under existing policies.  

Comment 29.13 The comment suggests that certain aspects of the San Bernardino County LOS policy have 

been ignored, and that the proposed downgrade in LOS target will lower Riverside County’s 

congestion relief standard below that of neighboring counties.  

The language contained in the San Bernardino County General Plan Policies applies the LOS 

C criteria only during non-peak hours, with exception of the Desert Region. For the Valley 

and Mountain Regions, San Bernardino County applies a target LOS D for peak-hours, 

consistent with the target LOS proposed in GPA No. 960. In addition, the General Plan traffic 

analysis is based on forecasts of Average Daily Traffic. As such, there is no distinction between 

non-peak and peak-hour traffic.  Since project-level traffic analysis is based upon peak-hour 

conditions, the San Bernardino County policy is consistent with that proposed in GPA No. 

960, with the exception of the portion of the policy dealing with the Desert Region. 

The San Bernardino County General Plan also allows LOS E for their designated Congestion 

Management Program roadways, and allows LOS F on certain listed facilities as follows: 

“The CMP’s level of service (LOS) standard requires all CMP segments to operate at 

LOS E or better, with the exception of those facilities identified in the list below. The 

following roadway segments have been designated LOS F in the 2001 CMP, updated 

in December of 2001: 
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A. FREEWAYS 

 I-10 Westbound, Milliken Avenue to Central Avenue 

 I-10 Westbound, Waterman Avenue to EB SR-30 

 I-10 Eastbound, Central Avenue to Milliken Avenue 

 I-10 Eastbound, NB SR-15 to SB SR-15 

 I-10 Eastbound, SB Waterman Avenue to California Street 

 SR-60 Westbound, Milliken Avenue to Central Avenue 

 SR-60 Eastbound, Central Avenue to Milliken Avenue 

 I-215 Northbound, Inland Center Drive to SR-30 / Highland Avenue 

B. VALLEY EAST / WEST ARTERIAL SEGMENTS 

 Foothill Boulevard between Mountain Avenue and Archibald Avenue 

C. VALLEY NORTH / SOUTH ARTERIAL SEGMENTS 

 Citrus Avenue between Slover Avenue and Valley Boulevard 

 Cedar Avenue between Slover Avenue and Valley Boulevard 

 Mountain View Avenue between Barton Road and Redlands Boulevard 

 Mountain Avenue between Mission Boulevard and Holt Avenue 

D. VICTOR VALLEY ARTERIAL SEGMENTS 

 Bear Valley Road between Amargosa Road and Mariposa Road 

 Bear Valley Road between Hesperia Road and Peach Avenue 

 SR-18 between I-15 (North) and Stoddard Wells Road” 

(County of San Bernardino 2007 General Plan, Section III – Circulation and 

Infrastructure Element, pp. III-4  and III-5). 

Our review indicates that all neighboring counties, with the exception of Imperial County and 

the Desert Region of San Bernardino County, currently have a target LOS of D.  

The County’s LOS policy with respect to LOS C currently is proposed as follows: 

“LOS C shall apply to all development proposals in any area of the Riverside County not located 

within the boundaries of an Area Plan, as well those areas located within the following Area Plans: 

REMAP, Eastern Coachella Valley, Desert Center, and Palo Verde Valley.” 

Therefore, those adjacent areas in San Bernardino County and Imperial County which are 

currently governed by an LOS C policy will find that the contiguous areas in Riverside have 

the same target LOS. 
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Comment 29.14 This comment asserts that the change in LOS policy would lower the County’s congestion 

relief standard compared to neighboring counties and thus make Riverside County less 

desirable. The LOS policy as currently proposed is compatible with all of Riverside County’s 

neighboring counties, including San Bernardino County, Orange County, San Diego County, 

and Imperial County. The assertion that the LOS policy would result in increased trucking 

costs, loss of jobs, and increased commuters is speculative and unsupported. As such, no 

further response is required.  

Comment 29.15 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.16 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information asserting 

that the LOS downgrade is inconsistent with the Air Quality Element. The County affirms 

that the proposed LOS downgrade is not inconsistent with the Air Quality Element of GPA 

No. 960, as significant countywide congestion increases are not anticipated as a result of this 

policy. In fact, the expectant average delay per vehicle would only increase by as much as 20 

seconds and could actually be as little as 1 second per vehicle.  Refer to Response 29.12, above. 

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 29.17 This comment suggests that the 2003 General Plan Policy C 2.1 be retained as well as the 

existing LOS segment definitions. The comment is noted and will be included as part of the 

Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 29.18 This comment is duly noted. This comment recommends using LOS C for analysis purposes 

and adopting the County of Orange’s general analysis methodology.  This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.19 The comment indicates that traffic volumes are forecast to increase significantly by 2030 and 

that substantial cost and effort went into the development of the RCIP, yet three and a half 

of the four transportations corridors identified through that effort are now being dropped.  
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The 2003 General Plan Circulation Element, as adopted, provided for the development of 4 

CETAP corridors: 1) Moreno Valley to San Bernardino Corridor; 2) Cajalco/Ramona 

Corridor; 3) Highway 79 Re-alignment Corridor, and 4) Orange County Corridor. References 

to the Orange County Corridor has been removed from Circulation Plan – Figure C-1, but is 

still discussed in the policy portion of the Circulation Element. The remaining three original 

corridors are retained in the current proposal. However, the Cajalco/Ramona Corridor has 

been reduced in scope. The corridor designation has been removed between the I-215 and I-

15, but the underlying General Plan roadway designations have for the most part been 

retained.  

The CETAP corridor modifications reflected in GPA No. 960 are the result of ongoing 

planning efforts the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), the agency 

responsible for following through with the planning and implementation of those corridors. 

At the time that the RCIP was being developed there was widespread optimism that these 

corridors would find the support needed from various jurisdictions and agencies to be able to 

bring them to fruition. The RCTC has vigorously pursued more detailed planning and 

environmental studies on these corridors. The following status is provided for each of these 

efforts: 

 The Moreno Valley to San Bernardino Corridor alignment shown on Figure C-1 is 

considered part of RCTC’s CETAP concept for this corridor. There are no active 

planning studies at this time, but possible extensions and improvements to Pigeon 

Pass Road and Reche Canyon Road into San Bernardino County have been discussed 

and are also considered components of the CETAP concept for the Moreno Valley 

to San Bernardino Corridor. Together with our partner agencies in San Bernardino 

County, RCTC and Riverside County will participate in evaluating these facilities as 

funding becomes available. 

 The Cajalco/Ramona Corridor was refocused by RCTC in 2009 to actively study and 

design alignments connecting Interstate 215 easterly to State Highway 79.  The 

refocused alignment is also called the “Mid County Parkway.”  Figure C-1 has been 

updated to reflect the alignments under study for the Mid County Parkway.  As part 

of the refocusing action, RCTC removed from consideration all alignments within the 

westerly portion of the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore corridor connecting 

Interstate 215 to Interstate 15 and this portion of the corridor is not currently being 

actively studied.  Nonetheless, the westerly portion of the Hemet to Corona/Lake 

Elsinore Corridor is still anticipated to be needed in the future and has been retained 

by RCTC in its Regional Transportation Plan for the area generally bounded by Lake 

Mathews and the City of Riverside to the north and State Highway 74 to the south so 

that future east/west transportation improvements connecting Interstate 215 and 

Interstate 15 are not precluded.  
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 The Highway 79 Re-alignment Corridor is part of RCTC’s transportation plan and 

represents a significant facility for the expansion of north/south travel in the 

Hemet/San Jacinto area.  This project will realign State Route 79 between 

Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road.  A preliminary alignment and study 

area that reflects the alternatives under review by RCTC as of 2011 has been identified 

on Figure C-1 to promote the preservation of right-of-way for this facility. RCTC has 

completed environmental studies on a variety of alternatives for the Project. 

Preliminary engineering and environmental studies were done on several different 

alignments/alternatives and a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) was prepared for public review and circulated for 

public and agency review and comment between February 8, 2013 and March 25, 

2013. The Draft EIR/EIS describes the four proposed build alternatives and two 

design options to realign SR-79 to the western area of the San Jacinto Valley. In 

addition, two public hearings were conducted during the 45-day public review period. 

Public and agency comments received were compiled and evaluated by the project 

team. 

Since then, RCTC and Caltrans have worked to consider and address the comments 

received during the public review period. In addition, close coordination has 

continued with the local agencies (cities of Hemet and San Jacinto, the community of 

Winchester, and Riverside County), Native American tribes, and State and federal 

resource/regulatory agencies. This has resulted in a number of project refinements to 

reduce environmental impacts and improve the proposed project. Additional studies 

were conducted on the project refinements to evaluate and assess environmental 

impacts, including traffic, air quality, land use, noise, as well as Section 4(f) effects. 

Section 4(f) refers to the original section within the U.S. Department of 

Transportation Act of 1966 which established the requirement for consideration of 

park and recreational lands, wildlife, and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites in 

transportation project development. The results of these studies will be included in a 

Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS that will be available for public and agency 

review and comment during summer 2015. 

 RCTC has completed a joint Major Investment Study (MIS) with the Orange County 

Transportation Authority (OCTA) for a Riverside County to Orange County corridor.  

This corridor has been identified as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts identified 

in Draft EIR No. 521. The MIS identified a Locally Preferred Strategy (LPS) that was 

adopted by the RCTC and the OCTA.  The Executive Summary of the Final Report 

for the MIS LPS listed the following components which are also depicted on Exhibit 

7 of the MIS (Appendix O): 

o “Establish Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) from the Costa Mesa Freeway 

(State Route 55) to Corona Freeway (Interstate 15) as a priority for improving 

transportation between Riverside and Orange counties.  Emphasize Riverside 
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Freeway (State Route 91) improvements between the Foothill/Eastern 

Transportation Corridor (State Route 241) and the Corona Freeway 

(Interstate 15) first, followed by improvements between Costa Mesa Freeway 

(State Route 55) and the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor (State 

Route 241).” 

o “Continue to work with the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor 

Agency to develop a mutually acceptable plan to improve the connection 

between the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor (State Route 241) and 

Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) corridors and accelerate capacity 

improvements on Eastern Toll Road (State Route 133), Foothill/Eastern 

Transportation Corridor (State Route 241), and Eastern Toll Road (State 

Route 261) to optimize utilization of the toll roads to improve transportation 

between Riverside and Orange counties.” 

o “Continue to evaluate costs and impacts to Corridor A in the Riverside 

Freeway (State Route 91) right of way through a future preliminary 

engineering process in cooperation with other agencies.” 

o “Continue to study the technical feasibility of the Corridor B concept 

including cooperation with … other interested agencies.” 

o “Continue work with the Cal-Nevada Super Speed Train Commission on 

Anaheim to Ontario Maglev alignments in the Santa Ana Canyon or alternate 

corridors as appropriate.” 

o Eliminate Strategic Alternative 1B (Corridor A with the Costa Mesa Freeway 

[State Route 55] widening) from further analysis due to high number of 

residential right of way impacts adjacent to the Costa Mesa Freeway (State 

Route 55).” 

o Eliminate from further analysis the Ortega Highway (State Route 74) 

widening and realignment concept due to high cost and environmental 

impacts, and direct staff to focus on Ortega Highway (State Route 74) 

operational improvements.” 

The following policies from GPA No. 960 continue to support the CETAP planning process: 

C 7.1 Work with incorporated cities to mitigate the cumulative impacts of 

incorporated and unincorporated development on the Countywide 

transportation system. (AI 2, 49, 50, 53) 
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C 7.2 Work with property owners to reserve right-of-way for potential 

CETAP corridors through site design, dedication, and land 

acquisition, as appropriate. (AI 3, 10, 52, 54) 

C 7.3 Incorporate the Regional Transportation Plan of the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) and, the Riverside County 

Congestion Management Program, and the Riverside County Short and 

Long-Range Transit Plans into the Circulation Element, and, encourage 

with the active participation of Caltrans, work to expedite the design 

and implementation of state highway capital improvement projects.  (AI 

49, 50, 51) 

C 7.4 Coordinate with transportation planning, programming and 

implementation agencies such as Caltrans, Riverside County 

Transportation Commission, Western Riverside Council of 

Governments, Coachella Valley Association of Governments, and 

the cities of Riverside County on various studies relating to freeway, 

high occupancy vehicle/high occupancy toll lanes, and 

transportation corridor planning, construction, and improvement in 

order to facilitate the planning and Implementation of an integrated 

circulation system. (AI 50) 

C 7.5 Partner with government agencies and authorities to provide for 

improvements and alternative transportation corridors to Orange 

County. (AI 50) 

C 7.6  Support the development of a new internal East-West CETAP Corridor in 

conjunction with a new Orange County CETAP connection.  Such corridor(s) 

would be constructed simultaneously to avoid further congestion on the I-15 

Freeway.  Or, in the alternative, the East-West Corridor would be constructed 

simultaneously with major capacity enhancements on the State Route 

91, between Pierce St the counties of Riverside and the Orange.  y line, 

and the capacity improvement of the 15 (north) to westbound 91 overpass. 

C 7.7  Support the analysis of the feasibility of a developing Pigeon Pass Road 

and Reche Canyon Road as four-lane facilities to link the Moreno Valley area 

and San Bernardino County.  extension as part of the Moreno Valley to San 

Bernardino County CETAP Corridor. 

C 7.8 Collaborate with all incorporated cities and all adjacent counties to 

implement and integrate right-of-way requirements and 

improvement standards for General Plan roads that cross 

jurisdictional boundaries. Detailed procedures have been developed 

and include the following: 
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 For development under the County jurisdiction but within 

the sphere of influence (SOI) of a city having roadway 

standards different from the County, city and County staff 

will cooperate and agree on a reasonable choice of design 

standards for the particular circumstances involved, and 

negotiate logical transitions from city to County standards.  

 In general, for such development under County jurisdiction 

but within the SOI of an incorporated jurisdiction, city 

standards should apply if the staffs concur that annexation 

to the City will logically occur in the short to intermediate 

range future. Where annexation seems doubtful into the 

long term future, County standards should apply.  

 Transition areas at meeting points of roadways designed to 

differing city and County standards or differing functional 

classifications should be individually designed to facilitate 

satisfactory operational and safety performance.  Further, 

the County should update the road standards to reflect the 

intent of this policy and standards agreed upon by the 

County and other local agencies. (AI 4, 50) 

C 7.9 Review development applications in cooperation with RCTC and as 

appropriate, to identify the precise location of CETAP corridors and 

act to preserve such areas from any permanent encroachments, 

pending dedication or acquisition.  Coordinate with RCTC to evaluate 

and update the CETAP corridors periodically as conditions warrant.  (AI 50) 

Per recent correspondence with the RCTC, CETAP Corridor B (the tunnel concept linking 

the Counties of Riverside and Orange) is included in the SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS. However, it 

is an unconstrained project, meaning that it has no identified funding source. Further, a 

Strategic Plan is needed to determine alignments, scope and constructability of such 

development. As such, there is insufficient data available at the present time to plot a specific 

location. 

Comment 29.20 The comment argues that the removal of the CETAP corridors is inconsistent with the 

MSHCP, and that if they are removed from GPA No. 960 the acreage needed to mitigate for 

the corridors should be removed from the MSHCP and mitigation fees reduced accordingly. 

The 2003 Circulation Plan – Figure C-1 contains a general note regarding the Orange County 

Corridor in the area of the Cajalco Road/I-15 interchange. While this corridor had no precise 

alignment shown in the adopted plan, several alignment alternatives were under study at the 

time beginning in the area of the Cajalco Road/I-15 interchange and proceeding westerly to 
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join with State Route 241 in Orange County. Based upon the MIS and Locally Preferred 

Strategy adopted by both RCTC and OCTA (See Response 29.19, above), the RCTC may yet 

find a viable alternative for this corridor. MSHCP coverage for such corridor improvements 

will be critical. 

Also, even though the RCTC is not actively pursuing a CETAP Corridor for the 

Cajalco/Ramona Corridor westerly of I-215, the GPA No. 960 continues to designate Cajalco 

Road as an Expressway between I-215 and El Sobrante Road, and designates El Sobrante 

Road from Cajalco Road westerly as an Urban Arterial. Thus, there has been no reduction in 

the MSHCP coverage needed for this facility in its ultimate configuration. 

Comment 29.21 This comment is duly noted. This comment provides background information relative the 

Riverside County Vision Statement from the 2003 General Plan. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.22 The comment states that a north-south CETAP corridor is needed for intra-county travel and 

that the alternative, as approved by USFWS, does not satisfy this need. The north-south 

corridor included in the 2003 General Plan and retained in the current proposal includes the 

re-alignment of State Route 79 through the Hemet-San Jacinto Valley as a freeway level facility. 

The remainder of State Route 79 from I-10 in Beaumont to I-15 in Temecula is designated as 

an Expressway. 

While the upgrade of Washington Street/Anza Road to State Route 79 South was discussed 

as part of the CETAP/RCIP planning effort, it was never considered for adoption as part of 

the 2003 General Plan. The Washington Street/Anza Road alignment is designated in the both 

the 2003 General Plan and the current proposal as either an Arterial or Major Highway. Draft 

EIR No. 521’s analysis of GPA No. 960 reflects these designations. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.23 The comment states that an east-west CETAP corridor is needed for intra-county travel and 

states that while there are no planning studies at present for westerly portion of the Mid-

County Parkway, this segment is still included in the RCTC Regional Transportation Plan and 

thus should not be removed from GPA No. 960.  

While the RCTC is not actively pursuing a CETAP Corridor for the Cajalco/ Ramona 

Corridor westerly of I-215, the Riverside County General Plan continues to designate Cajalco 

Road as an Expressway between I-215 and El Sobrante Road, and designates El Sobrante 
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Road from Cajalco Road westerly as an Urban Arterial. (See Responses 29.19 and 29.20, 

above). 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.24 The comment is duly noted. The comment states that Cajalco Road cannot be upgraded to 

meet Caltrans standards. 

Cajalco Road as designated in GPA No. 960 is not on the current Cajalco Road alignment. In 

the area around Lake Mathews, the existing Cajalco Road alignment is shown on Figure C-1 

of the GPA No. 960 in grey as a local road to distinguish it from the General Plan alignment 

which is located further south on a new alignment. Preliminary engineering studies have shown 

that a facility can be designed in this location to meet the appropriate standards in this roadway. 

Comment 29.25 The comment is duly noted. The comment provides background information and argues the 

need for the Riverside County-Orange County Corridor. (See Response 29.19, above). This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.26 This comment is duly noted. The comment argues that transit service alone is insufficient to 

satisfy the travel demand between Riverside County and Orange County, and that the 

Riverside County-Orange County Corridor is needed in to further relieve traffic congestion. 

Please refer to Response 19.4 and Comment Letter No. 17.5 through 17.7 for additional 

information regarding the Irvine-Corona expressway.   

Comment 29.27 This comment is duly noted. This comment provides background information relative to the 

Riverside County-San Bernardino County Corridor. (See Response 29.19, above.) This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.28 This comment is duly noted. The comment recommends that the RCTC should reinstate the 

East-West Corridor and that it should be retained in GPA No. 960. (See Responses 29.19, 

29.20 and 29.23, above). This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  
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Comment 29.29 The comment is duly noted and the County appreciates the citation to opinions from the Press 

Enterprise. The comment recommends that the existing Circulation Element Policy C 7.6 be 

retained. The policy revision, as proposed, supports the RCTC’s current strategy. (See 

Responses 29.19, 29.20, 29.23, 29.24 and 29.25, above). This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 29.30 The comment is duly noted. The comment suggests that the Riverside County-Orange County 

Corridor should be added to the Circulation Plan Figure C-1. (See Responses 29.19, 29.20, 

29.23, 29.24, 29.25 and 29.29, above). This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 29.31 This comment is duly noted. The comment suggests resuming planning for the Moreno Valley 

to San Bernardino Corridor. (See Responses 29.19 and 29.27, above). This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted.  

Comment 29.32 This comment is duly noted. This comment suggests that planning and right of way acquisition 

for the CETAP corridors should be reflected in the SCAG RTP. (See Response 29.19, above). 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.33 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter. 

Responses to specific comments are provided above, and no further response is required. 

Comment 29.34 This comment is duly noted. This comment supports the I-10 Bypass as described in the Pass 

Area Plan. The I-10 Bypass is included in the Circulation Element as proposed. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.35 This comment is duly noted. This comment provides further support for the East-West 

Corridor/Orange County Corridor and notes that these projects could be privately planned, 

designed, constructed and financed. This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 
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Comment 29.36 The comment is duly noted. This comment further argues the need for all four of the original 

CETAP corridors. Please refer to Responses 19.4, 29.19, 29.20, 29.22, 29.23 and Comment 

Letter No. 17.5 through 17.7 for additional information regarding the Irvine-Corona 

expressway.  This comment provides only anecdotal references to potential impacts and does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted.  

Comment 29.37 The comment is duly noted. This comment stresses the need for adequate intra-county 

freeway infrastructure. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 29.38 The comment is duly noted. This comment provides background information regarding the 

effects of traffic congestion on air quality and human health. Refer to the responses below 

which address the Draft EIR’s analysis of air quality impacts to human health. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted.   

Comment 29.39 The Draft EIR analyzed air emissions impacts associated with exposing sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations.  This analysis includes a discussion of localized impacts 

that would occur from various sources including intersection congestion.  It should be noted 

that CEQA does not require analysis of air quality impacts based on LOS information.  The 

analysis of carbon monoxide (CO) emissions with respect to localized hot spots is the typical 

reasoning for the inclusion of this level of analysis.  However, the air quality monitoring by 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) have not seen CO emissions 

exceed the state or regulatory standards in over a decade.  Additionally, the County is not 

aware of any project, General Plan or otherwise, that has resulted in a localized CO hotspot 

in over a decade within the GPA No. 960 area.  Therefore, the analysis was not warranted or 

included as part of the EIR. 

Comment 29.40 The Draft EIR analyzed air emissions impacts associated with exposing sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations under Impact Statement 4.6.D.  The Draft EIR 

determined that the future development of numerous projects would incrementally contribute 

to air emissions affecting sensitive receptors.  Thus, it is possible that the project would result 

in cumulatively significant impacts to sensitive receptors, even if individual projects were each 

less than significant.  Without project-specific information, it is not possible to conclude that 

air pollutant emissions resulting from construction activities would be adequately reduced to 

the point that sensitive receptors are not exposed to substantial concentrations of air 

pollutants, and thus a significant and unavoidable impact may result.  
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Comment 29.41 During the recirculation of the Draft EIR Document, an extensive discussion of the potential 

health effects resulting from the criteria pollutants that are anticipated to exceed the LST 

thresholds was added to the document and thoroughly describes these impacts on pages 4.6-

74 through 4.6-78. Because of the various types and locations of individual projects to be 

developed under GPA No. 960, the large geographical scope of the Project, the identification 

of specific health impacts to any one sensitive receptor would be speculative at this time.  As 

discussed in Response 28.27, speculative impacts are not required to be analyzed under 

CEQA.  Therefore, the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts to sensitive receptors to the 

reasonable extent considering the speculative nature of this impact.   

Comment 29.42 GPA No. 960 has provided extensive data and analysis to meet the standards under CEQA of 

providing the decision makers with substantial evidence in order to evaluate the potential 

physical environmental impacts causes by the Project.  Also refer to Responses 29.39 through 

29.41, above, regarding the adequacy of potential air quality impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 29.43 While the goal of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 is to reduce impacts to the furthest 

extent possible, compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards is not necessary 

for project approval.  The thresholds set by the air districts are meant for individual projects 

so that when cumulatively combined, the total projects would not negatively impact the air 

quality within the respective districts.  While used at the planning level, these thresholds are 

highly conservative and the majority of planning level documents exceed these project level 

thresholds.  It should be noted that the Draft EIR conservatively uses the SCAQMD project 

level thresholds for the programmatic analysis of the General Plan Update in absence of 

programmatic thresholds.  Regardless, the lead agency must weigh the benefits of a project 

against any potential impacts and make their approval based on what is best for the community 

as a whole.  Therefore, not meeting a less than significant impact levels does not preclude a 

project from being approved. Furthermore, the County has included all feasible mitigation for 

the Project, as defined by §15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Comment 29.44 The comment is duly noted. This comments suggests that the proposed changes to the LOS 

policy will increase traffic congestion and adversely affect traffic operations. Refer to 

responses 29.12 and 29.16 above for a detailed discussion related to the impacts associated 

with the LOS change within the County. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 29.45 The comment is duly noted. This comment suggests that emergency response times will be 

worsened as a result of GPA No. 960’s proposed LOS downgrades. 

The California Vehicle Code Section 21806 states as follows:  
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“Upon the immediate approach of an authorized emergency vehicle which is 

sounding a siren and which has at least one lighted lamp exhibiting red light that is 

visible, under normal atmospheric conditions, from a distance of 1,000 feet to the 

front of the vehicle, the surrounding traffic shall, except as otherwise directed by a 

traffic officer, do the following: 

(a) (1) Except as required under paragraph (2), the driver of every other vehicle shall 

yield the right-of-way and shall immediately drive to the right-hand edge or curb of 

the highway, clear of any intersection, and thereupon shall stop and remain stopped 

until the authorized emergency vehicle has passed.  (2) A person driving a vehicle in 

an exclusive or preferential use lane shall exit that lane immediately upon determining 

that the exit can be accomplished with reasonable safety. 

(b) The operator of every street car shall immediately stop the street car, clear of any 

intersection, and remain stopped until the authorized emergency vehicle has passed. 

(c) All pedestrians upon the highway shall proceed to the nearest curb or place of 

safety and remain there until the authorized emergency vehicle has passed.” 

As such, all vehicles and pedestrians are required to yield to emergency vehicles responding to 

an emergency call with red lights and sirens. In addition, many traffic signals are now equipped 

with systems to recognize emergency vehicles an adjust signal time to grant emergency vehicles 

priority intersection passage. Thus, even though the proposed LOS policy change may result 

in an increase in the allowed average vehicle delay at signalized intersections, it should not 

adversely affect emergency response times as emergency vehicles are not required to wait in 

the queue when responding to emergency calls. 

In addition, the construction of the new roads and connecting road segments proposed under 

GPA No. 960 would actually improve access to and from some of the more remote portions 

of the County, which would further facilitate evacuations and emergency responses. Also,  the 

Land Use policies proposed under GPA No. 960 would ensure that new development 

contribute funds to be used to provide necessary fire and emergency response services and 

that such facilities are constructed in a timely manner to ensure adequate protection of the 

people and property of Riverside County. 

Comment 29.46 Appendix EIR-4, Traffic Study, contains the technical data used to determine GPA 960’s 

impacts to public services. Buildout accommodated by GPA No. 960 would not have 

significant impacts to public services. Current and proposed policies require provisions for 

adequate emergency access, and Project compliance with existing laws, rules, regulations, 

policies, and design standards would be sufficient to ensure that this impact is less than 

significant. Additionally, Policy C 3.24, below, is proposed by GPA No. 960 to prevent traffic 

impacts to emergency response vehicles.  
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Policy C 3.24:   Provide a street network with quick and efficient routes for 

emergency vehicles, meeting necessary street widths, turn-around 

radius, secondary access, and other factors as determined by the 

Transportation Department in consultation with the Fire 

Department and other emergency service providers. 

Comment 29.47 The commenter notes a number of concerns related to the impact of the LOS changes within 

the County, and potential impacts to public services (specifically emergency services). Potential 

impacts to these services are analyzed throughout the EIR, including analysis of Parks (Section 

4.16), Public Facilities (Section 4.17), Traffic and Circulation (Section 4.16), and Water 

Resources (4.19). Furthermore, Appendix EIR-4, Traffic Study, contains the technical data used 

to determine GPA No. 960’s impacts to transportation services. The County used the data 

provided in the Traffic Study to determine that there would be less than significant impacts in 

emergency response times with respect to the LOS downgrade.  Impact 4.18.H identifies that 

compliance with existing laws, rules, regulations, policies, and design standards would be 

sufficient to ensure that GPA No. 960 would have less than significant impacts on emergency 

vehicle access. Additionally, updated Policy C 3.24, above, will ensure that impacts to 

emergency vehicle access as a result of GPA No. 960 are less than significant.  

Comment 29.48 This comment is duly noted. The commenter summarizes portions of the CEQA Guidelines, 

however no support or explanation is included in the comment noting what section the 

commenter feels there may be a deficiency. Although the comment notes specific concerns in 

regards to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as a summary to the comments addressed 

in more detail in the previous sections of the letter. Refer to the responses above which address 

the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 29.49 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as a summary to the comments addressed in more detail 

in the previous sections of the letter. Refer to the responses above which address the in-depth 

explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 29.50 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it does not provide support for the listed concerns within the 

section and it serves as a summary to the comments addressed in more detail in the previous 

sections of the letter. Refer to the responses above which address the in-depth explanation of 

concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 29.51 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and Draft 

EIR process. The commenter asserts that the EIR does not provide adequate thresholds of 

significance. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, §15064.7(a), each threshold of significance is 

“…an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental 

effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will normally be determined to be 

significant by the agency and compliance with which means the effect normally will be 
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determined to be less than significant.” The thresholds within the EIR have fully met these 

requirements. While the commenter notes concerns about the thresholds of significance, no 

specific sections are noted. Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further 

response is required. 

Comment 29.52 This comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that the new LOS policy fails to provide 

any “identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental 

effect.” This comment is seemingly a reaction to the following new language added to Policy 

C 2.1: 

“Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion by 

virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets in order to 

balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and costs, 

provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully evaluate the 

impacts of such approval.  Any such approval must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, 

make specific findings to support the decision, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations. (AI 

3)” 

This language was added to the County’s LOS policy to state what is, in fact, already in effect.  

The Riverside County Board of Supervisors as well as the governing boards and/or councils 

of all other local jurisdictions within the State of California, do have the flexibility and authority 

to approve a project that cannot satisfy the minimum LOS target. The policy language goes 

on to state under what conditions the Board might consider such an approval. This portion 

of the policy in no way negates the LOS targets also presented in the policy, but acknowledges 

the need, on occasion,  to balance competing interests for the public good. (See also Responses 

25.7 and 108.2). 

Comment 29.53 The comment is duly noted. This comment restates a portion of the proposed LOS policy, 

but fails to note that much of the area targeted for LOS “D” under the new policy language is 

already targeted for LOS “D” under the current policy language. Refer to responses 29.12 and 

29.16 above. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 29.54 The comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that Draft EIR No. 521 fails to define 

levels of significance for traffic impacts by failing to provide objective standards. On the 

contrary, the Draft EIR and the policies contained in GPA No. 960 contain very specific 

criteria for determining significance. The traffic impacts of the GPA No. 960 have analyzed 

in light of these policies. Section 4.18.4 provides the following discussion of transportation 

and circulation impacts: 

“A proposed project would result in a significant impact to the circulation system if it 

would: 
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A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing a measure of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 

modes of transportation, including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 

relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to 

intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 

transit. 

B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 

limited to level of service targets and travel demand measures, or other targets 

established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads and 

highways. 

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels 

or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. 

D. Alter waterborne, rail or air traffic.  

E. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).” 

Draft EIR No. 521 Tables 4.18-K through 4.18-T all present detailed, quantitative analysis of 

the impacts associated with the transportation and circulation impacts associated with GPA 

No. 960. In addition, Appendix EIR-4, Traffic Study, provides even more detail on this subject. 

Comment 29.55 The comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to provide any 

LOS or VMT standards to identify thresholds of significance. This is incorrect. LOS targets 

are clearly identified in Circulation Policy C 2.1, as follows: 

“The following minimum target levels of service have been designated for the review of development 

proposals in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County with respect to transportation impacts on 

roadways designated in the Riverside County Circulation Plan (Figure C-1) which are currently 

County maintained, or are intended to be accepted into the County maintained roadway system: 

LOS C shall apply to all development proposals in any area of the Riverside County not located 

within the boundaries of an Area Plan, as well those areas located within the following Area Plans: 

REMAP, Eastern Coachella Valley, Desert Center, and Palo Verde Valley. 

LOS D shall apply to all development proposals located within any of the following Area Plans: 

Eastvale, Jurupa, Temescal Canyon, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, Elsinore, Mead Valley, 

Highgrove, Reche Canyon/Badlands, Lakeview/Nuevo, Sun City/Menifee Valley, Harvest 

Valley/Winchester, Southwest Area, The Pass, San Jacinto Valley, and Western Coachella 

Valley. 
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LOS E may be allowed by the Board of Supervisors within designated areas where transit-oriented 

development and walkable communities are proposed. 

Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion by 

virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets in order to 

balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and costs, 

provided an Environmental 

Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully evaluate the impacts of such approval. Any 

such approval must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, make specific findings to support the 

decision, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations. (AI 3)” 

While the policy makes provisions for exceptions, the areas targeted for LOS “C” or “D” were 

evaluated based upon this criteria alone and assumed no exceptions. 

With respect to VMT, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is in the process 

of developing guidelines to evaluate traffic impacts under CEQA utilizing VMT as the 

preferred analysis methodology. Draft guidelines have been circulated for comment, but are 

not yet at a state of completion to provide definitive guidance.14 In fact, the intent of OPR is 

to remove LOS completely from the State CEQA Guidelines as a potential significant physical 

environmental impact. Regardless, the Draft EIR does present data evaluating the Project’s 

VMT, as shown in Table 4.18-K. The proposed Project shows an overall reduction in VMT 

as well as a per capita reduction when compared to the current General Plan. 

While not written from the standpoint of the VMT, the LOS policy changes presented in GPA 

No. 960/Draft EIR No. 521 are supportive of the new analysis methods for transportation 

impacts and are intended to be compliant with the new VMT standards required by OPR upon 

their release.  As the OPR VMT guidelines have not undergone final approval, there is nothing 

in the current General Plan LOS Policies, as proposed, that would pose a significant conflict 

with the draft OPR guidelines currently available at this time. 

Comment 29.56 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. However, the County disagrees 

entirely with the statement that GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 do not provide sufficient 

analysis and details under CEQA. This comment provides general information.  Responses to 

specific comments are provided above; no further response is required. 

                                                 
14 Senate Bill No. 743 (SB 743) was adopted in September 2013 to make changes to the California Environmental Quality Act for 
projects located in transit-oriented development. Under SB 743, the OPR must develop updates to the CEQA Guidelines addressing 
the use of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) opposed to Level of Service (LOS) in CEQA Analysis. For more information on SB 743, 
please visit the following link:http://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php 
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Comment Letter No. 30:  Property Owner’s Association of Riverside 
County Addendum 

Note: Also refer to Comment Letter No. 29, which also addresses the development of CETAP corridors. 

Comment 30.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 30.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 30.3 This comment is duly noted. The comment provides suggested edits to the GPA No. 960 

language regarding the CETAP corridors and requests that the number of corridors being 

examined for right-of-way preservation be revised to read four corridors instead of three, and 

that the Riverside County to Orange County corridor be added to the discussion. The current 

discussion of this corridor as included in the GPA No. 960 is correct. As such, the suggested 

changes will not be made at this time. This comment does not identify a specific concern with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). See Responses 14.13, 29.19 and 29.20. 

Comment 30.4 This comment is duly noted. The comment provides edits to the GPA No. 960 language 

regarding the renumbering of Figure C-4 to Figure C-5. The figures within the Circulation 

Element are numbered to reflect the editing process taken by the County throughout GPA 

No. 960. This includes the removal of Figure C-3.  As such, the figure numbering is correct. 

This comment is duly noted. The comment also provides suggested edits to the GPA No. 960 

language regarding the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor. The current discussion of 

this corridor as included in the GPA No. 960 is correct as it identifies the northerly alignment 

as shown in the Lake Mathews Area Plan and the southerly corridor alignment currently being 

studied. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). See Responses 14.13, 29.19 and 29.20. 

Comment 30.5 This comment is duly noted. The comment provides suggested edits to the GPA No. 960 

language regarding the Riverside County to Orange County Corridor. The current discussion 

of this corridor as included in the GPA No. 960 is correct, as Riverside County is no longer 

proposing Policy C 7.6 to develop an Orange County CETAP corridor, and instead has shifted 

its focus to providing major capacity enhancements to State Route 91. However, Policy C 7.5 
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is still proposed to support government-to-government partnerships to provide 

improvements and alternative transportation corridors to Orange County.  

This comment also suggests additional text edits with respect to the Moreno Valley to San 

Bernardino corridor, the Winchester to Temecula corridor, and the SR 79 Realignment. All of 

these facilities are discussed in the GPA No. 960 documents and reflect the current status as 

provided by the RCTC. As such, the suggested revisions will not be added at this time. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 30.6 This comment is duly noted. The comment provides suggested edits to the GPA No. 960 

language regarding editing an “in” to an “on” in reference to Figure C-1. There is no need to 

make the requested change, as the edit does not impact the analysis of Draft EIR No. 521. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 30.7 This comment is duly noted. This comment restates a portion of the General Plan text, but 

makes no apparent editing recommendations. As such, this comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 30.8 This comment is duly noted. The comment provides suggested edits to the GPA No. 960 

language regarding Circulation Policy C 7.6. The suggested policy revision recommends 

restoring some of the prior policy language supporting an internal east-west corridor and a 

new connection to Orange County. The revision also seeks to encourage the private planning, 

design, construction and financing of these corridors. While the author’s suggestion is valid, 

there has been no public vetting of this concept, and it would be premature for the County to 

adopt such a policy contrary to the course currently being pursued by the RCTC. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 30.9 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. However, the County disagrees 

that the comments raise substantive deficiencies or that redrafting is required. The Draft EIR 

provides substantive information and details for meaningful public review and fosters 
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informed decision making.  This comment provides general information. Responses to 

specific comments are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 31:  Residents Association of Greater Lake 
Mathews (RAGLM) 

Comment 31.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. By their nature, General Plans and Zoning designations are subject to change based 

upon changing demographics and population growth. This comment pertains to the General 

Plan, which will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not 

warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 32:  Sierra Club, Moreno Valley Group 

Comment 32.1 Refer to Response 28.4.  The comment only appears to include anecdotal and unsupported 

arguments. The reductions for cars and trucks are currently being implemented through State 

law and CARB Scoping Plan early action measures.  For example, the Pavley fuel standards 

(AB 1493) and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (pursuant to Executive Order S-01-07) are 

currently being implemented.  The GHG emissions reduction programs described in Chapter 

4 of the CAP include performance standards that require specific reduction levels are met and 

CAP Appendix E provides the references and assumptions for the reductions that were 

applied to each measure.  The CAP reduction measures would also be implemented through 

the Screening Tables and would continue to reduce GHG emissions from new development. 

The Draft EIR does not review or request approval for the Villages at Lakeview project.  The 

Villages at Lakeview is a separate project from GPA No. 960 and, as such, requires its own 

environmental analysis and documentation.  Additionally, the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan 

does not include the Villages at Lakeview project.  The land use policies decisions are also 

unrelated to the Villages at Lakeview and were not developed to facilitate any specific project.   

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachments provided with the Comment Letter. 

The material in the attachments generally relate to claims made within the letter. As such, the 

attachments do not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521 or 

any environmental issues. Therefore, the attachments do not warrant any further response as 

part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). The County thanks you 

for your participation in the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report public 

review period. No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 33:  San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club (Via 
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger) 

Note: Refer to Attachment A, Comment Letter Attachments, to view the full materials provided and referenced by the commenter.  

Comment 33.1 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 33.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more detail in the 

following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below which address the concerns listed 

in the letter.   

Comment 33.3 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 33.4 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. The comment focuses on opinions regarding the General Plan and how 

future growth in the County should continue. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 33.5 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 33.6 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more 

detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below which address the 

in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.  However, the County disagrees that the 

Draft EIR failed to analyze all environmental impacts and incorporate feasible mitigation 

suitable for this level of review. CEQA does not require a lead agency to analyze every 
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imaginable mitigation measure. Instead, the lead agency shall focus on mitigation measures 

that are feasible, practical, and effective.  

Comment 33.7 This comment is duly noted. The Draft EIR considers all feasible alternatives and mitigation 

as required by CEQA. As required pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 

the EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to a project or to the location of a 

project which could feasibly attain its basic objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the significant effects of the project. Draft EIR No. 521 evaluated a total of six 

alternatives which included various land use scenarios (refer to Chapter 6, Alternatives), in 

which the County considered modifications to land use designations, densities, and intensities 

of alternative build out scenarios. Build out of the General Plan, as it would occur if updated 

pursuant to GPA No. 960, would have significant, unavoidable adverse impacts to agriculture, 

air quality, noise, transportation and traffic, water supplies, and growth inducement, in 

addition to a variety of other cumulatively considerable effects. As indicated in Table 6.0-A of 

Chapter 6, the Reduced Rural Villages Alternative was found to address the widest span of 

project impacts with the fewest new significant environmental impacts within unincorporated 

Riverside County. All of the other alternatives were determined to have substantial new and/or 

greater impacts than the proposed Project, as well as areas of lessened impacts.  

Through the alternatives analysis provided in Draft EIR No. 521, the County determined that 

two alternatives would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project in terms of 

providing a scenario for guiding ultimate build out of the Riverside County General Plan. The 

No Build/No Growth Alternative met only a single Project objective. Refer also to Response 

25.7, 33.76, 33.81, 33.82, 33.83, 33.84, 33.85, and 33.86. The Reduced Rural Villages 

Alternative would result in significant adverse environmental impacts; however, this 

alternative addressed the widest range of Project impacts with the fewest new significant 

impacts. It would not, however, meet more than two of the stated Project objectives. As a 

result of the alternatives analysis, it was determined that the proposed Project (GPA No. 960) 

remained the preferred Project as it would achieve all of the stated Project objectives while 

minimizing, to the extent feasible, the significant, unavoidable environmental impacts. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR considered an adequate number of alternatives, each with a different 

land use scenario of land use designations and intensities; however, as explained above, none 

of these alternatives were determined to provide a scenario superior to the proposed Project.  

All sections of Draft EIR No. 521 were considered the requirements outlined by Section 

15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which outline the requirements for mitigation to be 

incorporated into the Draft EIR. Due to the programmatic nature of the documents, 

mitigation adopted for the Draft EIR contains a similar scope and specificity to the policies 

developed within GPA No. 960, as required under CEQA. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR evaluated an adequate range of alternatives and mitigation required 

for the Project pursuant to the CEQA guidelines.  
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Comment 33.8 The policies identified in GPA No. 960 are intended to guide future development within the 

County. Such policies shall be implemented by the County, and future development shall 

demonstrate compliance with all policies applicable to the improvements or actions proposed. 

Details for implementing policies in GPA No. 960 are contained in the Implementation 

Program in the form of action items (See Appendix K). The policies identified are intended 

to reduce, minimize, and/or avoid potential effects of development as build out of the General 

Plan continues to occur in future years; however, not all policies are applicable to all 

development scenarios. Additionally, adherence to such policies and programs would be 

evaluated for appropriateness for future public and private development, as considered by the 

County, in addition to regulations imposed for new development by other affected agencies.  

As such, the policies identified in the General Plan are considered adequate for mitigation 

purposes under CEQA; however, a number of environmental impacts would remain 

significant and unavoidable even with their implementation. 

Comment 33.9 As stated in Section 4.1.2, Assumptions and Methodology for Projections, of the Draft EIR, 

“During preparation of the initial (2003) RCIP General Plan, a number of statistical analyses 

were performed to determine the most appropriate build out results for the purposes of 

environmental analysis. Through such analysis, it was determined that the midrange 

projections would be most representative of a reasonably foreseeable future build out. Mid-

range projections are utilized because the installation of required infrastructure (e.g., roads and 

utilities), as well as the presence of environmental constraints (e.g., fault hazard zones, 

floodways, steep high fire hazard areas, etc.), generally preclude maximum development of 

vacant lands. Midrange projections are a realistic approximation of the population, dwelling 

unit, and employment growth that results from implementation of the General Plan that also 

reflect a conservative approach that does not underestimate impacts.”  The General Plan is 

intended to serve as a guideline for future development within the unincorporated County 

over the next several decades, and certain assumptions were required to be made in 

preparation of the growth patterns anticipated with implementation of the Plan. As described 

in the excerpt from Draft EIR No. 521 above, utilization of a midrange population projection 

is considered appropriate for future conditions analyzed in Draft EIR No. 521.  The 

commenter is merely adding their opinion regarding the adequacy of the project description. 

No further response is necessary. 

Comment 33.10 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 33.9, above. Although the comment notes 

specific concerns in regards to the adequacy of the EIR, it serves as an introduction to the 

comments addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer also to the 

responses below which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 33.11 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 33.9, above. Although the comment notes 

specific concerns in regards to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to 

the comments addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. Most of the 

comment merely recites various CEQA cases, with limited support for their relevance to the 

EIR under consideration. As described in response 33.9 above, the General Plan is intended 
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to serve as a guideline for future development within the unincorporated County over the next 

several decades. Due to the extended timeline associated with a General Plan, as opposed to 

a Specific Plan or other project specific document, certain assumptions were required to 

accurately analyze the growth patterns anticipated as a result of the implementation of the SPA 

No. 960. A mid-range growth projection, as utilized in Draft EIR No. 521, was determined to 

be the most appropriate build out assumption as a result of the statistical analyses performed 

during the preparation of the original (2003) RCIP General Plan.  

As described in General Plan Appendix E-1 (Socioeconomic Build-Out Assumptions and 

Methodology), “a key assumption in understanding the magnitude of [land use] projections is 

that the projections reflect a theoretical build-out of all unincorporated areas, rather than what 

is likely to appear on the ground over the next 50 years.” The midrange land use data utilized 

in Draft EIR No. 521 is a demonstration of planned County capacity, not necessarily the 

precise location and specific buildout conditions that would exist at that future date. However, 

since the location in which a given population settles is, in part, affected by this available land 

use capacity, the data nevertheless provides an important perspective on the land use changes 

and potential capacity expected in Riverside County over the long-term. For these reasons, the 

midpoint assumptions were determined to be the most appropriate for use in estimating future 

theoretical build out while also accounting for the variables that impact development as it 

undergoes the site-specific environmental and entitlement processes. The projections used in 

GPA No. 960, and subsequent analysis within Draft EIR No. 521, are intended to best 

represent final buildout for long-range planning purposes, as a 100 percent of the County is 

speculative and would overestimate impacts associated with GPA No. 960.    

Comment 33.12 This comment is duly noted. GPA No. 960 utilizes a mid-range growth projection as it was 

determined to be the most appropriate statistical model for analyzing the future growth of the 

County during the preparation of the original (2003) RCIP General Plan.  Using a full-buildout 

statistical model would be erroneous, as future development accommodated by the General 

Plan would be dependent on a number of outside factors that ultimately would preclude 100 

percent development of the County. The analysis of the General Plan buildout, includes a 

number of variables in order to account for the constraints that may be encountered at the 

project level that would reduce the development allowed on a parcel. These assumptions are 

fully explained within Appendix E-1 of GPA No. 960. These population projection 

assumptions have been further refined since the 2003 General Plan Update for analyze 

population growth more accurately within the County. A full-buildout statistical model for the 

future growth of the County would produce an an artificially inflated and speculative analysis 

that would greatly reduce the accuracy of the analysis within Draft EIR No. 521.  As such, a 

mid-range buildout scenario is most appropriate for Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis of GPA No. 

960. For further discussion regarding the assumptions used within the buildout analysis, refer 

to Responses 33.9 and 33.11, above.  

Comment 33.13 The General Plan and Draft EIR provide guidance as to how future development within the 

County would occur under the General Plan and the potential effects of such development on 
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the existing environment. As stated by the commenter, GPA No. 960 provides all of the 

changes proposed to the Area Plans and significant data discussing the changes under the 

General Plan. The Area Plans are intended to provide a more detailed understanding of how 

development within the affected Area Plans would occur, as existing and proposed conditions 

are varied for each, and to enhance the discussion of overall future growth within the County.     

Figure 4.2.4 (Current General Plan Land Use Foundations) shows the existing land use 

distribution within the County. The proposed distribution of land uses with the Draft EIR, 

consistent with that proposed with the General Plan (GPA No. 960), is shown in Figure 4.2.7 

(Proposed General Plan Countywide Land Use.)  

Table 4.2-G (Land Uses Under Existing General Plan and Proposed Project) shows a 

breakdown of the existing, proposed, and overall net change in acreage within each General 

Plan land use category that would occur with implementation of GPA No. 960. Table 4.2-H 

(Proposed Land Use Changes Associated with GPA No. 960) provides a breakdown of land 

uses and existing land uses within overlays and how such land use designations would be 

altered by GPA No. 960 (and the associated theoretical build out of dwelling units). The 

identification of housing units approved but not built in the Draft EIR is not necessitated and 

is more relevant for discussion within the General Plan, as appropriate.   

Additionally, the Draft EIR analysis is based on the planned future growth of the County as 

identified and provided in the proposed General Plan (GPA No. 960). The planned 

distribution of future land uses within the County is identified in the General Plan and 

provides the conditions upon which the Draft EIR analysis is based, thereby influencing the 

potential environmental effects that will result with future build out.   

Comment 33.14 The Draft EIR considers the environmental issue areas that would potentially be impacted by 

build out of the General Plan, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  The 

programmatic Draft EIR, prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements, analyzes the 

potential effects of future build out of land uses under the proposed General Plan. Such an 

analysis considers the potential impacts of the land uses as anticipated, and mitigation is 

provided to reduce such impacts to the extent feasible. Build out of the General Plan is 

analyzed in the Draft EIR consistent with that proposed in the revised Plan. Although actual 

land uses may vary as future development occurs on individual lands, the Draft EIR provides 

analysis for the land uses authorized by the General Plan and does not defer such analysis to 

the future when individual projects are proposed; however, as site-specific development 

occurs and potentially differs from that anticipated with the proposed General Plan, such 

projects would be evaluated further under existing relevant plans and policies in place at the 

time of the proposed development, in accordance with CEQA and County requirements. As 

such, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR is considered adequate and relevant to that which 

would occur under the revised General Plan.  
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Comment 33.15 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 33.14, above. The Draft EIR provides 

substantial analysis and incorporates all feasible mitigation as it relates to the approval of GPA 

No. 960 in order to provide meaningful public review and allow informed decision making. 

The analysis provides the most accurate and realistic assessment of the potential physical 

environmental impacts for the Project.   

Comment 33.16 Refer to Response 22.2.  As noted in the Draft EIR and CAP, the County uses 2008 as a 

baseline as this is the latest date that actual data was available at the time the analysis was 

prepared.  BAU refers to continued operations and development of Riverside County 

according to 2008 policies, without the inclusion of proposed reduction or sustainability 

initiatives as part of the CAP.  However, the CAP reduction target is still 15 percent below 

2008 baseline emissions, regardless of any projected levels.  Additionally, comparison to BAU 

projections is not a method identified by the CAP for project review.  The CAP Screening 

Tables provide guidance for the analysis of new development projects.   

As noted in the comment, Chapter 7 of the CAP outlines the implementation process, which 

includes staffing, financing, prioritizing, public participation, project review, monitoring and 

inventorying, and planning beyond 2020.  As such, implementation of the CAP is an involved 

process that goes beyond the actual document.   

As noted in the CAP, 2020 is only a milestone in GHG reduction planning.  The County of 

Riverside will commence planning for the post-2020 period starting in 2017, at the 

approximate midway point between plan implementation and the reduction target and after 

development of key ordinances and implementation of cost-effective measures.  At that point, 

Riverside County will have implemented the first two phases of the CAP and will have a better 

understanding of the effectiveness and efficiency of different reduction strategies and 

approaches.  The new plan will include a specific target for GHG reductions for future horizon 

years.  The targets will be consistent with broader state and federal reduction targets and with 

the scientific understanding of the needed reductions by 2050.  The County of Riverside will 

adopt the new plan by January 1, 2020. 

Comment 33.17 As noted in the comment, there is a typographical error in Draft EIR No. 521 Table 4.7-I, on 

Page 4.7-47.  It should be noted that although the subtotals for the reduced 2060 emissions 

were the same as the BAU emissions, the overall total provided the correct value.  Table 4.7-

I of the Draft EIR will be revised as follows: 
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Page 4.7-47:  

Source Category 
Net Total Emissions (Metric tons of CO2e)1 

2008 BAU 2060 Reduced 2060 

Transportation 2,850,520 10,338,870 10,338,870 5,443,323 

Energy 1,577,670 6,084,370 6,084,370 2,958,328 

Area Sources 269,180 721,400 721,400 318,463 

Water and Wastewater 152,470 382,870 382,870 238,612 

Solid Waste 132,670 703,890 703,890 353,115 

Agriculture 2,030,430 1,522,820 1,522,820 1,507,220 

Totals 7,012,940 19,754,220 10,819,060 

AB 32 Target2 

2050 Target3 

5,960,998 

1,192,200 

5,960,998 

1,192,200 

5,960,998 

1,192,200 

Comment 33.18 Refer to Responses 22.2, 22.3, 33.16, and 33.20.   The comment mischaracterizes the analysis 

and incorrectly states that the Draft EIR and CAP use a hypothetical future condition as a 

baseline. Draft EIR No. 521 and the CAP use 2008 as the baseline.  CEQA Guidelines 

15064.4(b)(1) requires a lead agency to consider the extent to which a project may increase or 

reduce GHG emissions compared to the existing environmental setting.  The reduction target 

for the CAP is 15 percent below existing 2008 baseline levels.  The basis for calculating 

baseline conditions does not include future hypothetical conditions.  It should be noted that 

the GHG emissions reduction of 25 percent below the BAU scenario referenced in Policy AQ 

18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 relates to the reduction required for new development 

and equates to the 15 percent below 2008 baseline levels.  As described above, the CAP and 

Draft EIR do not use a BAU approach to measure GHG impacts and, contrary to the 

comment, does not create illusory comparisons or “misleading hypothetical analysis.”  BAU 

emissions are provided for informational purposes, but the reduction target is relative to 2008 

(baseline) levels.  

The comment discusses various cases in support of the premise that BAU is not acceptable.  

However, the commenter brushes by the key differences in the cited cases, such as the fact 

that the court under Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley found the project used an 

unattainable and unlikely worst case scenario as the real reason the BAU analysis failed, as 

opposed to the appropriate use of BAU as a valid way to study and evaluate GHG emissions. 

In fact, the court affirmed the use of BAU for studying GHG emissions under Citizens for 

Responsible Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 

Cal.App.4th 327.      

Comment 33.19 Refer to Responses 22.2, 22.3, 33.16, and 33.18.  The CAP and Draft EIR do not use a BAU 

approach to measure GHG impacts.  The Draft EIR and CAP use 2008 as the baseline and 

the CAP reduction target is still 15 percent below 2008 baseline emissions, regardless of any 

projected levels.   
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Comment 33.20 Refer to Response 22.2 and 33.18, above, regarding BAU and baseline.  The DEIR and CAP 

use 2008 as the baseline.  The comment misinterprets the emissions inventories and reduction 

targets in the CAP and the Draft EIR.  BAU refers to the continued operations and 

development of Riverside County according to 2008 policies, without the inclusion of 

proposed reduction or sustainability initiatives as part of the CAP.  However, comparison to 

BAU projections is not a method identified by the CAP or Draft EIR for the significance 

determination or for future project review.  It should be noted that 25 percent below BAU 

only relates to the reductions for new development proposed as a discretionary project and 

equates to 15 percent reduction target below 2008 levels.  The 25 percent reduction from 2020 

BAU levels is provided for informational purposes to isolate the reductions just needed for 

future development projects.  Further reductions would be achieved with implementation of 

various initiatives by the state and other agencies including reductions from building retrofits 

and other implementation measures in the CAP (not associated with new development) that 

are not reflected in the 25 percent reduction from 2020 BAU levels.  Also refer to Response 

to Comment 22.4, above.  Comparison to BAU projections is not a method identified by the 

CAP for project review.  The CAP Screening Tables provide guidance for the analysis of 

development projects.  The Screening Tables provide a menu of reduction options.  If a 

project can obtain 100 points from the Screening Tables, the mitigated project would 

implement the necessary reduction measures to meet the goals of the CAP. 

As described above, neither the CAP nor the Draft EIR utilize the 2020 BAU scenario as the 

baseline against which to assess the significance of GHG emissions.  The CAP and Draft EIR 

use a reduction target of 15 percent below the 2008 baseline to evaluate GHG impacts 

associated with the General Plan Update.  This target is also used in the CAP Screening Tables 

to determine the significance of emissions from future development projects. 

The emissions reductions identified in the CAP and the Screening Tables include specific 

measures that clearly indicate the improvement that should be made in order to receive credit 

for the reduction.  The reduction quantifications are substantiated in the appendices of the 

CAP.  For example, several of the reductions from the Transportation Measures are based on 

the CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan or the CAPCOA document, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 

Mitigation Measures (August 2010).  The comment incorrectly states that there is no factual basis 

supporting the estimated emissions reductions from new development.  However, these 

conclusions are based on the emissions inventories and the reduction calculations provided 

within the CAP and appendices.  CAP Appendix D provides the GHG inventory calculations 

and sources, while Appendix E provides the calculation details for the reduction measures and 

the associated assumptions.  Therefore, the conclusions in the CAP and Draft EIR are not 

conclusory statements. 

Comment 33.21 Draft EIR No. 521 Section 4.7.5(C) provides an analysis of project consistency with Post 2020 

Emissions Reduction Targets, which includes an analysis of consistency with SB 375/SCAG’s 

RTP/SCS.  As described in the Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan (as updated pursuant 

to GPA No. 960) would comply with the policies, programs, and reduction measures set forth 
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in AB 32 and SB 375.  Specifically, the GHG analysis for 2035 was provided to demonstrate 

consistency with SB 375 and SCAG’s RTP/SCS.  Following SB 375, CARB set targets for the 

SCAG region to reduce emissions from passenger vehicles by 8 percent per capita by the year 

2020 and 13 percent per capita by the year 2035.  These percentages were calculated to be 

equivalent to 3.07 MT CO2e per capita in 2020 and 2.90 MT CO2e per capita in 2035.  The 

Draft EIR determined that with the Implementation Measures of the CAP, plus proposed new 

Mitigation Measures 4.7.A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2, per-capita emissions would be reduced to 2.46 

MTCO2e per person in 2020, which achieves and is, in fact, below the SB 375 target.  For 

2035, it would be 2.85 MTCO2e per person, which is also below the 2035 target.  Thus, the 

data presented in the Draft EIR demonstrate that the proposed CAP Implementation 

Measures and other revisions to the General Plan included as part of the project would be 

sufficient to ensure that new development is consistent with SB 375 and the SCAG RTP/SCS.  

Additionally, it should be noted that New Policy AQ 28.2 requires the County to implement 

programs to reduce GHG emissions in coordination with various SCAG planning efforts, 

including their Regional Blueprint Plan and RTP/SCS, which address SB 375 and would 

ensure consistency with SCAG’s RTP/SCS.  Therefore, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 

the proposed Project’s consistency with the applicable plans per State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.4(b)(3) and 15125(d). 

Comment 33.22 It should be noted that the County of Riverside is a member agency of the Western Riverside 

Council of Governments (WRCOG).  However, the WRCOG Subregional Climate Action 

Plan analyzed GHG emissions and reduction measures associated with 12 member agencies 

and did not include the County of Riverside since the County was preparing its own CAP at 

the same time.  The WRCOG Subregional CAP is relevant for the 12 member agencies that 

participated in that document.  However, as the WRCOG Subregional CAP only focused on 

the participating member agency areas, it does not overlap with the County’s CAP.  Therefore, 

the commenter is incorrect and the WRCOG Subregional CAP is not an applicable plan that 

would require a consistency analysis for the proposed project.   

Comment 33.23 The California Public Utilities Commissions (CPUC) and the California Energy Commission 

(CEC) have adopted the goal to achieve zero net energy building standards by 2020 for homes 

and 2030 for commercial buildings (i.e., the requirement for zero net energy homes will begin 

in 2020).  The CPUC and CEC have intended for these goals to be reached by 2020 and 2030 

through subsequent incremental updates to Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  

Therefore, these goals do not represent an applicable plan for the purposes of reducing GHG 

emissions (such as a CAP).  Additionally, Chapter 7 of the CAP outlines the implementation 

process, which includes planning beyond 2020.  As such, implementation of the CAP is an 

involved process that goes beyond the actual document and would be updated to per 

applicable regulatory changes.   

Comment 33.24 This comment describes the CAP Screening Tables and serves as an introduction to the 

comments addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter.  This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 
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specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Refer to the responses below 

which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 33.25 This comment requests revisions and additional detail in the CAP Screening Tables.  

Implementation Measure E2.A.1 requires projects to provide solar that offsets a certain 

percentage of the actual power consumption of the project.  It does not discuss or allow the 

nameplate capacity of the solar panels.   

The measures within the Screening Tables for the implementation of renewable energy have 

been revised to clarify that the actual expected output must achieve the reduction in order to 

be awarded the associated points.  The following subscript shall be added to define the term 

“total power” in Screening Table measures E2.A.1, E2.A.2, E6.A.1, and E6.A.2:  

(CAP) CEQA Thresholds and Screening Tables, Pages 8-9 and 15-16: 

“1The term total power refers to the actual, expected output from the facility implemented and not the potential 

capacity of facility.” 

The implementation of solar panels with respect to residential property and commercial 

property by the developers can be required through the implementation of the Screening 

Tables or County policies for new development.  Once that property is sold, it is up to the 

private owner to continue maintenance or replace the facilities as necessary.  This is beyond 

the control of the developers and therefore has not been included as part of the reduction 

measure.  Implementation of CAP policies for education and community participation will be 

instrumental in providing the knowledge private owners need in order to foster the ongoing 

maintenance and replacement of these facilities as necessary.  

Comment 33.26 The implementation measures and point assignments were determined based on the average 

level of implementation for various measures.  For example, the point allocations assume that 

charging stations may not be included in all residential units and that some charging stations 

may provide 120 volts while others may provide 240 volts.  As requested by the SCAQMD, 

the Screening Tables were tested with various project sizes and types and the point allocations 

matched the actual emissions reductions within an acceptable standard deviation of 0.5.  

Additionally, it should be noted that the SCAQMD was consulted regarding the Screening 

Table and testing method and they were satisfied with this process.   

Comment 33.27 The development of the CAP and Screening Tables has been an ongoing process since 2008 

(prior to the establishment of SCAQMD Rule 445).  As such, points associated with not 

installing wood burning devices have been removed from the Screening Tables. The requested 

correction has been made and can be seen reflected below and in the Errata section of the 

CAP document. 
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Table 1: Screening Table for GHG Implementation Measures for Residential 

Development 

Implementation Measure IM L1: SCAQMD No New Wood Burning Stoves 

As part of Rule 445 and the Healthy Hearths™ initiative, the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District adopted a rule for no permanently installed indoor 
or outdoor wood burning devices in new development. 
Project contains no wood burning stoves or fireplaces (required) 

10 points  

Comment 33.28 The installation of outdoor electrical outlets reduces the need for gasoline powered landscape 

equipment.  The assigned point values for renewable energy (Implementation Measures 

E2.A.1 and E2.A.2) have been revised in the Screening Tables to more accurately represent 

their effect and the installation of outdoor electrical outlets no longer have the same point 

value as alternate power sources/renewable energy.   

Comment 33.29 The comment notes that renewable energy facilities should be sited appropriately.  As noted 

in the comment, this is the intent of General Plan Policy AQ 26.1.  The comment also requests 

that the GPA No. 960 provide more detail regarding appropriate locations so that the Draft 

EIR can analyze specific locations for renewable energy facilities.  An appropriate location 

would be determined based on many variables including, but not limited to, the size of the 

renewable energy facility, impacts to onsite biological resources, the distance and extent of 

development of required distribution facilities, and available land—all of which would be part 

of the environmental review of the project designed to implement the facility or facilities.  

Since the size and types of alternative energy projects are unknown, the potential appropriate 

locations as well as any potential impacts would be speculative.  Further, the Draft EIR does 

not specifically include the implementation of alternative energy projects and therefore the 

environmental analysis of such speculative projects is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. 

As described in Response 22.8, the Draft EIR is a programmatic document that analyzes the 

land use and growth projections in the General Plan Update and does not identify specific 

land use development projects.  Additionally, the Stevens v. City of Glendale case does not apply 

to this instance because the Draft EIR does not have mitigation measures regarding the siting 

or placement of specific renewable energy facilities.   

It should also be noted that GPA No. 960 and the CAP support rooftop solar and other forms 

of distributed generation.  For example, Policy OS 11.1 supports alternative energy sources; 

New Policy AQ 20.18 supports the installation of solar panels and other energy efficient 

improvements to residential and commercial uses; New Policy AQ 20.21 would provide 

homeowner education programs for adding solar energy capabilities; New Policy AQ 20.28 

supports solar array installations and other renewable sources; and New Policy AQ 26.1 

encourages solar panels.  Further, New Policy AQ 28.1 includes provisions for adding solar 

energy capabilities to existing structures and New Policy AQ 29.2 also allows for renewable 

energy.  The General Plan Update and CAP encourage the use of distributed generation and 

such installations would contribute to a project’s point total on the Screening Tables.   
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Comment 33.30 The comment suggests locations for new wind energy projects.  While GPA No. 960, the 

CAP, and Draft EIR No. 521 encourage the development of wind energy and other alternative 

energy facilities, these documents do not identify specific wind energy projects.  As noted 

above, the Draft EIR is a programmatic document that analyzes the land use and growth 

projections in the General Plan Update and does not identify specific land use development 

projects.  Future specific development projects would require a project-level environmental 

analysis and, if necessary, any applicable mitigation measures would be identified.   

Comment 33.31 Refer to Responses 33.29, 33.30, and 33.32.  As noted above, GPA No. 960 includes numerous 

policies that support alternative energy generation (including distributed solar generation).  

Additionally, if necessary, mitigation measures would be identified during the environmental 

analysis for specific development proposals.  Providing full-scale analysis and mitigation for 

all potential areas of solar or wind generation within the County would produce speculative 

analysis and is beyond what is required for this level of review for the Project under CEQA. 

While CEQA requires the “whole of the action” to be analyzed, along with the resulting direct 

and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts, it does not require uncertain future activities that 

are not reasonably foreseeable consequences to be included in the project description or to be 

analyzed in the EIR, which would only serve to further cloud the analysis. 

Comment 33.32 The General Plan Update and the Draft EIR do not identify specific development projects 

such as solar facilities.  An analysis and mitigation for such development would be based on 

such vague and generalized parameters that it would not provide a realistic or useful prediction 

of emissions from utility scale solar projects that would occur in the County and would be 

speculative.  CEQA advises against speculation (State CEQA Statutes Sections 21082.2[c], 

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: 

“[i]f, 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.”  Furthermore, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146(a) states: “(a)n EIR on a 

construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than 

will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 

because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.”  As the 

General Plan Update does not include specific development projects including construction 

of solar facilities and specific sites and parameters and are not known at this time, a quantitative 

emissions analysis is not required. 

Comment 33.33 Draft EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.7-A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2 require that future projects 

accommodated by GPA No. 960 demonstrate compliance with the Implementation Measures 

of the CAP or provide comparable custom measures backed by a project GHG study.  The 

mitigation measures require the implementation of the CAP measures for projects to obtain 
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at least 100 points.  This process is enforced on an individual project level.  The development 

of the CAP, developed in conjunction with the General Plan Update, contains extensive 

mitigation that reduces the impacts as noted within the Draft EIR.  The CAP includes GHG 

emissions reduction programs and policies that would achieve the reduction target necessary 

in order to meet the goals of AB 32.  The General Plan Update and CAP include numerous 

policies and programs that would reduce emissions.  These policies and reduction measures 

were developed in consideration of the projected growth throughout the horizon year. 

Several of the measures provided in the comment are included in the CAP and the General 

Plan Update.  For example, CAP measure R2-T6 would provide a comprehensive system of 

facilities for non-motorized transportation and includes the creation of bicycle lanes, bicycle 

parking, bicycle stations, and other attended bicycle support facilities at intermodal hubs.  

Mobility Goal M 5, and land use policies LU 1.10 (Efficient Land Use Patterns) and LU 4.8 

(Quality New Development) require the County to address bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

Additionally, one goal of the CAP is to achieve a 60 percent increase in facilities for bicycle 

and pedestrian transportation post 2020. 

CAP measure R2-E9 requires retrofitting street lights with new induction street lights that are 

estimated to last five times longer and consume 50 percent less energy than traditional lamps.  

Policies AQ 3.1-3.4, 4.5, and 10.1-10.3 promote the reduction of mobile source emissions 

through employer and employee education and implementation of transportation demand 

measures that would reduce vehicle miles traveled.  General Plan Update policies C-11.2, C-

11.4 through C.11-7 address fixed route transit service. 

Employment density and improvements to the jobs/housing ratio are also addressed through 

various policies in the General Plan that target reductions in vehicle miles traveled.  Policies 

AQ 7.1-7.3, 8.2, 8.4, 8.6-8.9, 9.1, 9.2, 11.3, and 11.4 promote the reduction in vehicle miles 

traveled through the location of new employment centers, residential land uses, and transit 

centers in close proximity.  Further reductions are encouraged through public event incentives 

such as reduced transit pass costs.  Policies AQ 13.1-13.3, 14.1, 14.2, and 14.4 encourage the 

County of Riverside to reduce vehicle miles traveled through enhancement of transportation 

fleet mixes, planning for new transportation/land use balance and enhancing and preserving 

existing transit corridors. 

CAP measure R2-T4 would implement General Plan Policies AQ 3.3 and AQ 10.3 by 

encouraging proposed development projects to incorporate a comprehensive parking program 

for public and private parking lots to facilitate carpooling and alternate transportation.  This 

measure includes restricting the number of parking spaces within the development by sharing 

parking among different land uses. 

As described above, the General Plan Update, Draft EIR, and CAP include numerous policies 

and mitigation measures that are the same or similar to those identified in the comment. 
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Comment 33.34 This comment is duly noted. As described in Section 4.1, the projections developed for the 

current existing General Plan, as well as those for the changes proposed by GPA No. 960, 

form the basis for the impact analysis contained within Draft EIR No. 521. Section 4.10 of 

the Draft EIR provides an analysis of energy-related impacts resulting from the 

implementation of GPA No. 960, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F. While a 

direct comparison of the current and proposed General Plan is included in Draft EIR No. 

521, specifically in Tables 4.10-E through 4.10-H, a thorough analysis of the existing energy 

demands and GPA No. 960’s impacts to these demands is provided in the Energy Resources 

chapter of the Draft EIR. The impact analysis does not include any comparison of the existing 

and proposed General Plan differences. Instead, the analysis within the Energy Resources chapter 

is based upon the land uses proposed for future build out within the unincorporated County 

and evaluates resulting impacts relative to energy resources for such uses.  The Draft EIR 

considers the information relative to energy use provided in relevant plans applicable to 

anticipated development within the County, as well as regionally, as appropriate.   As such, the 

analysis does not use the comparisons between the current and proposed General Plan 

documents to quantify impacts to energy resources and the analysis provided on energy-related 

impacts in Draft EIR No. 521 is sufficient.  

Comment 33.35 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 33.34, above. The Draft EIR makes reference 

to energy use as compared to that anticipated for the County as a whole; however, the planned 

land uses as identified in the General Plan are specifically analyzed within the Draft EIR with 

regard to potential energy use, and are not minimized as compared to impacts of a larger 

geographical region. 

Comment 33.36 This comment is duly noted. As described on pages 4.10-42 through 4.2-43 of the Draft EIR:  

“Future development consistent with the proposed project, GPA No. 960, would be less 

intense than that currently planned in the existing General Plan.  Thus, on a relative basis, the 

Project would not increase demand for natural gas over current plans and would not trigger 

new additional environmental impacts.  Site-specific land use changes proposed in GPA No. 

960, however, do have the potential to introduce new development or intensify existing 

development on previously vacant or less-developed lands.  Analysis of energy demands 

associated with these changes indicate project demands would be insignificant compared to 

existing baseline levels and are in line with expected growth rates.  For these reasons, the 

proposed project would not have a significant impact on existing natural gas supplies, 

production or transmission facilities.  The project would not trigger the need for new or 

altered facilities nor result in substantial environmental impacts due to the 

construction of such facilities.  Moreover, compliance with existing regulatory programs 

and General Plan policies, as well as new ones proposed as part of GPA No. 960, would 

further reduce already insignificant impacts associated with project-related natural gas 

demand and service.” (Emphasis added.) 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

As identified above, GPA No. 960 would not have significant environmental impacts due to 

the construction of new or altered natural gas facilities. Furthermore, the Project would not 

result in an increased demand for electricity, since future development accommodated by GPA 

No. 960 would be less intensive than that currently planned in the existing General Plan.  

The new facilities necessary to accommodate the minor additional demands on electricity 

supplies and associated distribution infrastructure would be installed, in whole or in part, at 

the expense of the future development project proponents as a Condition of Approval for 

their projects. This would serve to avoid adverse impacts to the electricity distribution system. 

These impacts would be analyzed on an individual-project level and would be analyzed by the 

utility providers, and are therefore outside of the purview of GPA No. 960. For these reasons, 

Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis on the Project’s impacts to electricity and natural gas demands 

are valid.  

Comment 33.37 Appendix EIR-6, Greenhouse Gas Technical Report, provides technical evidence supporting Draft 

EIR No. 521’s conclusion that GPA No. 960’s impacts to energy demands would be 

insignificant compared to baseline levels. As referenced on page 4.10-2, Section B: Data 

Sources, “Data on electricity annual usage in unincorporated Riverside County for 2008 (the 

most recent year of complete data available) was collected from Southern California Edison 

(SCE) and the Imperial Irrigation District (IID), the two main power suppliers in Riverside 

County, as part of the Greenhouse Gas Technical Report for Riverside County, dated May 

2011, prepared by Atkins for the project (see Appendix EIR-6).  The study also provided 

natural gas consumption data for Riverside County from the Southern California Gas 

Company (SCGC).  Any other countywide data on electricity or natural gas consumption used 

in this section came from the GHG Technical Report or directly from filings with the 

California Energy Commission (CEC), as noted.” As supported by the technical report 

incorporated in Appendix EIR-6, less than significant impacts to energy demands would occur 

as a result of GPA No. 960.  

Renewable energy resources, including solar and wind production, were analyzed as a part of 

the existing environmental setting for GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 (see Table 4.10-

A (Summary of Electrical Production Facilities in Riverside County)). As described on page 

4.10-6, no large-scale solar projects were proposed at the time of the NOP (April 2009). 

However, several large-scale solar projects have been proposed on federal Bureau of Land 

Management land that will add additional electricity to the Western Grid, rather than to 

Riverside County directly.  Due to the speculative nature of future renewable energy projects 

within Riverside County, environmental impacts relating to solar and wind production and 

transmission lines would need to be analyzed on an individual project levelThe comment 

makes unsupported statements and references to case law, without providing sufficient data 

or analysis to support its conclusions. Attempting to evaluate potential future solar or wind 

generation projects, along with their associated electricity distribution systems, would be an 

exercise in futility and would not provide either meaningful public review or informed decision 

making. See Response 33.32.  
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Comment 33.38 Refer to Response 22.8, 33.32, and 33.37.  The development of future alternative energy 

projects would be subject to project specific environmental review, which would identify any 

impacts and necessary mitigation measures.   

Comment 33.39 Section 4.7 addresses water consumption and wastewater generation, two major sources of 

indirect energy use.  A full discussion of implementation measures relating to this energy use, 

including their relationship to existing and proposed energy conservation efforts of both the 

State of California and the County of Riverside, is provided in Section 4.7. More specifically, 

as revealed in Table 4.7-C (2008 Net GHG Emissions for Unincorporated Riverside County), 

indirect (outside of the County) electricity use for the importation of water accounts for only 

2% of the net GHG emissions for unincorporated Riverside County. Thus, the County has 

adequately incorporated imported water in its energy analysis.  

Comment 33.40 As described in the comment, the CAP Screening Tables include various measures that can be 

implemented to reduce a project’s energy consumption.  This comment provides a general 

summary of some of the energy efficiency measures in the Screening Tables and does not 

include a specific comment regarding Draft EIR No. 521.   

Comment 33.41 The purpose of the Screening Tables in the CAP are to ensure that future development 

projects achieve at least a minimum amount of GHG emissions reductions in order for the 

County to achieve the reduction target of 15 percent below 2008 levels.  Neither GPA No. 

960, Draft EIR No. 521, the CAP, nor the Screening Tables limit a project from exceeding 

the minimum required reductions.  And while the County encourages applicants to maximize 

the amount of mitigation to further reduce GHG emissions, subjecting applicants to additional 

mitigation beyond what is reasonable when the impact is already determined to be less than 

significant is not warranted and violates the requirement that there is an essential nexus and 

rough proportionality between the mitigation measure and the impact.  Similar to the 

SCAQMD’s thresholds, where in order to be less than significant a project must not exceed 

criteria pollutant thresholds, the Screening Tables set a standard for what is minimally required.  

Additionally, there are still various other reasons and incentives that a project would want to 

exceed what is required in the Screening Tables, such as achieving LEED or Build it Green 

Certification, achieving zero net energy, or simply having an energy efficient development.  

Therefore, use of the Screening Tables would not serve as a disincentive to achieve additional 

energy reduction measures. 

Comment 33.42 The comment states that GPA No. 960 does not include any mitigation to reduce energy 

impacts and suggests that the General Plan Update include policies from other county general 

plans.  The General Plan Update includes numerous policies that would minimize energy use.  

For example, Policy OS 16.2 requires energy efficient materials and systems for County 

buildings; Policy OS 16.4 requires proper maintenance of County physical facilities to achieve 

optimum energy conservation; Policy AQ 5.2 requires incentives and/or regulations to enact 

energy conservation requirements; Policy AQ 5.3 requires updates to the County’s Policy 

Manual for Energy Conservation; Policy AQ 5.4 encourages the incorporation of energy-
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efficient design elements; and Policy LU 4.1 requires energy efficiency through street 

configuration, building orientation and landscaping to capitalize on shading and facilitate solar 

energy, as provided for in Title 24, Part 6 and/or Part 11, of the California Administrative 

Code of Regulations (CCR).  Additionally, Policy AQ 4.4 requires residential building 

construction to comply with energy use guidelines detailed in Part 6 (California Energy Code) 

and/or Part 11 (California Green Building Standards Code) of Title 24 of the California 

Administrative Code of Regulations.   

Additionally, New Policy AQ 20.10 would reduce energy consumption of the new 

developments (residential, commercial and industrial) through efficient site design that takes 

into consideration solar orientation and shading as well as passive solar design.  Also, New 

Policy AQ 20.11 would increase energy efficiency of the new developments through efficient 

use of utilities (water, electricity, natural gas) and infrastructure design as well as through use 

of energy-efficient mechanical systems and equipment.  New Policy AQ 20.12 would support 

programs to assist the energy-efficient retrofitting of older affordable housing units, 

particularly residential units built prior to 1978 when Title 24 energy requirements went into 

effect. 

Regarding “leapfrogging” or “checkerboard” patterns of development, the General Plan 

Update includes New Policy AQ 20.9 which seeks to reduce urban sprawl in order to minimize 

energy costs associated with infrastructure construction and transmission to distant locations, 

and to maximize protection of open space.  The incorporation of these policies would reduce 

vehicle miles traveled, improve energy efficiency, reduce energy consumption, and increase 

renewable energy generation. 

The CAP provides extensive mitigation to reduce the potential GHG impacts noted within 

the Draft EIR. The CAP includes GHG emissions reduction programs and policies that would 

improve energy efficiency.  Future development projects would be required to go through the 

CEQA process and necessary mitigation measures would be identified that are associated with 

project-specific impacts.   

Comment 33.43 Refer to Response 33.42, above, regarding leapfrog and sprawl development.  GPA No. 960 

includes New Policy AQ 20.9, which focuses on reducing urban sprawl.  Additionally, as 

described above, the GPA No. 960 includes numerous policies to reduce travel distances, 

energy consumption, and vehicle miles traveled.  Project level environmental review would be 

required for specific development projects and necessary mitigation measures would be 

identified that are associated with project-specific impacts. The comment arguing that since 

neighboring counties have adopted LEED-Neighborhood Development standards, Riverside 

County must adopt those or similar standards is an unsupported opinion.   

Comment 33.44 It should be noted that the standards within Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations are 

regularly updated to improve the required energy efficiency standards. Therefore, projects that 

comply with Title 24 in the future would exceed present-day standards.  Also, refer to 
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Response 33.41 regarding meeting more stringent standards, and Response 33.42, which 

addresses the General Plan Update policies that require active and passive solar measures.  

Comment 33.45 It should be noted that air quality is improving due to the implementation of the SCAQMD’s 

Air Quality Management Plans.  PM10 in the Riverside County portion of the South Coast Air 

Basin was redesignated as a maintenance area in 2013.  Refer to Responses 29.39, 29.40, and 

29.41, regarding the health risk impact analysis in Draft EIR No. 521.  The Draft EIR analyzed 

air emission impacts associated with exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations under Impact Statement 4.6.D.  A discussion of the potential health effects for 

the criteria pollutants that are anticipated to exceed the LST thresholds is provided in the Draft 

EIR on pages 4.6-74 through 4.6-78.   

Comment 33.46 The emissions modeling in Draft EIR No. 521 is based on program-level data such as land 

use projections and region-wide vehicle miles traveled estimates.  GPA No. 960 is ultimately 

a program-level document, and as such is meant to develop and provide general guidance for 

future development.  As such, the Draft EIR includes program-level detail based on County 

and region wide data.  The General Plan Update does not identify specific land use 

development projects.  Future specific development projects would require a project-level 

environmental analysis and any applicable mitigation measures would be identified, as 

necessary. 

Comment 33.47 The County directs the commenter to State CEQA Guidelines section 15147, which states 

that technical information should be summarized in the body of the EIR and that highly 

technical analysis and data should be avoided from being placed in the body of an EIR, and 

instead should be added to the EIR appendix. See also Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the 

California Environmental Quality Act § 11.22 (2nd ed. 2015).  The air quality analysis within Draft 

EIR No. 521 is based upon the project components detailed in the Project Description 

(Section 3.0).  Additionally, the methodology and assumptions for the analysis are outlined in 

Draft EIR No. 521 Section 4.6.5.  The modeled traffic assumptions were based upon the data 

within the traffic analysis.  The details on the specific assumptions incorporated into the air 

quality modeling are provided in Appendix EIR-5 (Air Quality Data Section A – Modeling 

Assumptions).  These assumptions also detail the average daily trips, vehicle miles traveled, 

and average trip length.  This data is clearly labeled and organized to allow for easy 

interpretation.   

Comment 33.48 The commenter mentions specifically addressing impacts from increased air traffic from the 

March Joint Air Reserve Base.  As a military base, the use of the site is controlled by the 

Federal Government and the County of Riverside has no jurisdiction to control emissions or 

operations at the site.  As a civilian airport, the operations are still under Federal jurisdiction 

and therefore the County has limited if any authority to control or regulate these operations.  

It is important to note that the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission has 

completed a draft Environmental Impact Report for the March Air Reserve Base/ Inland Port 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan which addresses impacts related to the Air Base (SCH 
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No. 2013071042). Please refer to this document which specifically addresses the 

environmental issues relating to airport operational emissions of the March Joint Air Reserve 

Base. Additionally, the Ontario International Airport is not located in the County of Riverside.  

As the County does not have jurisdiction over these sources, the emissions from these sources 

are not included in the County inventory. 

Comment 33.49 This comment asserts that Draft EIR No. 521 fails to include any of the transportation and 

land use assumptions used to calculate the VMT of trip generation statistics. On the contrary, 

the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RIVTAM), used to analyze the traffic 

impacts of GPA No. 960 for Draft EIR No. 521, has been developed in cooperation with the 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and uses the SCAG 2008 RTP 

Model structure, equations, coefficients and algorithms as the base and then runs scenarios 

through the SCAG model module sequence. The RIVTAM updates and refinements, 

developed in fully collaboration with SCAG modeling staff, ensure that the traffic analysis 

fully considered the most recent data available at the time with respect to the SCAG 2012-

2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy.  

The land use assumptions used for RIVTAM were based upon the land uses proposed by 

GPA No. 960 which were converted to socioeconomic data sets organized by traffic analysis 

zones for model input. The model development and validation are detailed in Appendix EIR-

4, Traffic Study, Section D – RIVTAM Model Validation Report. The VMT figures presented 

in both the Transportation and Circulation, and Air Quality sections of Draft EIR No. 521 were 

derived as direct output from RIVTAM. 

Also, refer to Response 33.47, above.  Average daily trips, vehicle miles traveled, and average 

trip length are provided in Appendix EIR-5 Air Quality Data Section A – Modeling 

Assumptions.   

Comment 33.50 Refer to Response 33.47, above, regarding the analytical assumptions that were used in the 

analysis.  The assumptions are provided in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, page 4.6-74 of the 

Draft EIR describes the effect of the Project emissions in both the South Coast Air Basin and 

the Mojave Desert Air Basin since long-term exposure to increased concentrations of criteria 

pollutants may pose higher rates of adverse health effects.  As described in the Draft EIR, on 

a basin-wide level (acceptable for this type of cumulative analysis since criteria pollutants 

would disperse throughout each basin), the Project-related emissions would represent a small 

percentage of the pollutants in the basin and have a proportional effect on attainment.   

Draft EIR No. 521 Section 4.6.6(A) describes the consistency of the General Plan Update 

with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  As described in the Draft EIR, while the 

existing General Plan policies and new policies included in GPA No. 960 may reduce conflicts 

and obstruction of any AQMP, the combined emissions from all proposed General Plan 

development would exceed the SCAQMD and MDAQMD significance thresholds for criteria 

pollutants.  Exceeding these thresholds has the potential to hinder the region’s compliance 
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with each AQMP, which would potentially delay attainment of the air quality standards.  It 

should be noted that emissions from development anticipated in GPA No. 960 are compared 

to the SCAQMD’s single project-level thresholds because the SCAQMD does not provide 

program-level thresholds.  The Project’s contribution to basin-wide emissions (as depicted on 

Draft EIR 4.6-74) is more applicable for depicting how the Project would affect attainment of 

criteria pollutants.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, emissions associated with GPA No. 960 

would represent a small percentage of the pollutants in the basin and have a proportional 

effect on attainment. 

Comment 33.51 The comment states a simplistic and unsupported assumption that if vehicle miles traveled is 

increasing, then so must NOx. As described in the Draft EIR, although vehicle miles traveled 

increases, NOX emissions would decrease due to mandated vehicle emissions improvements.  

As time increases, so does the efficiency of the vehicles sold and inversely greater numbers of 

older, less efficient cars are removed from the equation.  The Draft EIR does not simply state 

that tailpipe emissions are negative, and it does not assume that all cars in 2035 are electric.  

NOX emissions that are depicted as a negative number compare the existing baseline emissions 

with the Project’s emissions at build out.  Draft EIR Tables 4.6-E and 4.6-F still depict the 

overall total emissions from GPA No. 960.  The net emissions that reflect a decrease in NOX 

emissions (buildout versus existing conditions) are included to provide a comparison of the 

project to the baseline conditions pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).   

Furthermore, it should be noted that Draft EIR Tables 4.6-E and 4.6-F also depict the total 

amount of emissions for the plan for all criteria pollutants and all sources including mobile 

and area sources (the primary sources that would be generated by the land use development 

anticipated in the General Plan.  The Draft EIR identifies that the existing General Plan 

policies and mitigation along with new General Plan policies and mitigation measures would 

reduce emissions from operational activities.  The Draft EIR identified New Mitigation 

Measures 4.7.A-N1, 4.7.A-N2, 4.7.B-N4, and 4.7.B-N5 to reduce operational emissions.  

These measures require new development to reduce their individual project emissions and to 

reduce operational pollutant emissions by using architectural coatings that are low in reactive 

organic gases, using high efficiency appliances, and by prohibiting wood-burning hearths or 

stoves.  These mitigation measures as well as the General Plan policies would minimize 

operational emissions. 

Comment 33.52 Refer to Responses 29.39, 29.40, and 29.41, regarding the health impact analysis in Draft EIR 

No. 521. The comment incorrectly states that health impacts are not analyzed in the Draft 

EIR. The Draft EIR analyzed air emissions impacts associated with exposing sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations under Impact Statement 4.6.D.  For the 

criteria pollutants that are anticipated to exceed the LST thresholds a discussion of the 

potential health effects is provided in the Draft EIR on pages 4.6-74 through 4.6-78.  The 

Draft EIR identifies the proposed impacts to sensitive receptors based on the overall buildout 

of the GPA.  However, because the exact location and timing of new development in 

relationship to existing sensitive uses and future sensitive uses is not known, the potential 
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impacts to these sensitive receptors are speculative.  As discussed in Response 33.32, 

speculative impacts are not required to be analyzed under CEQA.  Therefore, the Draft EIR 

analyzes the potential impacts to sensitive receptors to the extent reasonable considering the 

speculative nature of this impact.  The comment’s reference to Laurel Heights I as reasoning 

that the County is not completing any and every potential analysis and study due to the task 

being too difficult is unfounded and unreasonable. An EIR’s evaluation of the potential 

environmental effects is not required to be exhaustive, but is required to evaluate such impacts 

only to the extent that it is reasonable to do so. State CEQA Guidelines section 15151; San 

Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. V County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 680 (it is not necessary 

that the analysis be so exhaustively detailed as to include every conceivable study or 

permutation of the data); Association of Irritated Residents v County of Madera (2003) 107 

Cal.App.4th 1383, 1396 (CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 

recommended test and perform all recommended research to evaluate the impact of a project).  

Comment 33.53 Refer to Response 33.52, above. The comment incorrectly states that health impacts are not 

analyzed in the Draft EIR.  An analysis of health impacts is provided in an appropriate level 

of detail for a programmatic level analysis.  A more detailed analysis is not provided in the 

Draft EIR to avoid speculation, which can be misleading.  Instead, impacts in this regard are 

potentially significant and future development projects that require environmental review 

would conduct site-specific health impact analyses based on individual parameters of the site.  

It should be noted that the majority of air quality related health impacts are localized and are 

dependent on a receptor’s proximity to a toxic air contaminant source (e.g., freeways, 

warehouse/distribution facility, rail yards, etc.) and an analysis at this level would be 

speculative in nature. The comment inaccurately – and without analysis or substance aside 

from opinion - compares the analysis to the Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee case by 

arguing that the Draft EIR attempted to avoid analysis by simply calling the effect significant. 

The Draft EIR has extensive analysis to support its conclusion and to allow for informed 

decision making under CEQA.    

Comment 33.54 Refer to Responses 33.52 and 33.53, above.  The comment incorrectly states that health 

impacts are not analyzed in the Draft EIR.  An analysis of health impacts is provided in an 

appropriate level of detail for a programmatic analysis.  Additionally, it should be noted that 

the Draft EIR does not state that impacts would be relatively minor.  The statement regarding 

project-level effects are small and localized related to how the impact is determined.  On a 

localized level, there are different effects compared to a regional level due to the way pollutants 

disperse in the atmosphere.    

Comment 33.55 This comment addresses the analysis on page 4.6-74 of Draft EIR No. 521, which describes 

the health impacts from criteria pollutants on a basin-wide level.  The purpose of this analysis 

is to determine the effect of the project emissions in both the South Coast Air Basin and the 

Mojave Desert Air Basin since long-term exposure to increased concentrations of criteria 

pollutants may pose higher rates of adverse health effects.  As described in the Draft EIR, on 

a basin-wide level (acceptable for this type of cumulative analysis since criteria pollutants 
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would disperse throughout each basin), the Project-related emissions would represent a small 

percentage of the pollutants in the basin and have a proportional effect on health effects and 

attainment.  It should be noted that the Draft EIR does not rely on this information to state 

that health impacts are less than significant.  Also, refer to Response 33.52, above, regarding 

the analysis of localized health effects from Project related criteria pollutants.   

Comment 33.56 Refer to Responses 29.39, 29.40, and 29.41, regarding the analysis of health impacts from 

exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) in Draft EIR No. 521.  The Draft EIR analyzed 

air emissions impacts associated with exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations under Impact Statement 4.6.D.   

The primary sources of TACs within Riverside County are diesel-fueled trucks and other 

vehicles traveling freeways and major roadways.  In order to determine a total health risk for 

the County with respect to the proposed implementation of development under the General 

Plan Amendment, the County would need to model all higher volume roadway in addition to 

all permitted and unpermitted sources within the County.  Because of the size of the County, 

this would require modeling software not commonly available or used within the industry for 

determining health risk.  Additionally, while the general location of land uses is known, neither 

the exact location, nor the timing of implementation is known at this time.  Both of these 

variables could have a large effect on the level of risk for the identified receptors.  Distance as 

well as location with respect to wind direction can result in higher or lower risk values.  Timing 

is the most critical variable.  As CARB has implemented a requirement to reduce diesel 

particulate matter (DPM) emissions within the State by 85 percent by 2020, vehicle fleets are 

becoming cleaner every year.  This is due to the retirement of older, higher polluting vehicles 

and the introduction of newer, cleaner vehicles.  By analyzing health risk for the project being 

implemented in under GPA No. 960 too early, the potential risk to sensitive receptors would 

be overstated, and conversely if the analysis assumes a later implementation date than actually 

occurs.  Because of these variables, analyzing for the potential health risk would be speculative 

at this time. 

Additionally, the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft EIR health risk analysis was conducted 

for the SCAG region (including Riverside County).  The SCAG analysis notes that exhaust 

from heavy-duty trucks is anticipated to decrease in all areas of the region as compared to 

today, thus DPM associated with freeways will also decrease as compared to today.  

Additionally, SCAG conducted modeling to determine buffer zones and determined that their 

conclusions were consistent with the buffer zones recommend in CARB’s Air Quality and Land 

Use Handbook.  The SCAG RTP/SCS EIR also includes mitigation that utilizes CARB’s 500 

foot buffer and requires site specific project level health risk assessments for projects in 

proximity to TAC sources.  The Draft EIR includes New Mitigation Measures 4.6.D-N1 and 

4.6.D-N2 to be implemented to minimize impacts from exposure to TAC’s.  These mitigation 

measures require compliance with CARB, SCAQMD, and MDAQMD guidelines and 

requirements regarding TAC exposure, which would require site specific studies to be 

conducted for projects in proximity to TAC sources.  Therefore, the SCAG analysis is 
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ultimately similar to what was conducted in the Draft EIR and both analyses rely on the same 

buffer zones and require site specific analyses for future developments in proximity to TAC 

sources.  Also, refer to Response 33.48, above, regarding airport emissions.  

Comment 33.57 Refer to Response 33.56, above, regarding the buffer distances in Mitigation Measure 4.6.D-

N2.  Additionally, it should be noted that the purpose of establishing buffer zones is to avoid 

developing sensitive land uses near high-volume highways/railroads/warehouse distribution 

centers.  As described above, the buffer zones identified in the mitigation are from the CARB 

Air Quality and Land Use Handbook and as well as SCAQMD guidance.  Project specific 

mitigation measures, such as those requested in the comment, would be identified (if 

necessary) in project level analyses to ensure that they are proportional to a project specific 

impact.   

Comment 33.58 The County acknowledges and agrees with the importance of agricultural resources within the 

County of Riverside. Draft EIR No. 521 provides an analysis of build out of the General Plan 

which provides guidance as to the location and type of future growth that will occur within 

the County. GPA No. 960 identifies specific goals and policies aimed at guiding such growth 

and acknowledging the importance of the County’s agricultural resources. The Draft EIR 

provides an analysis of potential impacts with regard to such resources, based on land use 

patterns anticipated in the General Plan. Compliance with existing Riverside County 

ordinances and General Plan policies would help to reduce potential impacts; however, as 

stated in the Draft EIR, impacts to agricultural uses would remain significant and unavoidable.  

As noted in the Draft EIR, “Future development accommodated by the land use and policy 

changes proposed by the project also has the potential for significant and unavoidable indirect 

impacts to agricultural uses through introducing new urban uses within 300 feet of 

agriculturally-zoned property and contributing to demand for additional development and 

infrastructure that would further spur conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. 

It also has the potential to conflict with existing zoning, agricultural uses and lands subject to 

a Williamson Act contract or within a Riverside County agricultural preserve. Pursuant to EIR 

No. 441 prepared for the 2003 RCIP General Plan, no additional Project-specific mitigation 

measures have been identified for General Plan implementation. Thus, indirect impacts 

leading to the conversion of designated Farmlands and conflicts between urban and 

agricultural land uses remain significant and unavoidable.”   

Responses to more specific comments are provided below.  

Comment 33.59 As noted in Section 4.5.2.C, the County of Riverside updated Figure OS-2, “Agricultural 

Resources,” pursuant to new FMMP data made available by the California Department of 

Conservation to ensure that GPA No. 960 reflects the current level of information regarding 

important farmlands. This proposed figure (equivalent to Figure 4.5.1 of the Draft EIR) 

encompasses the new mapping information and changes issued by the State of California 

FMMP. 
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The programmatic Draft EIR identifies the location of agricultural lands in Figure 4.5.1 

(Agricultural Resources Map); the existing General Plan land uses and foundations are shown 

in Figures 4.2.3 (Generalized Existing Uses of Land in Riverside County), and 4.2.4 (Current 

General Plan Land Use), respectively, and the proposed General Plan land use foundations 

are shown in Figure 4.2.7 (Proposed General Plan Countywide Land Uses). An overlay of 

agricultural lands, particularly at this scale, onto existing and proposed land uses would not 

provide useful information. Further, Tables 4.5-E to 4.5-G identify the total loss of agricultural 

lands resulting with build out of the General Plan.  For these reasons, GPA No. 960 will not 

incorporate a comprehensive map showing the County’s agricultural resources overlaid by the 

County’s existing and proposed land uses.  

Comment 33.60 Section 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR provides a description and inventory of the existing 

environmental setting with regards to agricultural and forestry resources. The Draft EIR 

identifies Urban and Built-Up Lands as “lands occupied by structures with a building density 

of at least one unit per 1.5 acres or approximately six structures per 10-acre parcel. Agricultural 

lands surrounded by urban areas must exceed 40 acres minimum in size in order to be mapped 

as farmlands.” This threshold is not established by the County, but rather by the California 

Department of Conservation and is used in classifying Farmland under the Farmland Mapping 

and Monitoring Program (FMMP) for producing maps and statistical data on California’s 

agricultural resources. As the FMMP dictates that agricultural lands surrounded by urban areas 

and are less than 40 acres cannot be mapped as farmlands, and as such, these lands are not 

incorporated into the Draft EIR agricultural analysis.    

While the commenter does note that impacts may occur on agricultural lands that are under 

the FMMP minimum mapping size, ordinances within the Riverside County municipal code, 

as well as the policies within the General Plan afford the same protections to small agricultural 

operations as well as large operations. Furthermore, potential impacts to small farming 

operations would be analyzed and addressed in project specific environmental analysis in order 

to ensure these resources are protected on a case-by-case basis.  

Comment 33.61 Draft EIR No. 521 clearly discloses the means in which data was collected for each topic of 

the Environmental Impact Report. Specifically, Section H, “Baseline Data Sources” of the 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources section of the Draft EIR fully discloses the sources utilized by 

the County in order to analyze GPA No. 960’s potential impacts to agricultural and forestry 

resources. The California Department of Conservation runs the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program (FMMP) to produce maps and statistical figures on California’s 

agricultural resources. As described in the subtext below Table 4.5-G (Effects on State-

Designated Farmlands), the Riverside County GIS Department, GIS Analysis of Project Data 

(2010) was used in addition to the California Department of Conservation’s FMMP 

“Important Farmlands Maps 2008” to arrive at the conclusion that 32 acres of Prime Farmland 

and Farmland of Statewide Importance would converted to non-agricultural land uses as a 

result of GPA No. 960.  As substantiated through the FMMP, the County stands by its data 

regarding the conversion of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
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agricultural uses. The comment merely opines that the GPA No. 960 must impact more than 

32 acres, without any substance to support such a claim.  

Comment 33.62 GPA No. 960 was designed to provide an update to the existing (2003) General Plan’s policies, 

maps, and implementing directions. State CEQA Guidelines section 15152(f)(3) provides that 

“significant environmental effects have been ‘adequately addressed’ if the lead agency 

determines that: a) they have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior environmental 

impact report and findings adopted in connection with that prior environmental report; or, b) 

they have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact report 

to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the imposition of 

conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval of the later project.” Future 

impacts and mitigation, including those for agricultural resources, would be assessed pursuant 

to the performance standards outlined in Draft EIR No. 521, as well as EIR No. 441, with 

project-specific analysis and mitigation developed at the later individual project stage. 

However, potential encroachment issues are both analyzed and address through the analysis 

of Impact 4.5.B and the implementation of the policies and ordinances noted within the Draft 

EIR. These policies include Riverside County Ordinance No. 625 (Right to Farm Ordinance), 

Policy OS 7.3 (Preservation of agricultural lands), Policy LU 20.5 (encourage participation in 

Williamson Act Contracts) as well as many other programs in order to reduce this impact.  

Future development pursuant to the land use and policy changes proposed by GPA No. 960 

has the potential to conflict with existing agricultural zoning or uses, including those leading 

to the conversion of designated Farmlands. GPA No. 960 also has the potential to cause 

encroachment impacts. Although existing and proposed policies would reduce potential 

indirect impacts to agricultural resources, these policies would not reduce impacts to a less 

than significant level.  As supplemented by both Draft EIR No. 521 and EIR No. 421, build 

out accommodated by the General Plan will cause significant and unavoidable indirect impacts 

to designated farmlands.  

Comment 33.63 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 33.60. Draft EIR No. 521 acknowledges that 

impacts to agricultural lands would occur as the result of implementation of the proposed 

General Plan land use designations and identifies policies and programs that have the potential 

to reduce such impacts. For example, Ordinance No. 509 establishes agricultural preserves 

and Ordinance No. 625 establishes a number of right to farm measures. Policy OS 7.1 

encourages collaboration between the County of Riverside and the appropriate federal and 

state agencies in updating and maintaining accurate agricultural resources maps in order to 

better protect those resources and ultimately reduce the potential impacts that would occur 

due to farmland conversion. Policies OS 7.3 and LU 20.4 encourage the conservation of 

productive agricultural lands. For a full description of the relevant policies and ordinances in 

place to protect agricultural resources, refer to Agriculture and Forestry Resources, page 4.5-

30. The approach of including mitigation measures within the policies of a General Plan is 

supported by both ruling of Twain Harte Homeowners Association v. Tuolumne County 

(1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, the court determined that General Plan policies can address 
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environmental issues and satisfy the requirements of CEQA.  The General Plan has considered 

the importance of agricultural resources within the County and proposes a plan for future 

growth that is respective of such lands; however, in order to accommodate future population 

growth on available lands within the County, conversion and/or disturbance of property 

currently utilized for agriculture is anticipated to result. Consistent with the findings of EIR 

No. 441, the Draft EIR finds that no feasible mitigation beyond the policies and ordinances 

described in Draft EIR No. 521 is available to reduce such impacts to a less than significant 

level. As such, the policies identified in the General Plan are considered adequate for 

mitigation purposes under CEQA; however, impacts relating to the conversion of farmland 

would remain significant and unavoidable even with their implementation. 

Comment 33.64 This comment is duly noted. The policies identified in the General Plan are considered 

adequate for mitigation purposes under CEQA, although impacts relating to the protection of 

agricultural resources would remain significant and unavoidable with their implementation. 

The policies are fully enforceable and would be subject to the applicable Action Items in order 

to ensure timely and appropriate implementation. The Action Items relating to the policies 

identified by the commenter can be found within the Implementation Program (Appendix K-

1). Appendix K-1 details the relevant administrative activities/programs, the General Plan 

policies the Action Item supports, who has the primary and supporting responsibility 

overseeing the Action Item, and the implementation timeframe and current status of the 

Action Item. Refer also to Response 33.8, and 33.63 above, for more information detailing 

why policies and programs are appropriate mitigation for GPA No. 960.  

Comment 33.65 The commenter argues that General Plan Policy OS 7.2 commits to the study and 

implementation of an agricultural conservation easement (ACE) program. OS 7.2 does 

commit the County to “…employ a variety of agricultural land conservation programs to 

improve the viability of farms and ranches and thereby ensure the long-term conservation of 

viable agricultural operations within Riverside County.” Due to the recent ruling in 2013 of 

Masonite Corp. v. City of Mendocino, this may include the incorporation of an Agricultural 

Conservation Easement at a future date under the supervision of the “Farmland Protection 

and Stewardship Committee” as outlined in OS 7.2. The County has incorporated a number 

of other policies to ensure the protection of agricultural resources, however it is the intent of 

the General Plan further long-term programs through the implementation of OS 7.2.  The 

policies included in GPA No. 960, in conjunction with existing ordinances protecting 

agricultural lands, do not preclude the development of an ACE program on a project-level 

basis.   

Comment 33.66 See Response 33.63, above.  

Comment 33.67 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
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requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 33.68 Consideration of the San Jacinto River at the Area Plan level allows for a more detailed 

evaluation of existing conditions and potential effects of future build out of the General Plan, 

as opposed to that on a County-wide level. The San Jacinto River is indeed considered an 

important resource within the County and is addressed overall as a hydrological system, 

including the flood zone, floodplain, and sensitive habitat that it supports, in both GPA No. 

960 and Draft EIR No. 521.  

As noted in the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan, future channelization of the San Jacinto River 

may occur. Such effects of future channelization of portions of the San Jacinto River would 

therefore be required to undergo project-specific technical studies in conformance with 

federal, State, and local requirements to ensure that potential impacts and 

upstream/downstream effects are thoroughly understood with regard to hydrology and 

flooding, as well as effects on wildlife, habitat, and other valuable environmental resources. 

However, as specific details (and timing) of such improvements remain unknown at this time, 

the effects of and/or appropriate and effective measures to reduce potential impacts to the 

San Jacinto River cannot be identified as a part of Draft EIR No. 521. Additionally, the Draft 

EIR indicates that “If deemed appropriate, plans will be developed or modified to ensure that 

any future development of the area is accommodated in a coordinated manner in appropriate 

locations with suitable consideration given to environmental resources, flood hazards and 

other constraints affecting the region,” and that “If deemed appropriate, policies and land use 

plans would be developed to accommodate appropriate intensification in a coordinated 

manner.” As such, a land use plan for the San Jacinto River’s valley has not yet been 

formulated, and therefore, the environmental effects of which cannot be evaluated. The 

General Plan, Area Plans, and Draft EIR do consider future development and the potential 

effects of such future development along the River; however, for the reasons above, 

intensification of land uses within the River valley cannot yet be analyzed without determining 

the anticipated growth patterns. As such, the Draft EIR is not intended to, and does not, defer 

this critical land use and environmental planning exercise to determine the level of future 

development and the resulting environmental effects.  

Comment 33.69 The General Plan and Draft EIR address (and map) the San Jacinto River. As shown in these 

documents, reference to the 500-year flood hazard zone has generally been removed from 

analysis (i.e. Page S-35, High-Risk Facilities, and Figure S-9 (100-Year Flood Hazard Zones), 

of the General Plan). Future development would be allowed to occur within the 500-year flood 

zone, consistent with that allowed by FEMA, and as permitted by other relevant federal, State, 

and local regulations pertaining to development within the floodplain. Certain land uses were 

previously allowed to occur within the limits of the 500-year floodplain, and removal of such 

references to the 500-year floodplain within the proposed General Plan does not substantially 

change this condition.  
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The County compiles flood hazard maps using the Riverside County Special Flood Hazard 

Area database. This database of flood zones is maintained by the Riverside County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District (RCFWCD), as stipulated in Riverside County 

Ordinance 4.58-14 Section 5. The flood area identified using the Riverside County Special 

Flood Hazard Area database includes FEMA 100-year flood areas, select Army Corps of 

Engineers inundation boundaries, as well as a number of boundaries for County inundation 

zones, as enumerated in Ordinance 4.58-14 Section 5. This database is updated by RCFWCD 

quarterly, and incorporates new flood zones as necessary. The flood zone is used for site 

specific development approvals, and is illustrated in the relevant maps within GPA No. 960 

and Draft EIR No. 521 maps. This flood hazard zone is supported by numerous policies in 

order to ensure the safety of development within the County. Draft EIR No. 521 adequately 

analyzed the land use changes resulting from the removal of the 500-year floodplain. Future 

development projects occurring within the 500-year floodplain would be analyzed on an 

individual project level and are therefore outside of the purview of Draft EIR No. 521. 

Comment 33.70 See Responses 33.68 and 33.69, above. Future development projects are speculative in nature 

and fluctuate depending on the state of the economy and other factors beyond the County’s 

control. However, future development projects would be required to undergo the appropriate 

CEQA environmental review and uphold the applicable policies and regulations identified in 

GPA No. 960 and therefore would not occur outside of the public’s view. As such, Draft EIR 

No. 521 has provided an appropriate analysis of future land use impacts along the San Jacinto 

River. 

Comment 33.71 A general discussion of wildfire within the County and the potential risks that it poses is 

provided in Section 4.13.1(C) and (D), Introduction. An extensive discussion of specific risks 

regarding site conditions and vegetation, relative legislation and standards, wildland conditions 

within the County, areas of elevated risk, protection measures, etc. is presented in Section 

4.13.2(C), Wildland Fires, of Draft EIR No. 521. Further, identification of applicable federal, 

State, and local policies and regulations pertaining to the prevention of wildland fire risk is 

included in Section 4.13.3(C), Wildland Fire Hazards. 

The Draft EIR recognizes that future development occurring under the General Plan will 

result in development within wildland areas in order to accommodate anticipated population 

growth. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Draft EIR identifies potential impacts 

relating to potential wildfire hazard impacts as the result of build out of the General Plan, 

which would result in increased exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss or damage 

from wildfire to accommodate growth. Impact 4.13.H is identified, and a discussion is 

provided to indicate that Project conformance to federal, State, and local regulations would 

reduce such impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the Draft EIR examines the 

potential for increase such conditions and provides measures to reduce such risks.  

Comment 33.72 Refer to Response 33.71, above. Section 4.13, Hazardous Materials and Safety, of the Draft EIR 

provides an evaluation of the potential risks of wildfire under current conditions and with 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

intensification of uses under the build out of the General Plan. These statements will be taken 

into consideration by the County; however, the analysis in the Draft EIR adequately identifies 

the existing conditions relative to wildfire risk and analyzes potential impacts anticipated with 

build out of the General Plan as proposed. Site-specific evaluation will also be required as 

future development is proposed, particularly with those lands located within or adjacent to 

areas with known high risk of wildfire.   

Comment 33.73 The discussion pertaining to the amount of changed land uses that would be introduced to 

the County’s wildlands is provided in Section C1, Effects of Fire on the Built Environment 

(page 4.13-75), as background information. As stated in the Draft EIR, when compared to the 

existing General Plan, “the overall net effect of the Project is to reduce the amount of dwelling 

units and industrial development, as well as the associated population, expected to occur 

within Riverside County over the next 50 years. Nevertheless, GPA No. 960 would 

accommodate future development in previously undeveloped areas, including some with high 

or very-high fire hazards. This would increase both the number of people and amount of 

property potentially exposed to fire hazards. Additionally, there is the potential for an increase 

in the occurrence of fires, particularly in urban-wildland interface areas, due to increasing 

human encroachment.”  

Compliance with existing regulations and General Plan policies would be sufficient to ensure 

that this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. The Draft EIR identifies the specific 

location and total acreage of those lands that will become subject to increased risk of wildfire 

to accommodate future growth within the County. Figure 4.13.7 (Wildland Fire Hazard 

Severity Zones) shows the specific location of those lands subject to the risk of wildland fires.  

As a programmatic document, the General Plan and Draft EIR are intended to guide future 

development to those areas most appropriate for development to occur. Site-specific 

evaluations as to physical conditions (i.e. topography, fuel loads, access to water) of a particular 

property will occur with future development; however, the risk of wildfire relative to these 

lands as build out of the General Plan occurs is documented and analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

Comment 33.74 The Draft EIR clearly discloses the fact that an additional 62,000 acres of residential 

development will be subject to an increased risk of wildland fire with implementation of the 

General Plan; however, such increased exposure of this development is necessary to 

accommodate anticipated future population growth. Further, the adequacy of emergency 

access and emergency response will be determined as site-specific development occurs with 

build out of the General Plan, as conditions relative to these potential constraints will certainly 

change over time; refer also to Section 4.17.2, Fire Protection Services, of the Draft EIR. As 

stated above, impacts relative to wildland fire will be reduced to a less than significant level 

with conformance to applicable laws and regulations. 

Comment 33.75 The County disagrees with the commenter’s unsubstantiated opinion that the analysis related 

to fire hazards is deficient or lacks evidentiary support for its conclusions and findings. GPA 

No. 960 plans for anticipated future growth and identifies those areas where specific land use 
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types are appropriate (i.e. outside of floodplains, steep slopes, etc.) to minimize risks to public 

safety. As stated above, in order to accommodate future growth, some increased risk of public 

exposure to wildfire conditions will occur with build out of the General Plan. Conformance 

with applicable regulations and policies is intended to enhance the safety of the County’s 

residents and minimize the potential for the occurrence of wildfire and its resulting damage to 

the extent feasible; however, total assurance that a wildfire event will not occur cannot be 

achieved in any circumstance on lands identified as having characteristics that support an 

increased risk of wildfire. Further evaluation of specific site conditions and appropriate 

measures to reduce the risk of wildfire would occur at the time when development is proposed. 

As stated above, the adequacy of emergency access and emergency response will be 

determined as site-specific development occurs with build out of the General Plan, as 

conditions relative to these potential constraints will vary over time; refer also to Section 

4.17.2, Fire Protection Services, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment 33.76 See Response 33.75, above. While the Added Community Centers Alternative would likely 

reduce the risk of wildfire due to the reduction of proposed OS-RUR land use designations, 

this Alternative only addresses four of the five objectives for the project, and does so while 

increasing traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, as well as increasing several other 

environmental impacts (see Alternatives Analysis, page 6.0-73). Refer to Responses 33.83, 

33.84, and 33.86, below, for a more detailed discussion of why the Added Community Centers 

Alternative was not determined to be superior to GPA No. 960 as presented.  

Comment 33.77 This comment states that Draft EIR No. 521 fails to mitigate all potentially significant impacts 

as it relates to roadways outside of the jurisdiction of Riverside County.  This stems from the 

fact that there are roadways under the jurisdiction of others that have been identified in the 

Draft EIR as needing to be upgraded in order to operate at the target levels of service called 

for in the respective circulation policies.  

The County concurs with the author’s assessment that these other agencies “can and should” 

adopt appropriate mitigation and that the County should support these efforts. It is proposed 

that the following language, italicized and highlighted in green font, be added to Draft EIR 

No. 521. The document will now read as follows:  

Page 4.18-91: 

“Table 4.18-U contains all of the roadways that are subject to Riverside County’s jurisdiction 

which were also listed in the several comparison Tables 4.18-M through 4.18-P. All of the 

other roadways listed fall outside the jurisdiction of Riverside County (i.e. State of California 

and cities). These roadways similarly have impacts which require mitigation measures. 

However since these roadways are not within the jurisdiction of Riverside County, the impacts 

may potentially remain significant unless improved by others to standards that are higher than 

those modeled. The County therefore finds and recommends that the affected agencies can and should adopt 

the mitigation recommendations for their respective agencies. ” 
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In addition, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Riverside and the Councils of the Cities 

of Western Riverside County have enacted the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee 

(TUMF) to fund the mitigation of cumulative regional transportation impacts resulting from 

future development. The mitigation fees collected through the TUMF program are utilized to 

complete transportation system capital improvements necessary to meet the increased travel 

demand and to sustain current traffic levels of service. The TUMF program was developed 

with the specific intent to mitigate regional traffic impacts which go beyond jurisdictional 

boundaries.  

Comment 33.78 This comment is duly noted. The comment argues that GPA No. 960 must consider 

opportunities to promote compact development and increase its commitment to alternative 

modes of transportation. Throughout the entirety of the Circulation Element, the County 

emphasizes that this is a multimodal plan which promotes and relies on various alternatives to 

the automobile (i.e. transit, pedestrian systems, and bicycle facilities) so that Riverside County 

citizens and visitors can access the region by a number of transportation options. There are 

numerous land use and transportation policies that recognize and encourage transit oriented 

design and more compact development patterns. There are several policies within the General 

Plan aimed at encouraging transit and other alternative travel modes. For example, Circulation 

Element Policy C 1.2 addresses the need to provide a multi-modal transportation network that 

includes all modes of travel ranging from automobiles to pedestrians. Policy C 1.3 specifically 

addresses transit users by supporting the development of local and regional transit facilities. 

Policy C 1.7 addresses land use patterns that will reduce vehicular travel such as pedestrian-

oriented development and mixed-use community centers. There are also specific policies 

related to pedestrian travel. Policy C 4.1 relates to the provision of pedestrian facilities within 

developments. For a full discussion on the policies in place to reduce VMTs, refer to 

Transportation and Circulation, Impact 4.18-A. 

Comment 33.79 This comment is duly noted. Draft EIR No. 521 provides a thorough analysis of the Salton 

Sea Air Basin (SSAB) in the Air Quality section of the Draft EIR document. The Draft EIR 

is intended to be a program-level document, and as such it evaluates the Project’s over-arching 

impacts on the environment, including air quality. However, as noted on page 4.6-5 of Draft 

EIR No. 521, air quality regulations are administered by the SCAQMD, and as such regulation 

of the air basin is beyond the purview of the GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521.  

Furthermore, separate from the General Plan,  the County has commenced the eligible 

Renewable Energy Development (eRED) Planning Program, which will not only facilitate 

renewable energy development in Riverside County, but would also further restoration plans 

for the Salton Sea through the addition of appropriate conservation policies and plans in the 

General Plan. The County is also a key partner in the Salton Sea Authority (SSA), which was 

formed along with other State and federal agencies, and the Republic of Mexico to develop 

programs that will further the beneficial use of the Salton Sea. The SSA is also responsible for 

overseeing the comprehensive restoration of the Salton Sea. Although outside of the scope of 

GPA No. 960, the County’s involvement in eRED and the SSA will help to further the 
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ecological restoration of the Salton Sea. For more information on these programs, visit the 

Riverside County Planning Department website and http://saltonsea.ca.gov/.  

Comment 33.80 See Response 33.79, above.  

Comment 33.81 As stated in the Draft EIR, the No Project alternative may take two directions. In the first, the 

No Project alternative assumes the “continuation of the existing plan” and is considered under 

the No Project/Status Quo alternative in Draft EIR No. 521. The second includes a “No 

Build” scenario, wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. This second No 

Project scenario is covered by the No Build/No Growth alternative in the Draft EIR.  

The No Project/Status Quo alternative assumes that no new development would be approved 

within the unincorporated County and that the incorporated cities would continue to grow 

pursuant to their individual general plans. The alternative would not direct future growth to 

cities as part of the no growth alternative; rather, it is assumed that this would be the resultant 

development pattern to accommodate growth if no new development was allowed to occur 

within the County. Per CEQA, a no-project alternative is one that “would be reasonably 

expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 

plans and consistent with the available infrastructure and community services” (State CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)).  As such, the Draft EIR complies with CEQA’s standards for 

alternatives. 

Comment 33.82 The No Build/No Growth alternative has not been proposed to ensure its rejection. As no 

development would occur within the unincorporated County, this alternative would not meet 

the established objectives for future build out of the County under the General Plan as 

proposed. The alternatives were designed using CCR Section 15126.6(c) outlines for selecting 

a range of adequate alternatives. The process the County undertook for selecting the range of 

alternatives is summarized in Table 6.0-A (Screening Tables or Alternatives Considered).  

Under the no project scenario identified in the State CEQA Guidelines, this is considered to 

be a valid alternative and one that does not violate CEQA. Further, as identified above, the 

Draft EIR also considers a second No Project alternative to evaluate a different development 

scenario under this condition, consistent with the No Project alternative as defined by CEQA. 

Therefore, evaluation of a required “No Project” alternative within Draft EIR No. 521 is 

considered to be adequate with regard to the proposed Project. Also, refer to response 33.83 

below. 

The County is compiling a database of comments on Land Use Designations which will be 

presented to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 

process. 

Comment 33.83 The Draft EIR provides an in-depth analysis of six alternatives. As stated in the Draft EIR, 

the Added Community Centers alternative evaluated “addresses the effects of growth and 

development pressure by proposing to transfer development intensity planned for lands 

identified for future open space conservation into a series of additional community centers 
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along transportation corridors. The overall number of residential units projected for 

unincorporated Riverside County would remain the same, but their locations, and possibly 

their densities, would change.” This alternative explores the relocation and concentration of 

certain land uses and densities to areas within the County where development may be more 

appropriate, and can be supported by an effective transportation system, thereby allowing for 

a greater allowance of undeveloped, open space lands. The Added Community Centers 

alternative was rejected as it would result in substantial individual and/or cumulative impacts 

in a number of areas, including traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, all the while 

only meeting four out of the five project objectives (see page 6.0-73). As such, Draft EIR No. 

521 provides suitable reasons to reject this alternative. However, as part of the Draft EIR, this 

alternative will be considered by the County during Project deliberations. Refer also to 

Response 33.81, above, regarding the Project alternatives considered. 

The range of project alternatives selected for analysis was chosen to reflect the project 

objectives and the potential to reduce the project’s significant impacts. Alternatives were not 

considered if they failed to meet most of the project objectives, were determined infeasible, or 

were unable to avoid significant environmental impacts. For a detailed discussion on the 

criteria utilized in selecting and analyzing each alternative, refer to Alternatives Analysis, 

Section 6.2 “Selection of Alternatives.”  See Response 33.82, above.  

Comment 33.84 As seen in Draft EIR No. 521 page 1.0-21, the Added Community Center Alternative “only 

substantially lessens or avoids significant impacts for one of the seven (agriculture)” significant 

effects associated with the proposed project. Biological Resources are not identified as having 

the potential to be significantly impacted by GPA No. 960. In fact, as part of the proposed 

GPA No. 960, any potentially significant adverse impacts to biological resources resulting 

from future development accommodated by the Plan would be mitigated to below the level 

of significance (Draft EIR No. 521 page 4.8-97). Section 6.0 explains that the Added 

Community Center Alternative would substantially lessen impacts to Biological Resources, but 

it is important to remember that this is compared to their already less than significant values 

as a part of GPA No. 960 (Draft EIR No. 521 page 6.0-66).  Similarly, the Added Community 

Centers Alternative would decrease already less than significant impacts to wildfire and fire 

protection as determined by Draft EIR No. 521 (Draft EIR No. 521 page 4.13-93). Draft EIR 

No. 521 found that compliance with existing regulations and General Plan policies would 

ensure that impacts related to wildland fire risks as a result of future development 

accommodated by GPA No. 960 would have less than significant impacts.   

As such, although the Added Community Centers Alternative would decrease these two less 

than significant impacts, this alternative is not deemed the preferred alternative as it does not 

meet all five objectives of the Project and increases growth and localized urban impacts 

beyond that of the proposed plan or existing General Plan.  No further response is required.  

Comment 33.85 This comment is duly noted. As stated on pages 6.0-66 and 6.0-67, the increased VMT would 

occur predominantly within the community centers, according to the modeling completed for 
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the alternative. Specifics related to the VMT analysis are provided on 6.0-66 and 6.0-67 of the 

general plan. Also, refer to Table 6.0-H, Added Community Centers Alternative - Environmental 

Effects Summary, for the individual impacts associated with the Added Community Centers 

Alternative. The County disagrees with the statement that the EIR’s conclusions are confusing 

or unsupported by evidence.  

Comment 33.86 The comment takes several statements in the Draft EIR out of context and confuses VMT in 

different areas.  The Added Community Centers Alternative would concentrate development 

and increase development density and intensity rather than increasing the overall build out of 

unincorporated areas.  Under this alternative the overall size of the development footprint 

within unincorporated Riverside County would decrease, but the overall residential density 

would nearly double.  As a result, VMT on a per capita level would decrease, but overall VMT 

would increase due to the increased development. The analysis is neither skewed nor 

contradictory.    

Comment 33.87 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general background information.  Responses to specific 

comments are provided below. 

Comment 33.88 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 33.89 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 33.90 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment pertains to the General Plan Draft EIR, and the comments made in 

this letter are duly noted. The County will take into consideration the comments made and 

determine if any revisions to the Draft EIR, additional technical analyses or significant impacts, 

and/or, a recirculation of the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5(a) which states that “a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when 

significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability 

of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification.” Additionally, 

it is important to note that the February 2015 public review period for Draft EIR No. 521 

was, in fact, a recirculation. It is the belief of the County no such conditions warranting a 
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recirculation exist given the dual public review periods including the May/June 2014 Draft 

EIR public review period and the February 2015 recirculated Draft EIR public review period. 

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attached Exhibits A through Y. Exhibit A pertains 

to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. The 

attached material contained in Exhibits B through Y relate to additional claims made within 

the letter. As such, the material did not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of 

Draft EIR No. 521 or any environmental issues. Therefore, the abovementioned referenced 

material does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues).  
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Comment Letter No. 34:  Sierra Club, Santa Margarita Group 

Comment 34.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment serves as an introduction.  Responses to specific comments are 

provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 34.2 The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (WRC-MSHCP) 

and Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CV-MSHCP) are in place 

to ensure connectivity for wildlife within Riverside County. It should be noted that both plans 

recognize and provide specific conservation measures to protect wildlife movement corridors. 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 34.3 As described in Response 34.2, impacts to wildlife movement would be mitigated through 

linkages established through the WRC-MSHCP and CV-MSHCP. As part of the WRC-

MSHCP, a system of corridors and linkages has been established to accommodate wildlife 

movement within the open areas of western Riverside County. These are described more fully 

within the WRC-MSHCP, Section 3.2.3: Cores and Linkages within the MSHCP Conservation 

Area.  Additionally, the Clarifications and Corrections to the MSHCP (May 2004) and the 

plan’s USFWS Biological Opinion (June 2004) incorporate two additional Special Linkages 

into the WRC-MSHCP. In the Coachella Valley, the CV-MSHCP establishes conservation 

areas and articulates objectives and measures for the preservation of core habitat and the 

biological corridors and linkages needed to maintain essential ecological processes within the 

plan area. Several Federal, State and County Regulations as well as policies within GPA No. 

960 support and/or protect wildlife corridors within Riverside County.  Refer to pages 4.4-89 

through 4.8-92, for a detailed description of the regulations and policies in place to protect 

wildlife corridors.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 34.4 Section 4.6, Air Quality, assesses the potential impacts on air quality resulting from 

implementation of future development accommodated by GPA No. 960.  The air quality 

analysis in the Draft EIR provides a meaningful evaluation of the potential air quality impacts 

related to GPA 960.  It is unclear as to the actual issue pertaining to the use of off-road vehicles 
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and agricultural methods leading to soil disruption as it pertains to fuel modification activities 

in New Policy OS 18.4(c).  However, the General Plan and Draft EIR include various policies 

related to fugitive dust.  For example, Mitigation Measures 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B and 4.5.1C would 

minimize fugitive dust during construction.  The Draft EIR also includes New Mitigation 

Measure 4.6.B-N1, which requires the watering of soil stockpiles and the prevention of visible 

dust plumes.  Additionally, the majority of the County is under the jurisdiction of the 

SCAQMD.  Activities within SCAQMD jurisdiction are subject to their rules and regulations.  

SCAQMD Rule 403 includes methods for controlling fugitive dust and prohibits visible dust 

from emanating beyond a site’s boundaries.  Furthermore, General Plan Policy AQ 17.1 

requires the reduction of particulate matter from agriculture, construction, demolition, debris 

hauling, street cleaning, utility maintenance, railroad rights-of-way, and off-road vehicles to 

the extent possible. 

This comment also addresses two new policies relating to alternative energy.  It should be 

noted that the General Plan Update and CAP supports rooftop solar and power production 

within populated areas.  For example, Policy OS 11.1 supports alternative energy sources, New 

Policy AQ 20.18 supports the installation of solar panels and other energy efficient 

improvements to residential and commercial uses, New Policy AQ 20.21 would provide 

homeowner education programs for adding solar energy capabilities, New Policy AQ 20.28 

supports solar array installations and other renewable sources, and New Policy AQ 26.1 

encourages solar panels.  Further, New Policy AQ 28.1 includes provisions for adding solar 

energy capabilities to existing structures and New Policy AQ 29.2 also allow for renewable 

energy.  The General Plan Update and CAP encourage the use of alternative energy generation 

and such installations would contribute to a project’s point total on the Screening Tables. 

New Policy AQ 26.1(g) states that the County shall implement programs and requirements to 

identify lands suitable for wind power generation or geothermal production and encourage 

their development. New Policy AC 26.2 states that the applicable Implementation Measures 

of the Climate Action Plan shall be the objectives for reducing greenhouse gasses by the 

increased use of alternative energy sources and also states that the County shall establish 

programs to address the use of alternative energy.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 34.5 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. 

Furthermore, the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) is located within San 

Diego County, not Riverside County, and as such was not addressed as a part of GPA No. 
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960. As SONGS is located outside of the County’s jurisdiction, its decommissioning is beyond 

the purview of the County and the County General Plan. As such, the potential hazardous 

waste impacts are not considered in GPA No. 960.  

Information used to analyze noise impacts of GPA No. 960 is based on a noise study prepared 

by LSA entitled “Noise Measurement and Analyses Services for Riverside County General 

Plan Amendment No. 960” (Appendix EIR-7). As described in the noise study, equivalent 

continuous sound level (Leq) is a predominant rating scale for human noise levels.  

Additionally, it should be noted that instantaneous noise that happens on a continual basis 

would be captured in the Leq standards since these instantaneous peaks would increase Leq 

levels.  Additionally, the Leq standards were established to account for such instantaneous noise 

events.  As such, the County stands by its decision to use this rating scale as opposed to 

“instantaneous” methods.  This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 34.6 Wildlife connectivity allotted by the Santa Ana Mountains is addressed within the WRC-

MSHCP. The Plan is a joint effort between the Regional Conservation Authority and several 

other partner agencies including the California Department of Fish and Game, Riverside 

County Habitat Conservation Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and many more. Refer 

to www.wrc-rca.org/partner_agencies.asp for a full list of the countywide and regional 

agencies that work together to protect important wildlife corridors. This comment pertains to 

the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but 

does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 35:  Avelar, Albert 

Comment 35.1 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 36:  Baeza, Francisco (California Rural Legal 
Assistance) 

Comment 36.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. Although this comment notes specific concerns in 

regards to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments 

addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below 

which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 36.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. Although this comment notes specific concerns related 

to GPA No. 960, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more detail in the 

following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below which address the in-depth 

explanation of concerns listed in the letter. 

Comment 36.3 This comment is duly noted. However, the requirement to incorporate an analysis of legacy 

communities into General Plan documents, pursuant to Government Code §65301.10(b), 

were not incorporated into law until 2011. This date is beyond the baseline date of the Draft 

EIR (April 2009), and as such is not incorporated into the analysis of the document. However, 

the 5th Cycle Housing Element is currently being processed by the County Planning 

Department as GPA No. 1120. No further comment is warranted. 

Comment 36.4 This comment is duly noted. As stated in Response 36.3 above, the County is currently 

completing the 5th Cycle Housing Element, and associated analysis, as a separate General Plan 

Amendment (GPA No. 1120). 

In regards to GPA No. 960 and its use of the 4th Cycle Housing Element, due to the 

countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, much of the data presented within 

Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  

In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set that is best supported by substantial 

evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not expected to differ from existing 

physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding farmland and agricultural resources 

were each determined to be the best-supported and best available information. Further, each 

section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the baseline data used for the analysis in 

order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The data incorporated into the document 

represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR analysis and as such was incorporated 

to the document.  

In regards to the Housing Element data used for Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, Population and 

Housing, the analysis is based on General Plan Amendment No. 1097, the most recently 

adopted General Plan Housing Element (4th Cycle). The reason GPA No. 960 uses the 

planning period of 2006-2014 for the 4th cycle is that this period more closely coincides with 

the baseline date adopted for GPA No. 960 (April 2009). The use of the 4th Cycle Housing 
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Element, as it represents the document baseline more accurately, is adequate for the analysis 

of future population and housing needs.  

Comment 36.5 This comment is duly noted. Due to the delay in the adoption of the 4th cycle Housing 

Element, the designation of 595 acres of additional HHDR land, as noted in Action 1.2T of 

the Housing Element, was not completed. In the Draft 5th Cycle Housing Element that was 

submitted for review by HUD, the County states on page H-97: 

“As previously mentioned, the County had included Program 1.2t in the 2008–2014 Housing 

Element to redesignate a minimum of 595 acres of land to HHDR to meet its lower-income 

housing need. The County also needed to rezone the sites to a zone permitting multifamily 

development by right. Because the County was unable to complete the General Plan land use 

designation to HHDR, it must now accommodate both the 4th round shortfall and 5th round 

RHNA.   

In an effort to accommodate the need from the 2008–2014 planning period and the 2014–

2021 planning period, the County is planning to amend its General Plan Land Use map and 

rezone a total of 925 acres to the HHDR designation (Action 1.2k).  

The County has started the process to amend the General Plan Land Use as will have all 

amendments and rezones completed by fall 2014. All sites will permit multifamily by right and 

will comply with state law shortfall requirements.” 

While this goal was not attained through the implementation of GPA No. 960, it is currently 

under the consideration of the 5th Cycle Housing Element Update (GPA No. 1022), and will 

be analyzed in the 5th Cycle Housing Element EIR. 

Comment 36.6 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR has failed consider or rely on the SCAG 2012-2035 

Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. This is not true. The 

Transportation and Circulation Section 4.18 of the Draft EIR pages 4.18-26 and 4.18-27 

contain a comprehensive discussion of the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 

and Sustainable Communities Strategy, particularly as it relates to facilities, strategies and 

funding for projects within or serving Riverside County. 

The Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RIVTAM), used to analyze the traffic 

impacts of GPA No. 960 for Draft EIR No. 521, has been developed in cooperation with the 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and uses the SCAG 2008 RTP 

Model structure, equations, coefficients and algorithms as the base and runs these through the 

SCAG model module sequence. The RIVTAM updates and refinements, developed in full 

collaboration with SCAG modeling staff, ensure that the traffic analysis considered the most 

recent data available at the time with respect to the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
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In addition, GPA No. 960 includes the following policy specifically citing SCAG’s Regional 

Transportation Plan: 

C 7.3 Incorporate the Regional Transportation Plan of the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) and, the Riverside County 

Congestion Management Program, and the Riverside County Short and 

Long-Range Transit Plans into the Circulation Element, and, encourage 

with the active participation of Caltrans, work to expedite the design 

and implementation of state highway capital improvement projects.  (AI 

49, 50, 51) 

Therefore, the commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR violates the required GHG 

evaluation is incorrect.  

Comment 36.7 In regards to baseline data, due to the countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 

521, much of the data presented within Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a 

single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set 

that is best supported by substantial evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not 

expected to differ from existing physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding 

farmland and agricultural resources were each determined to be the best-supported and best 

available information. Further, each section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the 

baseline data used for the analysis in order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The 

data incorporated into the document represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR 

analysis and as such was incorporated to the document. Pursuant to CEQA, the Draft EIR 

provides extensive analysis of the impacts associated with GPA No. 960, and will facilitate 

meaningful review of the Project and informed decision making ( CEQA Guidelines 

§15002(a)).  

Comment 36.8 In regards to onsite water treatment systems in the Eastern Coachella Valley Area Plan 

(ECVAP), the ECVAP is served by the Coachella Valley Water District in most areas; 

however, there are areas that are not served by the water district. OWTSs are required to 

undergo permitting before installation through the Riverside County Department of 

Environmental Health. Although regular testing is not mandatory, it is recommended by the 

Riverside County Department of Environmental Health and the California Department of 

Water Resources. The Department of Water Resources explicitly states that private well water 

quality is the responsibility of the well owner, and that regular testing should be conducted by 

the well owner. In the Coachella Valley, testing is offered to residents by the Coachella Valley 

Water District (CVWD). In the event that poor water quality is present in the area, CVWD 

offers a number of home treatment systems for residents. While OWTS regulation is crucial, 

it is not under the purview of the County Planning Department and is beyond the scope of 

GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. 
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While the concerns regarding OWTSs usage and adequacy are understood, ultimately the 

impacts associated with individual wells and water quality would be minimal, and any impacts 

that could occur as a result of new construction facilitated by GPA No. 960 would be 

addressed on a project-specific EIR level. No further response is warranted.   

Comment 36.9 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not address a number of potential impacts to 

water resources. As required by CEQA Public Resources Code Section 2100(c), Draft EIR 

No. 521 contains statements that briefly indicate “the reasons for determining that various 

effects on the environment of a project are not significant and consequently have not been 

discussed in detail in the environmental impact report.” This is especially true for Draft EIR 

No. 521 Chapter 4.19, Water Resources. As described previously, the ECVAP is serviced by 

CVWD. CVWD operates a total six wastewater reclamation plants, and while individual 

wastewater treatment access is essential, it is not under the purview of the County Planning 

Department and is beyond the scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. Future 

development accommodated by GPA No. 960 would be required to implement a legally 

adequate wastewater treatment plan on an individual project level.  

In regards to access to adequate wastewater treatment facilities, as noted Section 4.19 of the 

Draft EIR, there are a number of regulatory programs to ensure the development of adequate 

wastewater treatment facilities prior to the approval and construction of new developments. 

These regulatory programs include the Clean Water Act, Porter Cologne Act, as well as a 

number of County ordinances (including Ordinance No. 592 which specifically addresses 

regulation and construction of sewer systems within the County).   

In regards to exposure of residents to substandard drinking water, there are a number of 

regulatory programs at the federal, state, and local level to ensure water quality. These 

regulatory programs include the Clean Water Act, the National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System, and the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.  The County also collects 

revenue for programs to enforce MS4 compliance, such as the Whitewater River Watershed 

Benefit Assessment Area.   

In regards to impacts to the Indio Sub-basin as a result of intrusion from the Salton Sea, the 

County is actively working to study and improve the water quality of the Salton Sea. As a part 

of the ECVAP, the Salton Sea is an important biological resource to Riverside County, as is 

protecting the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin from the Sea’s potential intrusion. After 

receiving a grant from the California Energy Commission, the County commenced the eligible 

Renewable Energy Development (eRED) Planning Program, which will not only facilitate 

renewable energy development in Riverside County, but would also further restoration plans 

for the Salton Sea through the addition of appropriate conservation policies and plans in the 

General Plan. The County is also a key partner in the Salton Sea Authority (SSA), which was 

formed along with other State and federal agencies, and the Republic of Mexico to develop 

programs that will further the beneficial use of the Salton Sea. The SSA is also responsible for 

overseeing the comprehensive restoration of the Salton Sea. Although outside of the scope of 
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GPA No. 960, the County’s involvement in eRED and the SSA will help to further the 

ecological restoration of the Salton Sea. For more information on these programs, visit the 

Riverside County Planning Department website and http://saltonsea.ca.gov/. 

Groundwater is CVWD’s principle source of water supply within the ECVAP, and is managed 

by the CVWD and the Desert Water Agency.  

As explained on page 4.19-223, the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan Update 

“identifies water conservation and water supply elements sufficient to meet not only the 

projected water demands, but to provide a level of contingency should individual water 

conservation and supply projects not be implemented as currently envisioned or if growth is 

higher than anticipated.” As a programmatic document, assessing individual groundwater wells 

is beyond the scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521, and is better assessed by the 

applicable water agency’s Water Management Plan, in this case CVWD.  

As the abovementioned discussion confirms, GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 adequately 

satisfy CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21100(c) and does not constitute an abuse of 

discretion on the part of the County. 

Comment 36.10 In regards to mobile homes within the ECVAP, as noted in Table 1 (Land Use Designations), 

residential uses are allowed in excess of 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres on land designated as 

Agriculture as long as it is specified by policy or overlay. Policy ECVAP 6.1 indicates that 

farmworker housing is allowed on agricultural land as long as applicable safety considerations 

are met. 

According to the Table 4.2-G (Land Uses under Existing General Plan and Proposed Project), 

a net loss of 850 acres (0.04%) of agriculture land will occur with implementation of the 

proposed General Plan Update. The net changes that make up these land use changes are 

outlined by location in Table 4.5-F (Project Effects on Lands in Agricultural Use), which 

shows that no major agricultural land use changes would occur in the ECVAP. Therefore, 

farmworkers living in farmworker housing located on agricultural land in the ECVAP would 

not experience displacement due to the implementation of the proposed General Plan 

Amendment. In the event of possible displacement as a result of a potential future project, the 

required project-level environmental analysis would necessitate the applicant to fully analyze 

any potential displacement of residential structures. As such, the findings of Draft EIR No. 

521 and GPA No. 960 are not changed.  

Comment 36.11 This comment is duly noted. The General Plan is a countywide planning document that 

proposes policies for the entire County. Through its implementation, GPA No. 960 would 

not directly or indirectly cause the displacement of housing and would not induce substantial 

population growth. In order to evaluate potential impacts to housing and population, the 

County undertook extensive demographic analysis to ensure any potential impacts were 

evaluated. Table 4.3-F (Theoretical Build Out Projects (Land Use-Based Capacities)) 

(Population and Housing, 4.3-13) shows that build out accommodated by the proposed 
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General Plan would result in a countywide total of 520,897 dwelling units and 561,789 jobs. 

Compared to the Existing 2008 General Plan, this represents an overall 2% decrease in 

dwelling units and 5.6% decrease in jobs. On a local level, no individual Area Plan is anticipated 

to see a substantial population increase as a result of the Project’s changes. This includes the 

anticipated population increase in the ECVAP, which would see a population increase only 

2% more than already planned. This would not represent a substantial population increase for 

the Area Plan. Thus, overall population growth and its associated environmental effects would 

be similar to that already projected and analyzed for the existing General Plan.   As detailed 

above, GPA No. 960 and DEIR No. 521 both extensively consider impacts to the 

displacement of housing, population growth and the jobs-housing balance. The Commenter’s 

statement that Project could result in impacts to the abovementioned topic areas is speculative 

in nature, and as such goes beyond the requirements for Environmental Impact Reports, as 

outlined in the CEQA Guidelines §15064(d)(3).  

Comment 36.12 As described in Draft EIR No. 521, Section 3.0, Project Description, the Riverside County 

General Plan is intended to be a blueprint for the County’s future. The primary goal of GPA 

No. 960 is to comprehensively review and update the County General Plan so that it continues 

to provide a clear, relevant, and consistent set of directions for implementing the County 

Vision, General Plan Elements, and individual Area Plans.  GPA No. 960 was undertaken to 

achieve five clearly defined objectives, described in detail in Section 3.0, Project Description. To 

assess if GPA No. 960 sufficiently addressed the five objectives outlined in Section 3.0, the 

following criteria were utilized: 

 Further Progress: GPA No. 960 would successfully meet this objective if it ensures 

the General Plan remains suitable as a plan for the coordination of future growth 

within Riverside County (for example, provides additional policies and plans, such as 

new Rural Village Overlays, where warranted to appropriately handle emerging 

growth patterns).   

 Update Land Use: GPA No. 960 would successfully meet this objective if it provides 

updates to land use designations and Foundational components where necessary to 

ensure that the General Plan remains suitable as a plan for the coordination of future 

growth within Riverside County (for example, change mapped land use designations 

[LUDs] and Foundations where warranted to appropriately handle emerging growth 

patterns).   

 Update Technical Data: GPA No. 960 would successfully meet this objective if it 

provides updates to the General Plan’s technical information (e.g., resource mapping, 

regulations, demographics and statistics, etc.) where necessary to ensure that the 

General Plan continues to accurately reflect the current environment, regulatory, 

socioeconomic and development status of Riverside County (for example, updating 

General Plan maps to reflect newly released mineral data from the State of California 
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and adding a forest resources map to better coordinate with new CEQA policies 

addressing forest resources).    

 Address New Needs: GPA No. 960 would successfully meet this objective if it 

provides updates to the General Plan that enable it to appropriately plan, coordinate, 

and implement new policies and programs necessitated by regulatory changes or by 

previously unanticipated needs (for example, adding greenhouse gas and climate 

change policies to the General Plan Air Quality Element in response to California 

State directives aimed at reducing carbon emissions).     

 Further County Vision: GPA No. 960 would successfully meet this objective if the 

changes it proposes serve to enhance and extend the continued progress of the 

General Plan in achieving the long-range goals established in the Riverside County 

Vision (for example, the addition of the “Healthy Communities” Element to the 

General Plan to encourage healthy living enabled by appropriate patterns of 

development).     

These five examples explain how the criteria were expressly implemented in in the General 

Plan Update and help to further demonstrate how GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 

satisfy CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b). Further, the commenter misrepresents the nature 

of the statement of objectives. The main purpose under CEQA for the statement of objectives 

is to develop a reasonable range of project alternatives, and not exclusively to aid decision 

makers in the preparation of findings.  

Comment 36.13 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 

Comment 36.14 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in 

regards to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments 

addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below 

which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 36.15 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 36.16 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in 
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regards to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it serves as an introduction to the comments 

addressed in more detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below 

which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 36.17 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(c), GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 

consider social and economic factors when analyzing the feasibility of mitigating significant 

environmental impacts. As part of the preparation of GPA No. 960, the Riverside County 

Center for Demographics Research (RCCDR) undertook examination of all factors listed in 

Appendix E of the existing General Plan.  They evaluated the existing factors in light of the 

most recent data available, including official Riverside County growth projections (RCP-07 

and RCP-08), current SCAG data (2008 Regional Transportation Plan, etc.), current General 

Plans of cities within Riverside County, published data (U.S. Census, ULI Handbooks, etc.) 

and statistics issued by the California Department of Finance. The resultant statistical data was 

used to create proposed General Plan Appendix E-1 as part of GPA No. 960. As Appendix 

E-1 represents the most current and appropriate growth and demographic data, it was used 

for the statistical analyses performed for Draft EIR No. 521.  For full details on the method-

ology used for the generation of these projections and assumptions, see General Plan 

Appendix E-1. The basic components of Appendix E-1 were used to develop associated 

socioeconomic calculations for build out of both the existing General Plan and a “Project 

scenario” for how the General Plan would build out if amended pursuant to GPA No. 960. 

As the abovementioned reasons confirm, Draft EIR No. 521 adequately addresses the 

requirements of State CEQA Guidelines section 15131(c). Furthermore, 15131(c) is a 

requirement of a lead agency to consider economic, social, and housing factors, as well as 

technological and environmental factors as related to mitigation measures and alternatives to 

offset or reduce significant adverse physical environmental impact. It does not represent a 

requirement that the County is required to evaluate the socioeconomic status of farmworkers 

in the EVC.  

Comment 36.18 See Response 36.17, above.   Future development consistent with GPA No. 960 would 

incrementally increase rural, suburban and urban uses in localized areas throughout 

unincorporated Riverside County resulting in a comparable increase in population, including 

students requiring educational services.  However, compared to the existing General Plan, the 

overall net effect of the Project is to reduce the amount of dwelling units and the associated 

population expected to occur within Riverside County over the next 50 years.  In terms of 

actual changes to existing student populations and service levels, localized development 

increases would incrementally generate additional students creating demand for additional 

school facilities, services and personnel in specific areas, particularly within the Palm Springs 

School District, Palo Verde Unified School District and Perris Union High School District.  

Outside of these three districts, none of the Project-related population increases would trigger 

the need for new or improved facilities.  The additional students generated over the next 50 

years could readily be accommodated at existing facilities and the districts would not have a 

significant impact.  As for the remaining three districts, however, compliance with existing 
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laws (Senate Bill 50, in particular) and the policies of the Riverside County General Plan would 

be sufficient to ensure that this impact is less than significant. 

Ultimately, as a program-level document, the effects of GPA No. 960 on individual structural 

physical decay are unknown, and are not considered a part of the scope of GPA No. 960 or 

Draft EIR No. 521.  In the event of possible structural deterioration resulting from a potential 

individual project, the required project-level environmental analysis would necessitate the 

applicant to fully analyze any potential for the physical decay of structures. The commenter is 

incorrect that GPA No. 960 is similar to the project-specific factors decided in the El Dorado 

or Bakersfield Citizens cases. Both of those cases focused on a particularly set of facts where 

the courts could draw direct correlations of the project’s indirect impacts that resulted in 

adverse physical environmental impacts. The comment here only proffers unsubstantiated 

potential impacts that may or may not occur. Any attempt to ascertain and evaluate such 

impacts would be highly speculative and would not to meaningful public review or informed 

decision making  

Comment 36.19 In regards to onsite water treatment systems in the ECVAP, the ECVAP is served by CVWD 

in most areas; however, there are areas that are not served by the water district. These unserved 

areas are required to use onsite water wells and septic systems, and private wells within the 

ECVAP are not subject to regulatory oversight. However, wells and water treatment systems 

are required to undergo permitting before installation through the Riverside County 

Department of Environmental Health. Although regular testing is not mandatory, it is 

recommended by the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health and the 

California Department of Water Resources. The Department of Water Resources expressly 

states that private well water quality is the responsibility of the well owner, and that regular 

testing should be conducted by the well owner. In the Coachella Valley, testing is offered by 

CVWD for residents. In the event that poor water quality is present in the area, a number of 

home treatment systems are available for residents. While regulation of these wells is crucial, 

it is not under the purview of the County Planning Department and is beyond the scope of 

GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. 

While the concerns raised by the commenter are understood, ultimately the impacts associated 

with individual wells and water quality would be minimal, and any impacts that could occur as 

a result of new construction would be addressed in a project-specific EIR. Also, refer to 

responses 36.8 and 36.9. 

Comment 36.20 Agriculture is a significant constituent of the ECVAP. The RCIP Vision specifically seeks to 

protect agricultural lands not only because of their economic value, but also because of their 

cultural and scenic values. The ECVAP includes policies to protect agricultural lands, which 

read as follows: 
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“ECVAP 5.1 Retain and protect agricultural lands through adherence to the 

policies contained in the Agriculture section of the General Plan 

Land Use Element.” 

“ECVAP 5.2 Refer to the General Plan Certainty System in the General Plan 

Administrative Administration Element.  An exception is provided 

allowing limited changes from the Agriculture designation to be 

processed and approved.” 

Relating to the protection of agricultural lands within the ECVAP is Policy ECVAP 6.1, which 

is in place to protect safe, healthy, and affordable farmworker housing within the Area Plan.  

“ECVAP 6.1 Allow farmworker housing that meets basic safety standards in 

agriculturally designated areas per the land use designations section 

of the General Plan Land Use Element, and the Five-Year Action 

Plan and Special Housing Need sections of the Housing Element.  

Provided that adequate provisions for public services and 

compatibility with adjacent uses is achieved, farm worker housing 

projects of both 1-12 dwelling units and greater than 12 units are 

permitted in the Agriculture designation in the Eastern Coachella 

Valley Area Plan. “  

The abovementioned policies will ensure that build out accommodated by GPA No. 960 will 

not result in housing overcrowding within the ECVAP. Additionally, the need for increased 

affordable housing opportunities within the ECVAP will be assessed on an individual project-

level basis. The Commenter’s statement that Project could result in impacts to the 

abovementioned topic areas is speculative in nature, and as such goes beyond the requirements 

for Environmental Impact Reports, as outlined in the CEQA Guidelines §15064(d)(3). 

Comment 36.21 The asserts that In regards to increased air quality emissions, as described in the Climate Action 

Plan (CAP) and on page 4.7-38 of Draft EIR No. 521, the CAP proposes a reduction target 

fifteen percent below current (2008 baseline) GHG emissions. As such, GPA No. 960 does 

not anticipate increased air quality emissions, and therefore would not contribute to structural 

decay or farmworker housing overcrowding within the Eastern Coachella Valley.  

In regards to depletion of groundwater supplies, as described in Draft EIR No. 521, Section 

4.19 Water Resources, the implementation of GPA No. 960 could result in a substantial 

depletion of groundwater supplies. However, several regulatory policies and programs exist to 

address and reduce impacts to groundwater supplies. Additionally, compliance with existing 

General Plan policies and mitigation measures would minimize impacts to groundwater 

supplies. Most notably, the County of Riverside will be required to implement a groundwater 

management plan reflective of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act and its three 

bills (AB 1739; AB 1168; SB 1319) by 2020 in order to protect groundwater resources.  See 
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page 4.19-265 for a discussion of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Refer also 

to Response 36.8 and 36.9. 

In regards to insufficient water supply, buildout accommodated by GPA No. 960 has the 

potential to result in demand for water supplies where such are insufficient or unavailable to 

serve the project from existing entitlements and resources.  Unavailability or unpredictability 

of imported water supplies, overdraft of groundwater basins, increasing demand due to growth 

in Riverside County, as well as environmental factors, such as climate change effects and 

drought, all play roles in limiting the availability of water within Riverside County.  In some 

remote locations, particularly in the far eastern desert beyond the Coachella Valley, lack of 

groundwater and/or lack of delivery infrastructure also are limiting factors.  For all of these 

reasons, the impact of water supply insufficiency is deemed significant and unavoidable at this 

time. However, these adverse impacts to water supply would be avoided, reduced, or 

minimized through compliance with existing federal, State, and County regulations, existing 

General Plan Policies, and Mitigation Measures in place to protect and advocate groundwater 

recharge (See pages 4.19-300 through 4.19-302). As such, the adoption of GPA No. 960 is not 

anticipated to result in structural decay or overcrowding in farmworker housing. 

In regards to overcrowding and structural decay, the Project includes revisions to the existing 

General Plan that would affect the future development capacity of Riverside County. In 

general, future development pressure could result in the redevelopment of existing uses, 

particularly in rural areas (e.g., agricultural lands and large-lot rural residential) and on under-

utilized urban and suburban parcels.  However, none of the areas proposed for land use 

changes under GPA No. 960 contain substantial numbers of existing homes whose loss would 

displace substantial numbers of residents.  Thus, the Project’s potential impacts to 

farmworkers within the ECVAP would be less than significant.  Moreover, compliance with 

existing General Plan policies (i.e., ECVAP 6.1) would further reduce this already insignificant 

impact. 

Comment 36.22 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. The comment merely states that 

substantially altering drainage may impact farmland and, therefore, there would be an impact 

on farmworkers. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 36.23 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 36.24 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter. No further response is required. 

Comment 36.25 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment does not identify 

any specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any other environmental issue.  

Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 37:  Ballmer, Greg 

Comment 37.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 37.2 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. Refer to Comment Letter 33 for specific responses to the attached letter from 

Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis.  

Comment 37.3 The commenter incorrectly states that the County proposed policies that reflect a Business as 

Usual Approach. These statements are unfounded, as the County has made extensive efforts 

to reduce consumption of local resources through the implementation of policies and 

mitigation measures. These policies and mitigation measures include reduction of impacts to 

resources including more stringent air quality and GHG emissions (Climate Action Plan), 

reduced water use (Ordinance 859: Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, OS 1.1-1.4), 

centralization of development (LU 3.4, LU 5.3, LU 9.1-9.7) as well as many others. This 

comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. For further discussion, refer to Comment Letter 33 for specific responses to the 

attached letter from Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Comment 37.4 Refer to comment 37.3 above. The County acknowledges your comments during the General 

Plan Update and EIR process and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

Comment 37.5 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 38:  Baranek, John 

Comment 38.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 38.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 39:  Brumfield, Phyllis 

Comment 39.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 39.2 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. Responses to specific comments 

are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 40:  Brunetto, Ross and Cathy 

Comment 40.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 41:  Carow, Sharon A. and Robert J. 

Comment 41.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 41.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 42:  Chin, Darren via Standard Portfolios, LLC 

Comment 42.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 42.2 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 42.3 This comment requests the removal of the Moreno Valley to San Bernardino County CETAP 

Corridor. As noted in the discussion of the CETAP Corridors on Page C-23 of GPA No. 960, 

the Moreno Valley to San Bernardino County CETAP Corridor is not actively being pursued 

at the present time. However, neither Riverside County Transportation Commission nor the 

San Bernardino Associated Governments have officially removed this Corridor from 

consideration. As such, the CETAP Corridor designation continues to be reflected in the 

County Circulation Plan, Figure C-1 (Circulation Plan).  This corridor was not included in the 

buildout model network, and instead future roadway improvements in the area currently 

envision the four-lane widening of Pigeon Pass Road and Reche Canyon Road as stated in 

proposed revision to circulation Policy C 7.7. 

“C 7.7  Support the analysis of the feasibility of a developing Pigeon Pass Road 

and Reche Canyon Road as four-lane facilities to link the Moreno Valley area 

and San Bernardino County. extension as part of the Moreno Valley to San 

Bernardino County CETAP Corridor.” 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). (See 

Responses 14.13, 19.4, 29.19 and 30.5).  
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Comment Letter No. 43:  Cohen, Dena and Sidney 

Comment 43.1 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 44:  Cohen, Kenneth D. 

Comment 44.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 44.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 44.3 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 45:  Colston, Anthony and Cleta 

Comment 45.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 45.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 46:  Crase, Jim and Betty 

Comment 46.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 47:  Culton, Gregory M. 

Comment 47.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 48:  Culton, Margie 

Comment 48.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 49:  Davis, Roberta 

Comment 49.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 49.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacyd of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 50:  DeLeon, Rudy and Dranda 

Comment 50.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 50.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 51:  Domenigoni-Barton Entities via Jackson, 
Demarco, Titus, and Peckenpaugh 

Comment 51.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 51.2 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the EIR, it does not provide support for the listed concerns within the section 

and it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more detail in the following 

sections of the letter. Refer to the responses below which address the in-depth explanation of 

concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 51.3 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 

4.58-14 Section 5. The flood area identified using the Riverside County Special Flood Hazard 

Area database includes FEMA 100-year flood areas, select Army Corps of Engineers 

inundation boundaries, as well as a number of boundaries for County inundation zones, as 

enumerated in Ordinance 4.58-14 Section 5. The database is updated quarterly by RCFWCD, 

and incorporates new flood zones as necessary. The flood zone is used for site-specific 

development approvals, and is illustrated in the relevant maps within GPA No. 960 and Draft 

EIR No. 521. This flood hazard zone is supported by numerous policies in order to ensure 

development safety within the County. 

The County has updated GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 with new special flood hazard 

information and has added clarification on the information used to generate the “Special Flood 

Hazard Area” zone. This update includes the removal of the Domenigoni property from the 

Special Flood Hazard Area zone. The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR 

and is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document. 

Page 4.11-7 

“Additionally, many of the smaller drainages throughout the county, particularly those running 

through the alluvial fans that flank Riverside County’s hillsides, are susceptible to smaller-scale 

floods and also flash-flooding.  Figure 4.11.1 (100-Year Flood Hazard Zones Within Riverside 

County Special Flood Hazard Areas) shows the areas of Riverside County considered potentially 

at risk for flooding based on information from FEMA mapping, plus DWR and County of 

Riverside data.”   

Figure 4.11.1 

Note: Figure 4.11.1 was replaced to reflect the Riverside County Flood Control Special Flood Hazard Areas. 

Refer to the figure in the Errata section of the document. 
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However, while the County displays the Dam Inundation Areas within the General Plan 

documents, the County does not maintain the Dam Inundation Zone Data. This data is 

maintained by the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (OES). Updates and changes to 

these boundaries are beyond the purview of the County, and as such the County is unable to 

update the Dam Inundation Zone maps as requested in the comment.   

Comment 51.4 The County appreciates the background information regarding the flooding risk associated 

with the failure of the Diamond Valley Dam. As noted in Response 51.3 above, modification 

of the Dam Inundation Zones is the responsibility of the OES and as such is beyond the 

purview of the County. Policies and mitigation measures have been developed according to 

the boundary mapped by the OES and the policies will continue to apply to the Domenigoni 

property until the boundary is modified by the OES.  

Comment 51.5 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter. The requested updates have been made (see Responses 51.3 and 

51.4) and are reflected in the Errata section of the document. No further response is required. 

Comment 51.6 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory information.  Responses to specific 

comments are provided below; no further response is required. All comments received during 

the public review period will become part of the Administrative Record for the environmental 

document. 

Comment 51.7 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.8 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.9 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.10 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.11 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.12 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.13 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 
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Comment 51.14 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.15 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. The Special Flood 

Hazard Area zone that was located on the Domenigoni property has been removed, as shown 

in the Errata section of the document. No further response is warranted. 

Comment 51.16 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. No further response is 

warranted. 

Comment 51.17 Refer to Responses 51.3 and 51.4, above. The County has updated GPA No. 960 to remove 

the Domenigoni-Barton property from the Special Flood Hazard Area zone. The County 

appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. 

Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 52:  Eshelman, Carole 

Comment 52.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 53:  Gallagher, Ginny 

Comment 53.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 53.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 54:  Gardiner, Mark 

Comment 54.1 This comment provides general introductory information.  Responses to specific comments 

are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 54.2 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process.  

The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 55:  Hague, George (Letter 1) 

Comment 55.1 The County appreciates your comments during the GPA No. 960/ Draft EIR No. 521 public 

review period. The County compiles flood hazard maps using the Riverside County Special 

Flood Hazard Area database. The Riverside County Special Flood Hazard Area database is 

maintained by the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

(RCFWCD), as stipulated in Riverside County Ordinance 4.58-14 Section 5. This flood area 

includes FEMA 100-year flood areas, select Army Corps of Engineers inundation boundaries, 

as well as a number of boundaries for County inundation zones, as enumerated in Ordinance 

4.58-14 Section 5. The database is updated quarterly by RCFWCD, and incorporates new flood 

zones as necessary. The flood zone is used for site-specific development approvals, and is 

illustrated in the relevant maps within GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. The flood hazard 

zone is supported by numerous policies in order to ensure development safety within the 

County.  

The 500-year flood event is not incorporated into Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis due to the 

remote probability that such an event would occur. As its name suggests, the probability of a 

500-year flood event occurring within Riverside County is one in every five-hundred years, 

representing a 0.2% chance that such an event would occur in any given year. For this 

reasoning, the County has chosen to identify the Special Flood Hazard Area because it is 

regulated by the County Flood Control district and is a composite of the 100-year floodplain, 

FEMA mapping, and County regulated. The 500-year floodplain, however, is not provided by 

FEMA for all areas, and it is not used by the county for building regulations or land use 

planning. While the County appreciates the ASFPM White Paper, it does not provide 

substantive detail as to how or why the 100-year flood event is insufficient as part of the Draft 

EIR’s analysis.  

Comment 55.2 The commenter asserts that the channelization of the San Jacinto River could increase impacts 

to residents downstream. However, the goal of the proposed channelization project is to allow 

for the containment of the river to better protect the homes and residents that live in areas 

that experiencing severe flooding from the river. The project, which would require extensive 

environmental analysis and regulatory permitting, would be required to prove that impacts 

downstream would be minimized to ensure the safety of residents downstream. The General 

Plan also includes several policies, which address the limited circumstances where 

channelization is allowed within the County. These policies include:  

“Policy OS 5.1:   Substantially alter floodways or implement other channelization only 

as a “last resort,” and limit the alteration to:   

a. that necessary for the protection of public health and safety 

only after all other options are exhausted;  
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b. essential public service projects where or other feasible 

construction method or alternative project location exists; or  

c. projects where primary function is improvement of fish and 

wildlife habitat.” 

“Policy S 4.4:   This policy prohibits alteration of floodways and channelization 

unless other methods of flood risk management are not feasible, 

thereby maintaining and preventing the obstruction of existing flood 

control facilities by development proposals consistent with GPA 

No. 960 and reducing potential adverse impacts associated with 

impeding flows. The policy also allows for incentive provisions, such 

as density transfers, to be offered in an effort to maintain natural 

watercourses and floodways and to focus development away from 

these critical resources.” 

While the commenters concerns are noted, the project would be required to undergo extensive 

environmental analysis and regulatory permitting, and would be required to prove it would not 

add additional flooding risk to those areas downstream. 

Comment 55.3 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 55.4 The County thanks you for your participation in the General Plan Update and EIR public 

review period. This comment is duly noted. Future noticing and County correspondence will 

be forwarded to the address provided. This comment serves as a conclusion to the letter. 

Specific responses are provided above, and no further response is necessary.  

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachment provided with the Comment Letter. 

The attached material functions to support claims made within the letter. As such, the material 

did not identify any additional specific concern with the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521 or 

any environmental issues. Therefore, the attachment does not warrant any further response as 

part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). The County thanks you 

for your participation in the General Plan Update and EIR public review period. No further 

response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 56:  Hague, George (Letter 2) 

Comment 56.1 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 56.2 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachments provided with the Comment Letter. 

The material in the attachments function to support claims made within the letter. As such, 

the material does not identify any new specific concern with the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 

521 or any environmental issues. Therefore, the attachments do not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead 

agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). The County 

thanks you for your participation in the General Plan Update and EIR public review period. 

No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 57:  Hague, George (Letter 3) 

Comment 57.1 The County appreciates and acknowledges your comments during the GPA No. 960/ Draft 

EIR No. 521 public review period. This comment pertains to the General Plan, and does not 

warrant raise issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  The Santa 

Ana River is an invaluable biological resource within Riverside County. In regards to Project 

impacts to the Santa Ana River, GPA No. 960 is ultimately a program-level document, and as 

such is meant to develop and provide general guidance for future development.  However, 

several programs exist within southern California to safeguard the Santa Ana River and its 

associated habitats. For example, the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority (SAWPA) was 

created in 2002 and recently released provisions for its One Water One Watershed (OWOW) 

Integrated Regional Water Quality Management Plan (IRWMP). As described on SAWPA’s 

website, the IRWMP “reflects a collaborative planning process that addresses all aspects of 

water resources in the watershed over a 20-year time horizon.” For more information of 

SAWPA and its relationship to the protection of the Santa Ana River watershed, visit 

www.sawpa.org/owow/about-owow/.  

Comment 57.2 The commenter states that GPA No. 960 should address the Potrero Unit of the San Jacinto 

Wildlife Area. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 57.3 This commenter states that the Eagle Mountain Landfill should be removed from the Desert 

Center Area Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any 

further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 57.4 The commenter states that the General Plan should include further discussion related to the 

Potrero and Davis Units of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. This comment pertains to the 

General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 57.5 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 
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Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.6 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.7 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.8 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.9 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.10 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.11 The San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) is located within San Diego County, 

not Riverside County, and as such was not analyzed as a part of GPA No. 960. As SONGS is 

located outside of the County’s jurisdiction, its decommissioning is beyond the purview of the 
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County, and the County General Plan. As such, SONGS potential hazardous waste impacts 

are not considered in GPA No. 960 or Draft EIR No. 521.  

Comment 57.12 The County’s noise standards are provided in Chapter 9.52 (Noise Regulation) of the County 

Ordinances.  Table 1 in Section 9.52.040 provides sound level standards for the various land 

uses in the County.  Policy N 6.4 does not specify Leq values or limits.  As stated above, the 

County Ordinances provide standards for land uses in the County, including commercial, 

industrial, and recreational.   

Regarding airport and aircraft noise, the General Plan Update states that Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plans have been created for most airports within the County.  The Airport Land 

Use Compatibility Plans provide Airport Influence Areas and noise standards as well as noise 

contours that identify the noise levels surrounding the airport and runways.  Furthermore, 

proximity to airports and airport noise is included in the disclosures prior to the purchase of 

a home.  Additionally, the Noise element includes numerous policies regarding development 

within Airport Influence Areas and noise compatibility criteria for these areas.  For example, 

Policies N 7.1 and N 7.2 require compliance with airport land use noise compatibility criteria, 

Policy N 7.3 prohibits new residential uses within the current 60 dB CNEL contours of any 

currently operating airport, and N 7.4 requires each development proposal to be checked to 

determine if it is located within an airport noise impact area. 

Comment 57.13 The commenter states that the General Plan must incorporate wildlife corridors in order to 

reduce habitat fragmentation. The General Plan, as well as the MSHCP directly address wildlife 

corridors. The General Plan contains several policies related to wildlife corridor protection. 

Specifically related to transportation projects and potential impacts to wildlife corridors, Policy 

C 20.9 requires all transportation plans to reflect the requirements of both the WR-MSHCP 

and CV-MSHCP.  

In regards to the MSHCP, the programs provide extensive mitigation and project level analysis 

in order to ensure the protection of biological resources throughout General Plan 

implementation. 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 USFWS acknowledged the adequacy of the 

conservation programs as full mitigation.  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 the Western Riverside County and 

Coachella Valley, and payment of mitigation fees.  The CVAG has day to day management 

responsibility for ensuring that these processes occur and that sensitive biological resources 

are properly protected and managed in the Coachella Valley.  RCA, CVAG, the County of 

Riverside, USFWS and CDFW meet routinely throughout the year to review all actions, 

including project approvals, resulting conservation activities and other required mitigation 
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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 successfully being 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 that the sensitive biological resources found in the 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 MSHCP, 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, 

CVAG, and the wildlife agencies to verify the ongoing adequacy of the MSHCPs for 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, Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act, and other applicable natural resources laws, as well as required by CEQA. 

Through the implementation, potential impacts to wildlife corridors will be mitigated where 

necessary on the project level. The GPA and DEIR provides analysis and mitigation that is 

sufficient to protect wildlife corridors throughout the County. 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.14 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.15 This comment is duly noted. This comment suggests that GPA No. 960 include studies of 

appropriate bridge features and watercourse crossing for the full range of wildlife connectivity 

needs. As every bridge is a unique design based on a vast array of variables besides wildlife 

connectivity, it would not be reasonable or appropriate to try to identify all of the possible 

design options on a countywide level. Not only do the needs vary depending upon the 

particular wildlife involved, this field of study is rapidly evolving as new resources become 

available on an ongoing basis. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
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§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 57.16 The commenter notes a number of areas within the Multipurpose Open Space Element of 

GPA No. 960. However, the commenter notes that the Draft EIR needs to evaluate potential 

impact to water resources in light of recent drought conditions.  

The Draft EIR provides an in-depth discussion pertaining to water supply and drought-related 

issues from pages 4.19-57 to 4.19-101.  The General Plan and DEIR provide numerous 

policies and mitigation measures that directly address water conservation and drought-related 

alternative supply considerations, including Policy OS 1.1 (Balance water requirements of 

Urban, Agricultural, and environmental uses to ensure sufficient supply for these uses), Policy 

OS 2.2 (Encourage the installation of water efficient infrastructure such as gray water wells), 

Policy OS 2.5 (Encourage agricultural water conservation measures), Mitigation Measure 

4.17.1D (require new developments to prove compliance with applicable conservation 

measures have been met), as well as many others. In addition, the State Water Resources 

Control Board has purview over enforcing the recently enacted mandatory water conservation 

measures pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15.15 As discussed in the Section 

4.19.3 of Draft EIR 521 (Existing Environmental Setting – State and Regional Water Supply), water 

supplies are provided to County residents and businesses through various water retailers 

including municipal water districts and CPUC-regulated water utilities. The State of California 

has also enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, enforced by the State Water 

Resources Control Board, which requires certain groundwater basins to prepare Groundwater 

Management Plans.16 Finally, groundwater is also managed in Riverside County by various 

watermasters, adjudications and settlement agreements, which are described in the DEIR 

(Page 4.19-103) and overseen by a collaborative effort of County and watershed stakeholders 

led by the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority in Western Riverside County and the 

Colorado River Basin stakeholders for eastern Riverside County. 17, 18 

Beyond these water regulations, the MCHSP also affords protection to both plant and animal 

species to ensure that impacts to habitat, such as lack of resources, is addressed when 

necessary.  

Comment 57.17 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

                                                 
15 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/emergency_regulation.shtml 
16 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
17 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
18 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.18 See Response 57.2, above. 

Comment 57.19 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.20 Refer to Comment 22.12, above, regarding agricultural emissions and reductions.  

Additionally, agricultural land does not necessarily reduce impacts on GHG emissions and air 

quality.  According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, various management 

practices for agricultural soils can lead to production and emission of GHGs such as nitrous 

oxide (N2O) including fertilizer application to methods of irrigation and tillage.  Livestock, 

especially cattle, produce methane (CH4) as part of their digestive process.  This process is 

called enteric fermentation, and represents almost one-third of the emissions from the 

agriculture sector.  Furthermore, the way in which manure from livestock is managed also 

contributes to CH4 and N2O emissions.19  Therefore, removing agricultural lands would 

reduce the Project’s overall increase in GHG emissions over existing conditions. 

Comment 57.21 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 57.22 The commenter notes several areas where he feels that the General Plan and Environmental 

Impact Report should incorporation additional information, however no support for the 

inclusion of this information is included. Buildout accommodated with GPA No. 960 would 

be required to comply with several State and federal regulations addressing energy resources 

(see page 4.10-24 of Section 4.10, Energy Resources). In addition to complying with State 

regulations, Riverside County has engaged in a variety of local activities that will further reduce 

California’s long-term energy efficiency goals (for a brief description of these programs and 

policies, see page 4.10-26).  

                                                 
19 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Agriculture Sector Emissions, April 9, 
2015.  Available at: http://epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/sources/agriculture.html, accessed on April 9, 2015.  
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As for policies identified in the existing General Plan, Policies OS 11.2 and OS 11.3 support 

the use of solar energy and read as follows: 

Policy OS 11.2:   Support and encourage voluntary efforts to provide active and 

passive solar access opportunities in new developments.  

Policy OS 11.3:   Permit and encourage the use of passive solar devices and other 

state-of-the-art energy resources.  

GPA No. 960 proposes an additional policy to promote the use of solar energy in development 

accommodated by the project. The following policy proposed by GPA No. 960 would help 

encourage the use of solar energy within the County: 

NEW Policy OS 11.4:  Encourage site-planning and building design that maximizes solar energy 

use/ potential in future development applications.   

Future large-scale solar development projects would be required to assess biological impacts 

on an individual-project level. As a programmatic-level document, specific locations of future 

solar infrastructure are not presently foreseeable beyond the countywide level already depicted 

in the 2003 General Plan and addressed previously in EIR No. 441. These improvements 

require site-specific analyses and mitigation when proposed as part of (or to serve) future 

development as the General Plan builds out. As such, future impacts related to biological 

resources would be assessed programmatically pursuant to the performance standards outlined 

in Draft EIR No. 521 with project-specific analysis and mitigation developed at a later stage. 

For these reasons, species-specific maps are not feasible for the purposes of this General Plan.  

Comment 57.23 The County appreciates your comments during the GPA No. 960/ Draft EIR No. 521 public 

review period. 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 4.58-14 Section 5. The flood area identified using the Riverside County Special 

Flood Hazard Area database includes FEMA 100-year flood areas, select Army Corps of 

Engineers inundation boundaries, as well as a number of boundaries for County inundation 

zones, as enumerated in Ordinance 4.58-14 Section 5. The database is updated quarterly by 

RCFWCD, and incorporates new flood zones as necessary. The flood zone is used for site 

specific development approvals, and as such is illustrated on the GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR 

No. 521 maps. This flood hazard zone is supported by numerous policies in order to ensure 

the safety of development within the County.  

The 500-year flood event is not incorporated into Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis due to the 

remote probability that such an event would occur. As its name suggests, the probability of a 

500-year flood event occurring within Riverside County is one in every five-hundred years, 

representing a 0.2% chance that such an event would occur in any given year. For this 
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reasoning, the County has chosen to incorporate the more reasonable 100-year floodplain into 

Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis. Refer also to Response 55.10. 

Comment 57.24 Refer to Responses 29.39, 29.40, and 29.41, regarding the analysis of health impacts from 

exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR analyzed air 

emissions impacts associated with exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations under Impact Statement 4.6.D.  Air quality in the County is managed by the 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Mojave Desert Air Quality 

Management District (MDAQMD).  The SCAQMD and MDAQMD have adopted 

attainment plans that identify control strategies and measure commitments to reduce fugitive 

dust and NOX/ozone emissions and attain ambient air quality standards.  Additionally, the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) maintains monitoring stations that measure pollutant 

concentrations throughout the state. 

Draft EIR No. 521 includes New Mitigation Measures 4.6.D-N1 and 4.6.D-N2 to be 

implemented to minimize impacts from exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and 

Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM).  These mitigation measures require compliance with CARB, 

SCAQMD, and MDAQMD guidelines and requirements regarding TAC exposure, which 

would require site specific studies to be conducted for projects in proximity to TAC sources.  

Additionally, the General Plan Update includes numerous policies to reduce truck related 

emissions.  For example, Policy AQ 17.9 provides for the installation and use of electric service 

units at truck stops and distribution centers for heating and cooling truck cabs and particularly 

for powering refrigeration trucks in lieu of idling of engines for power.  Policy AQ 17.10 would 

promote and encourage the use of natural gas and electric vehicles in distribution centers and 

Policy AQ 16.3 would limit truck idle times.  

Furthermore, as CARB has implemented a requirement to reduce DPM emissions within the 

State by 85 percent by 2020, vehicle fleets are becoming cleaner every year.  This is due to the 

retirement of older, higher polluting vehicles and the introduction of newer, cleaner vehicles.  

Exhaust from heavy-duty trucks is anticipated to decrease in all areas of the region as 

compared to today; thus DPM associated with freeways will also decrease as compared to 

today.  Additionally, the inclusion of a map showing the locations of planned warehouses 

within the County is ultimately speculative, and due to the long-term vision contained within 

the General Plan the inclusion of specific warehousing location is infeasible. 

Comment 57.25 Refer to Response 33.48, regarding emissions from airports including the March Joint Air 

Reserve Base.  As a military base the use of the site is controlled by the Federal Government 

and the County of Riverside has no jurisdiction to control emissions or operations at the site.  

As a civilian airport, the operations are still under Federal jurisdiction and therefore the County 

has, if any, limited authority to control or regulate these operations.  As the County does not 

have jurisdiction over these sources, the emissions from these sources are not included in the 

County inventory.  
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Comment 57.26 Refer to Response to Comments 22.2 and 22.3.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) provide 

that an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions as they exist 

at the time the notice of preparation is published, or at the time environmental analysis is 

commenced.  As noted in the Draft EIR and CAP, the County uses 2008 as a baseline as this 

is the latest date that actual data was available at the time the analysis was prepared.   

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzed air quality impacts from all applicable aspects 

of the Project including adjustments to the acceptable Level of Service (LOS) standards in 

some areas.  These changes were incorporated into the transportation and air quality/GHG 

models.  It should be noted that changing the LOS target does not mean that the actual LOS 

will change and many locations will continue to operate at LOS A, B, and C, as they do today.  

The LOS adjustments would apply to arterial or collector streets and not local streets.  The 

primary purpose of the LOS adjustments is to back up the timing of associated infrastructure 

improvements.  Additionally, LOS E is only allowed by approval from the Board of 

Supervisors and would require compliance with specific guidelines.  Furthermore, the LOS 

changes are applicable to development proposals within area plans, which would have 

increased activity and density.  These areas would encourage pedestrian activity and alternate 

transit, which would reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. 

As noted in the Circulation Element Policy C 2.1, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion 

by virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets 

in order to balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, 

environmental impacts and costs, provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, 

has been completed to fully evaluate the impacts of such approval.  Any such approval must 

incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, make specific findings to support the decision, 

and adopt a statement of overriding considerations. 

Comment 57.27 This comment is duly noted. Future noticing and County correspondence will be forwarded 

to the address provided. This comment serves as a conclusion to the letter. Specific responses 

are provided above, and no further response is necessary.  

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachments provided with the Comment Letter. 

The attached material contained in the provided links function to support claims made within 

the letter. As such, the material did not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of 

Draft EIR No. 521 or any environmental issues. Therefore, the abovementioned referenced 

material does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). The County thanks you for your participation in the General Plan 

Update and Environmental Impact Report public review period. No further response is 

necessary.  
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Comment Letter No. 58:  Hansen, Lilian V. 

Comment 58.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 58.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 59:  Haunschild, Bob and Diane  

Comment 59.1 The County values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. The 

Land Use Designations proposed by GPA No. 960 change the existing Land Use Designation 

in Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR, which will require future development accommodated 

by GPA No. 960 to utilize 5-10 acre lot sizes as opposed to the current 1-2 acre lot sizes. This 

will lessen development impacts to the Canyon. This comment pertains to the General Plan, 

but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 60:  Hikel, Gene 

Comment 60.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 60.2  The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 61:  Hikel, Karen 

Comment 61.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 61.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 62:  Hoffman, Julie 

Comment 62.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 62.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 62.3 Currently, there are no tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues).See 

Comment 62.2, above. 

Comment 62.4 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 63:  Hsu, Patrick 

Comment 63.1 This comment is duly noted. This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. 

The County is compiling a database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be 

presented to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 

process. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 63.2 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 63.3 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 63.4 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 63.5 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 64:  Hughes, Robert D. 

Comment 64.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 65:  Jaeckels, Jerry 

Comment 65.1 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the General Plan, it serves as an introduction to the comments addressed in more 

detail in the following sections of the letter. Refer to the response below which addresses the 

in-depth explanation of concerns listed in the letter.   

Comment 65.2 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and EIR process.  

The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 65.3 See Response 65.2, above.  
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Comment Letter No. 66:  Jafay, Charlene 

Comment 66.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 66.2 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 66.3 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 67:  Johnson, Ernest R. 

Comment 67.1 The change in Land Use Designations proposed by GPA No. 960 change the existing Land 

Use Designation in Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR, which would require future 

development accommodated by GPA No. 960 to utilize 5-10 acre lot sizes as opposed to the 

current 1-2 acre lot sizes. This will lessen development impacts to the Canyon and help 

safeguard adequate emergency access and egress to/from the area. The County values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment pertains to the 

General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 68:  Johnson, Mark W. and Elizabeth L. 

Comment 68.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 68.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 69:  Kenyon, Dennis 

Comment 69.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 69.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 70:  Lansing, Greg (Lansing Companies) 

Comment 70.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 70.2 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation Change. The County is 

compiling a database of comments related to Land Use Designation changes, which will be 

presented to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing 

process. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 70.3 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 71:  Laughlin & Associates (Letter 1)  

Comment 71.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment functions as an introduction.  Responses to specific comments are 

provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 71.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 71.3 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 71.4 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. Responses to specific comments 

are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 72:  Laughlin and Associates (Letter 2) 

Comment 72.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 72.2 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 72.3 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 72.4 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment functions as an introduction.  Responses to specific comments are 

provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 72.5 This comment provides general introductory information.  Responses to specific comments 

are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 72.6 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 72.7 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required.  
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Comment Letter No. 73:  Lincoln, Jeanne  

Comment 73.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 73.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 74:  Malarkey, Cecelia 

Comment 74.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 74.2 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. 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 §15088(a), which requires that a lead agency respond to environmental 

comments). 
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Comment Letter No. 75:  Masonbrink, Kay 

Comment 75.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 75.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 76:  McManis, Charles (Letter 1) 

Comment 76.1 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and thanks you for your support of Draft EIR No. 521. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 77:  Morriss, Robert and Linda 

Comment 77.1 The Land Use Designations proposed by GPA No. 960 change the existing Land Use 

Designation in Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR, which will require future development 

accommodated by GPA No. 960 to utilize 5-10 acre lot sizes as opposed to the current 1-2 

acre lot sizes. This will lessen development impacts to the Canyon. The County values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment pertains to the 

General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 78:  Murphy, Michael D. 

Comment 78.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 78.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 78.3 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report participation 

process. Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 79:  Naumowich, Michael R. 

Comment 79.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 79.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 80:  Patterson, Cheryle 

Comment 80.1 The Land Use Designations proposed by GPA No. 960 change the existing Land Use 

Designation in Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR, which will require future development 

accommodated by GPA No. 960 to utilize 5-10 acre lot sizes as opposed to the current 1-2 

acre lot sizes. This will lessen development impacts to the Canyon. The County values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR participation process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 81:  Peterson, Jaculin R. 

Comment 81.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 81.2 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 81.3 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 81.4 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during project 

deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 82:  Redhawk Investments, via Jackson, DeMarco, 
Tidus, and Peckenpaugh 

Comment 82.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required.   

Comment 82.2 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 82.3 The County appreciates the detailed account of the land use designation process that has been 

undertaken by Redhawk Investments to date. In regards to the request to change the land use 

designation of the subject property, the County is compiling a database of comments on Land 

Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors during the public hearing process.  

Regarding the reduction in land use density proposed by the Wine County Community Plan, 

while these concerns are noted, the Wine Country Community Plan is a separate project from 

the current General Plan Update, and as such the impacts that would occur as a result of the 

Wine Country Community Plan are addressed in within the Wine Country Community Plan 

EIR. As such it is beyond the scope of the current Draft EIR No. 521 process.  

Comment 82.4 This comment is duly noted. Regarding the Wine Country Community Plan and its 

relationship to the General Plan in light of County Ordinance 348, while these concerns are 

noted, they are in reference to the General Plan and do not identify any environmental 

inadequacies within the Draft EIR. Text was added to the Southwest Area Plan and the Draft 

EIR to clarify that the Wine County Community Plan and GPA No. 960 are separate projects, 

and as such are analyzed in separate documents. This comment pertains to the General Plan, 

which will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any 

further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify any specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or any environmental issues.  

Comment 82.5 In regards to the separate analysis of the Wine Country Community Plan and the General 

Plan, while these concerns are understood, the projects are ultimately separate, and as such 

two environmental reviews were conducted. However, a comparative analysis of the two 

documents occurred within the Wine Country Community Plan EIR. Direct comparison of 

the existing General Plan and the Wine County Community Plan was conducted in the “No 

Project Alternative” section of the Wine County Community Plan EIR. In this analysis, it was 

noted that the Wine Country Community Plan would have less impacts than those associated 



 

 County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
 Public Review Draft  August 2015 

with the current General Plan (See Section 6.0 of the Wine Country Community Plan) and 

that the land uses within the Wine Country Community Plan are less intense than those 

included in the General Plan. 

Comment 82.6 The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan amended the Southwest Area Plan. This 

project included General Plan Amendment No. 1077, Zoning Ordinance No. 348.4729, 

Temecula Valley Wine Country Design Guidelines and Temecula Valley Wine Country 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Workbook, adopted on March 11, 2014. The planning area 

includes the City of Temecula, the City of Murrieta, and unincorporated communities in 

Riverside County. The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan was written and 

adopted in a separate CEQA process from GPA No. 960. Because this plan was created after 

the GPA No. 960 NOP was released, impact analysis is not included in the Draft EIR and no 

further response is required. The County has not piecemealed the analysis and instead has 

provided detailed analysis of all the impacts listed in the comments.  

Comment 82.7 In regards to the separate cumulative analysis of the Wine Country Community Plan and the 

General Plan, while these concerns are understood, the projects are ultimately separate, and 

as such two environmental reviews were conducted. However, a comparative analysis of the 

two documents occurred within the Wine Country Community Plan EIR. Direct comparison 

of the existing General Plan and the Wine County Community Plan was conducted in the “No 

Project Alternative” section of the Wine County Community Plan EIR. In this analysis, it was 

noted that the Wine Country Community Plan would have less impacts than those associated 

with the current General Plan (See Section 6.0 of the Wine Country Community Plan) and 

that the land uses within the Wine Country Community Plan are less intense than those 

included in the General Plan. 

Comment 82.8 This comment is duly noted. This comment suggests that the WRCOG TUMF funding of the 

Anza Road bypass is in jeopardy due to the approval of the lower residential densities included 

in the Wine Country Community Plan. The WRCOG TUMF program is reviewed annually to 

assess the progress being made on individual TUMF projects, to evaluate fees and costs and 

to make program adjustments, as needed. As such, the program will be reevaluated in the 

coming year to take into consideration the various land use changes that have taken place 

throughout the WRCOG area.  

Comment 82.9 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that the absence of a comprehensive 

analysis of the impacts of the Wine Country Community Plan on the planned circulation 

system constitutes a piecemeal approach to project approval. GPA 1077 - Wine Country 

Community Plan was fully evaluated as part of the approval process for that project as 

documented in EIR No. 524. The County has not piecemealed the analysis and instead has 

provided detailed analysis of all the impacts listed in the comments. 

Comment 82.10 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that the imposition of road improvement 

requirements to properties adjacent to Anza Road per Circulation Policy C 2.4 represents a 
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financial hardship. Per the provisions of the California Subdivision Map Act, local jurisdictions 

throughout the State of California routinely require the dedication of rights of way and 

improvements as conditions of approval of a subdivision map. The author presents no 

supporting documentation to support this premise other than personal opinion, and there is 

no reason to suppose that the imposition of such requirements in the Wine Country 

Community Plan is any different than in any other part of the County or State. 

Comment 82.11 The comment is duly noted. This comment suggests the lower residential densities allowed in 

the Wine Country Community Plan hamper the implementation of Circulation Policy C 3.6 

which requires private development to be primarily responsible for street and highway 

improvements. The commenter appears to argue for a higher density of developmenton 

Redhawk’s property. This comment is most likely directed more towards the commenter’s 

ongoing legal challenge with the County and the Wine Country Community Plan versus GPA 

No. 960. Regardless, please see Response 82.10, above. 

Comment 82.12 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that the implementation of Circulation 

Policy C 3.21 which would consider a reduction of improvement requirements for land 

divisions of larger parcels in agricultural areas threatens the feasibility of constructing the 

Circulation system. Policy 3.21 does not mandate that road improvement requirements be 

reduced, only that it be considered under special circumstances. A request for such 

consideration would be fully evaluated at the time these developments are made and would be 

evaluated based upon the specifics of the individual request, while taking into consideration 

the broader context of the decision. 

Comment 82.13 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that Circulation Policy C 3.32 which 

support efforts to identify funding to improve existing dirt roads is in conflict with the policies 

of the Wine Country Community Plan. Policy C 3.32 does not mandate the improvement of 

dirt roads or impose any particular improvement requirements. Rather, it supports efforts to 

identify funding sources for such improvements. The County of Riverside does not recognize 

any conflict between this policy and the policies of the Wine Country Community Plan. As 

such, no further response is necessary.  

Comment 82.14 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that Circulation Policy C 8.1, which calls 

for the implementation of a circulation plan which is consistent with financing capabilities, is 

not compatible with the land use densities approved in the Wine Country Community Plan. 

The author asserts that the reduction in residential densities contained within the Wine 

Country Community Plan will significantly affect the funding capabilities for roadway 

improvements due to lower fee revenues. 

GPA No. 960 proposes the reduction in designation of several roadways in the Southwest 

Area Plan due in large part to the proposed density reductions. Thus, roadway improvement 

costs are reduced. As the various funding programs are assessed during their annual review, 

these factors will be taken into consideration and adjustments made, as warranted. There is 
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nothing to suggest that the reduction in residential densities, coupled with reductions in 

roadway improvement requirements, will adversely impact the ability of funding programs to 

fulfill their goals. Furthermore, this comment does not represent a potential significant 

environmental impact not addressed with the Draft EIR. See Responses 82.2 and 82.10, above. 

Comment 82.15 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 82.16 This comment is duly noted. The commenter states that the policies within the Wine Country 

Community Plan should be analyzed within Draft EIR No. 521. However, the Wine Country 

Community Plan has been analyzed in a separate environmental document. Refer to the Wine 

Country Community Plan EIR for a full analysis of impacts related to the Wine Country 

Community Plan. 

Comment 82.17 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that Policy SWAP 17.1, which calls for the 

design and development of the roadway system in accordance with the Circulation Plan, is 

inconsistent with Wine Country Community Plan. The author asserts that the reduction in 

residential densities contained within the Wine Country Community Plan will significantly 

affect the funding capabilities for roadway improvements due to lower fee revenues. See 

Responses 82.8, 82.10 and 82.14, above. 

Comment 82.18 The comment is duly noted. This comment argues that the designation of Anza Road as a 

Major Highway is inconsistent with Policy SWAP 2.1 and 17.1, and the land use designations 

within the Wine Country Community Plan. The author asserts that the reduction in residential 

densities contained within the Wine Country Community Plan will significantly affect the 

County’s capabilities to fund the improvement of Anza Road as a Major Highway. Refer to 

Responses 82.8, 82.10 and 82.14, above. 

Comment 82.19 The comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that SWAP Policy SWAP 9.1, which calls 

for the acceleration of the construction of transportation infrastructure in the Highway 79 

Policy Area corridor, is inconsistent with the designation of the Redhawk Property for 1 

dwelling unit per every 10 acres under the Wine Country Community Plan. However, 

substantial improvement to the Highway 79 corridor have already been completed, with 

additional future improvements already planned. See Responses 82.8, 82.10 and 82.14, above. 

Comment 82.20 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides a summary of the comments provided in the letter and serves 

as a conclusion to the letter. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 83:  Rickert, Bruce and Robin 

Comment 83.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 84:  Ridenour, Linda 

Comment 84.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. Although the comment notes specific concerns in regards to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR, it does not provide support for the listed concerns within the section and it serves 

as an introduction to the comments addressed in more detail in the following sections of the 

letter. Refer to the responses below which address the in-depth explanation of concerns listed 

in the letter.   

Comment 84.2 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider your suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 84.3 The commenter requests clarification on the reasoning that the Skylark Airport Influence Area 

was removed from the General Plan. This Airport Influence Area was removed for a number 

of reasons. Prior to GPA No. 960, much of the land surrounding the Airport was 

unincorporated County land; however, through the incorporation of the City of Wildomar, 

much of this land is now incorporated and therefore has made the Influence Area obsolete. 

Continuing, due to the private use of the airport, and the disallowance of public access (with 

the exception of emergency situations) the Airport is not subject to the policies included within 

the Airport Influence Area. These factors lead to the decision to remove the Skylark Airport 

Influence Area from the Elsinore Area Plan.  

Comment 84.4 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR Process 

and will consider your suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.5 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.6 The various maps included in GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 documents are graphic 

depictions for illustrative purposes, as the following disclaimer displayed on each map 

explains:  
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“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 84.7 This comment is duly noted. It should be noted that state legislation has dissolved and thus 

eliminated redevelopment project areas. Regardless, this comment regarding the “Lakeland 

Village Redevelopment Project Area” pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any 

further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the 

Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.8 It is unclear why the commenter’s version of GPA No. 960 is missing pages or whether the 

commenter accessed the document electronically or in hard copy. However, the full contents 

of the Elsinore Area Plan are available to the public on the Riverside County Planning 

Department website at http://planning.rctlma.org. Should you prefer to view the draft 

document in hard copy, GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 are available at Riverside 

County Planning Department office (4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501). 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.9 The reference to Historic District Overlay does not appear to be formatted in strikethrough 

in Table 1 (Land Use Designations Summary) of the Elsinore Area Plan. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 84.10 The Skylark Airport Influence Area has been removed from the General Plan, as such it is no 

longer displayed on the maps. The reference to the Skylark Airport Influence Area has been 

removed from page 21 of the ELAP, and can be seen below as well as in the General Plan 

Errata.  

Page ELAP 21, Table 2:  Statistical Summary of Elsinore Area Plan 

POLICY AREAS6          

Temescal Wash  460 --- --- --- 

Glen Eden  728 --- --- --- 

Warm Springs  13,834 --- --- --- 

Walker Canyon  1,248 --- --- --- 

Lake Elsinore Environs  234 --- --- --- 

Skylark Airport Influence Area  157 --- --- --- 

Total Area Within Policy Areas:6  
16,661 
16,504       

TOTAL AREA WITHIN SUPPLEMENTALS:7  
17,362 
17,205       

Comment 84.11 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan update and EIR 

process. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.12 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 84.13 The County recognizes the potential for flooding within the Elsinore Area Plan. In the latest 

proposed draft of the Elsinore Area Plan, proposed Policies ELAP 6.1 and 6.3 are directed at 

lessening impacts related to flood hazards. Policy 6.1 advocates the use of clustering and 

consolidation of parcels wherever feasible to avoid flood hazards. Policy ELAP 6.3 requires 

review by the Riverside County Floodplain administrator and County Flood Control and 

Water Conservation District for all proposed development within Special Flood Hazard Areas. 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment 84.14 GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 textual changes are shown in color to represent the 

applicable editing process taken by the County in order to incorporate changes made to the 

document. 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. This includes: 

Black Text: General Plan text prior to GPA No. 960. 

Red Text: GPA No. 960 changes proposed as part of the March 2014 document. 

Blue Text: Changes made to the documents after the May/June 2014 Public comment period. 

Green Text: Changes made to the documents after the (most recent) February through April 

Public comment period.  

Italicized text represents information that has been added to the document, while text in strike-

through represents text that has been removed from the document. ELAP Policy 7.1 has been 

replaced by the proposed ELAP Policies 6.1 and 6.3 in the most current draft of the proposed 

Elsinore Area Plan. See Response 84.13, above.   

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.15 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. However, AI 25 and AI 59 through 61 are references to the relevant policy 

Action Items contained in the Implementation Program found in Appendix K-1. Action Items 

help the County of Riverside implement policy. Appendix K-1 details the relevant 

administrative activities/programs, the General Plan policies the Action Item supports, who 

has the primary and supporting responsibility overseeing the Action Item, and the 

implementation timeframe and current status of the Action Item. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.16 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. Adequate emergency evacuation is an important issue the County considered 

when drafting the GPA No. 960 Safety Element. For example, Policy S 7.14 writes that the 

County regularly review and clarify emergency evacuation plans (AI 88). AI 88 creates a 

Countywide Safety Guidelines manual outlining the proper protocol for creating emergency 

response and recovery plans, and has a timeframe target of two to eight years. For more 

information, see Appendix K-1.This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 
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adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.17 As described in Response 84.7, State legislation has dissolved and eliminated redevelopment 

project areas. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 84.18 See Response 84.14, above. The previous Community Center policies identified in the Elsinore 

Area Plan pertained to designated Community Center areas within Wildomar. Since Wildomar 

is now an incorporated city, County policies no longer apply to its boundaries. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.19 The Circulation Element of GPA No. 960 includes numerous policies to aid in the 

development and preservation of trails within Riverside County, as trails and the benefits they 

provide to the communities they serve are very important to the County of Riverside and its 

people. Several of these policies address the issues voiced by the commenter, including 

implementing trails that are in ADA compliance (See Policy C 15.5). Additionally, Figure 8 

(Trails and Bikeway Systems) of the Elsinore Area Plan shows the trails and bikeway system 

plan for Lakeland Village. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.20 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment regarding the 

undefined “transportation option” does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.21 See Response 84.14, above. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 
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§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.22 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. However, in order to ensure trail connectivity between those in the County 

and trails outside of the County boundary, Policy C 16.9 in the General Plan Circulation Element 

states: 

Policy C 16.9: Coordinate with cities, adjacent counties and affected state or federal land 

management entities regarding regional trails that cross over or terminate at 

jurisdictional boundaries.  Ensure that adequate consideration is given to how 

the trail is addressed once it leaves the jurisdiction of Riverside County. 

Additionally, Figure 8 (Trails and Bikeway Systems) of the Elsinore Area Plan shows the trails 

and bikeway system plan for Lakeland Village. It is assumed that the reference to providing a 

“safe way to get to school” is referring to the trails and bikeway system. The County 

acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process and will 

consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.23 See Response 84.14, above. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.24 See Response 84.14, above. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 84.25 This comment is duly noted. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 84.26 These comments are duly noted. In regards to the preservation of historic structures, the 

County has a number of policies developed to maintain and preserve historic structures, 
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including Policy LU 4.5, which states that the County should “Permit historically significant 

buildings to vary from building and zoning codes in order to maintain the historical character 

of the county; providing that the variations do not endanger human life and buildings comply 

with the State Historical Building Code.” The County also must comply with state and federal 

historic resource laws including California Administrative Code, Title 14, Section 4308 (“No 

person shall remove, injure, deface or destroy any object of paleontological, archeological or 

historical interest or value.”), as well as the State Register of Historic Places (which is intended 

to be “an authoritative guide to the state’s significant historical and archeological resources”). 

In regards to the inclusion of the Lakeland Village Master Drainage Plan, the Lakeland Village 

Flood Plan was written by the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

District. The District was consulted during the General Plan update process and provided the 

flood mapping data used in the General Plan and Environmental Impact Report.  

As noted by the commenter, the ELAP is subject to a number of environmental protections 

including the Riverside County Oak Tree Ordinance (Ordinance 559) and Riverside County 

Oak Tree Management Guidelines. The regulations and protocols stated within the ordinance 

and guidelines, as well as other applicable revegetation plans, are required for all development 

accommodated by the General Plan. The County is also subject to the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife Lake and Streambed Alteration Program. As such, all projects 

accommodated by the General Plan would be required to seek permit approval from CDFW 

if they would impact a streambed or lake.  

Comment 84.27 The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (WRC-MSHCP) 

is available for download via the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 

website at www.wrc-rca.org. The County understands the importance of habitat protection 

in the Elsinore Area Plan and is committed to preserving the scenic background and natural 

resources of the Area in order to further the Riverside County Vision through its compliance 

with WRC-MSHCP.  The statement regarding notification for any “authorization” is unclear 

as to what the comment is referring to. The County acknowledges your comments during the 

General Plan Update and EIR process and will consider the suggestions during Project 

deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 84.28 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 85:  Rosenbloom, Mr. and Mrs. Albert 

Comment 85.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and EIR process.  

The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 86:  Roy, Ron 

Comment 86.1 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.2 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.3 The phrase “cultural preservation” was not deleted from Table 1: Land Use Designations 

Summary. GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 text is shown in color to represent the 

applicable editing process taken by the County in order to incorporate changes made to the 

document. 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. This includes: 

Black Text: General Plan text prior to GPA 960. 

Red Text: GPA No. 960 changes proposed as part of the March 2014 document. 

Blue Text: Changes made to the documents after the May/June 2014 Public comment period. 

Green Text: Changes made to the documents after the (most recent) February through April 

Public comment period.  

Italicized text represents information that has been added to the document, while text in strike-

through represents text that has been removed from the document. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.4 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 
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further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.5 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.6 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.7 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.8 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.9 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.10 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 
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further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.11 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.12 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 86.13 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and 

Environmental Impact Report participation process and will consider the suggestions during 

Project deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 86.14 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 86.15 Due to the programmatic nature of the document, specific biological resources can be difficult 

to quantify especially during a large scale undertaking such as the GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR 

No. 521. However, future development accommodated by GPA No. 960 within the Pass Area 

Plan (PAP) would be required to comply with applicable multispecies habitat plans. Western 

Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (WRCMSHCP) is available for 

download via the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority website at 

www.wrc-rcs.org. The County understands the importance of habitat protection in the PAP 

and is committed to preserving the scenic background and natural resources of the Area in 

order to further the Riverside County Vision through its compliance with WRCMSHCP.   

Comment 86.16 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. In regards to the role SB 1390 will have on the PAP, the document is 
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ultimately a program-level document, and as such is meant to develop and provide general 

guidance for future development. As such, analyses of specific resources within the PAP such 

as these are more appropriately and accurately done on a project-by-project basis. This allows 

for more up-to-date and more accurate data for developers and policymakers to use during 

the development process, including whether future projects would be subject to the Santa Ana 

River Watershed Conservancy Program.  

The PAP contains Policy PAP 14.1, which helps to preserve and protect this important 

watershed. 

“PAP 14.1 Protect the Santa Ana, San Jacinto, and Salton Sea watersheds and 

surrounding habitats, and provide flood protection through 

adherence to the applicable policies within the Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan Wetlands and Floodplain and Riparian Area Management 

Watershed Management Wetlands and Floodplain and Riparian Area 

Management sections of the General Plan Multipurpose Open Space 

Element.” 

Comment 86.17 This comment is duly noted. This comment suggests that the I-10 Bypass should abut I-10 

immediately south of the existing freeway and that the eastbound truck inspection station 

should be relocated to a more suitable site closer to Banning so that this property could be 

used for the bypass along with the existing frontage road, old US Highway 99. It should be 

noted that the various maps included in GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 are graphic 

depictions made available for illustrative purposes, as the following disclaimer contained on 

each map explains:  

“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

The I-10 Bypass has been the subject of several public outreach meetings. The alignment 

depicted in the Circulation Plan exhibit generally reflects the overall consensus to date, but the 

route suggested in this comment, as well as other concepts, have also been considered. 

Environmental documents are currently being developed for the two primary alternatives. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 86.18 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.19 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.20 This comment pertains to a General Plan Land Use Designation. The County is compiling a 

database of comments on Land Use Designations, which will be presented to the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.21 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.22 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 86.23 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment 86.24 The historical and existing air quality conditions in Riverside County are described in Draft 

EIR Section 4.6.2 (Existing Environmental Setting).  Additionally, Table 4.6-A and Table 4.6-

B depict the ambient air quality concentrations in the South Coast Air Basin and Mojave 

Desert Air Basin, respectively.   These tables show the effects of planning on air quality and 

generally depict a trend of pollutant concentrations declining over time.   

Comment 86.25 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 86.26 This comment is duly noted. The County will consider these suggestions during Project 

deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 86.27 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and 

Environmental Impact Report participation process and appreciates your support of GPA 

No. 960. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 86.28 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and 

Environmental Impact Report participation process and will consider the suggestions during 

Project deliberations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 86.29 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 



 

County of Riverside Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
Public Review Draft  August 2015   

Comment 86.30 This comment pertains to the General Plan, which will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR.This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.31 The County thanks you for your support of GPA No. 960. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.32 When the County of Riverside developed the WRCMSHCP, comprehensive data was 

collected under the purview of a scientific committee.  A series of meetings are held each year 

between multiple agencies to ensure that the MSHCPs are successfully being implemented and 

managed.  The WRCMSHCP management committee coordinates with other natural 

resources agencies including The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. 

Bureau of Land Management, California Department of Fish and Game, California 

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, California Department of Parks and Recreation, 

and the Center for Natural Lands Management. 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 that the sensitive 

biological resources found in the Western Riverside County and Coachella Valley are 

successfully protected and conserved for the future.  As such, adding San Timoteo Canyon to 

the WRCMSHCP is out of the scope of GPA No. 960. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.33 The County thanks you for your support of GPA No. 960. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 86.34 Future noticing and correspondence regarding GPA No. 960 will be forwarded to the email 

address provided. The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan 

Update and EIR process. This comment functions as a conclusion to the letter; responses to 

specific comments are provided above, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 87:  Russell, Patrick (Sares Regis Group) 

Comment 87.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. The comment is duly noted. This comment expresses concern that the alignment of 

Harley Knox Boulevard as depicted in GPA No. 960’s Circulation Element intersects the SRG 

property, restricting development. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Refer to the additional discussion below. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 87.2 The comment is duly noted. This comment requests that Harley Knox Boulevard dead end at 

Decker Road and that traffic be accommodated on Nandina Avenue and Old Oleander due 

to topographic constraints, lack of traffic demand, and disturbance of Native American 

cultural resources. 

It should be noted that the various maps included in GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 

are graphic depictions designed for illustrative purposes, as the following disclaimer contained 

on each map explains:  

“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

The existence of cultural resources or other environmental factors would certainly be 

considered in the design and siting of future roadway facilities. As Harley Knox Boulevard is 

an important link in the circulation network, providing interchange access to I-215, and 

projected to carry upwards of 30,000 vehicles per day in this segment, the County is concerned 

with preserving this local freeway access. However, no precise alignment is envisioned at the 

present time. As such, it is believed that GPA No. 960 includes a degree of flexibility that 

would allow for coordination of intersection and network design as plans progress and more 

definitive alignments emerge.  

The County would gladly entertain a future amendment once a preferred configuration is 

determined; however, the author’s suggested solution does not lend itself to the conveyance 

of the traffic volumes presently forecast. The County is prepared to work with all parties 

involved to reach a fair and equitable solution that is sensitive to environmental issues. Refer 

to Response 13.12 for more information. 
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Comment Letter No. 88:  Saunders, Dan and Anita 

Comment 88.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 88.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 89:  Sethi, Manmohan 

Comment 89.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 89.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 90:  Smigun, Kathy 

Comment 90.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 90.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 90.3 See Response 90.2, above. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 91:  Smit, Ann M. and Gerard J. 

Comment 91.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 91.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 92:  Straub, Daniel and Carolyn   

Comment 92.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 92.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 93:  Swinney, Mary and Bill 

Comment 93.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 93.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 94:  Taylor, Joan 

Comment 94.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment functions as an introduction.  Responses to specific comments are 

provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 94.2 In regards to baseline data, due to the countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 

521, much of the data presented within Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a 

single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set 

that is best supported by substantial evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not 

expected to differ from existing physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding 

farmland and agricultural resources were each determined to be the best-supported and best 

available information. Further, each section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the 

baseline data used for the analysis in order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The 

data incorporated into the document represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR 

analysis and as such was incorporated to the document. 

For this reason, the analysis of the Draft EIR as it relates to the Desert Center Area Plan 

adequately shows the existing conditions of the County at the date of the release of the Notice 

of Preparation in April 2009, as required by CEQA. No further response is warranted. 

Comment 94.3 Refer to Response 94.2, above. The County acknowledges your comments during the General 

Plan Update and EIR process and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 94.4 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues).             

Comment 94.5 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues).          
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Comment Letter No. 95:  Tetley, Judith and Jerry 

Comment 95.1 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and appreciates your support of Draft EIR No. 521. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 96:  Togo, George J. 

Comment 96.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 96.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 97:  Torres, Bonnie 

Comment 97.1 The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process 

and thanks you for your support of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 98:  Varnado, Larry 

Comment 98.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 99:  Varnado, Shirley 

Comment 99.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 100:  Weaver, Ginny Cole- 

Comment 100.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 101:  Webber, Carol H. 

Comment 101.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 102:  Woynowskie, Dick and Jackie 

Comment 102.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 103:  Riverside County Farm Bureau 

Comment 103.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 103.2 This comment is duly noted. Although the comment lists specific concerns in regards to the 

adequacy of the EIR, further explanation for the listed concerns is provided within the 

following comments. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 103.3 This comment is duly noted. In regards to Policy OS 4.5 and 5.5, the County defines 

development, and specifically notes that agriculture is not considered development, on page 

OS-13 of the Multipurpose Open Space Element which states: 

“Development is defined as the division of a parcel of land into two or more parcels; the 

construction, reconstruction, conversion, structural alteration, relocation or enlargement of 

any structure that would require a discretionary permit from the County; any mining, 

excavation, landfill or land disturbance, and any use or extension of the use of land that would 

require a discretionary permit from the County.  Development does not include non-

motorized trails, agriculture or other uses for which a discretionary permit is not required.  For 

purposes of this definition, the term, discretionary permit, shall have the same meaning as that 

set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act and Guidelines.” 

Under the definition of development provided within the General Plan, agricultural operations 

would not be required to meet the buffering requirements outlined in Policy OS 4.5. 

Continuing operations operating on agricultural land would not be required to undergo a 

planning permitting process, and as such would not be subject to the requirements outlined in 

OS 5.5. As such, impacts to agricultural lands as a result of OS 4.5 and OS 5.5 were not 

analyzed, since impacts would not occur to agricultural lands.   

Comment 103.4 As noted in AQ Policies 20.13 through 20.15, the County is evaluating the use of several 

alternative water sources in order to increase water efficiency. One component of the water 

reduction efforts includes the use of recycled water sources for agricultural activities. The 

County also proposes the development of bioswales to increase on-site water capture and 

reduced landscape irrigation. The implementation of multiple water efficiency policies will 

allow the County to exercise the highest water efficiency possible. The implementation of the 

water recycling and efficiency policies, including measures to reduce the potential for salt 

buildup due to recycled water use, will be developed prior to policy implementation.  
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As noted in the “Recycled Water” section of Draft EIR No. 521 on page 4.18-126, “existing 

water quality and regulatory issues limit groundwater recharge using recycled water, as does 

the need for high-quality potable water for blending in order to meet specified water quality 

targets.  Recycled water use is growing rapidly in Riverside County and elsewhere in MWD’s 

service area.  However, further expansion depends on progress in research, regulatory change, 

public acceptance and financing of local projects.” 

The scope of recycled water use within the County may expand in the coming years, depending 

on technological improvements for recycled water and the available water supplies in the 

region. The implementation of future water efficiency and supply projects as it relates 

specifically to agricultural resources is beyond the purview of the GPA No. 960, and is the 

responsibility of individual water suppliers within each applicable region. As such, no further 

response is warranted. 

Comment 103.5 In regards to the removal of language from Policy LU 20.10, this comment pertains to the 

General Plan, which will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does 

not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

In regards to potential impacts related to the removal of the language within Policy LU 20.10, 

increased permitting requirements for discretionary projects as a result of the removal of the 

noted language will not create additional environmental impacts than those evaluated by the 

Draft EIR. The removed language will require projects that necessitate discretionary review to 

undergo the full permitting process to ensure consistency and compatibility with agricultural 

operations. No environmental impacts beyond those noted in the Draft EIR will occur. As 

such, no further response is warranted.  

Comment 103.6 In regards to the removal of Policy LU 16.8, this comment pertains to the General Plan, which 

will be considered by the County during Project deliberations, but does not warrant any further 

response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

In regards to impacts related to the removal of Policy LU 16.8, the removal of Policy LU 16.8 

does not reduce or remove agricultural lands, and as such no impact will occur beyond those 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. Further, potential impacts to agricultural operations based upon 

the removal of Policy LU 16.8 is speculative and beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. No 

further response is warranted. 
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Comment 103.7 This comment is duly noted. The County has rewritten the vision statement to remove 

confusion related to agriculture and its classification as development. The statement now 

reads: 

Page V-21: 

“9. Agricultural lands remain as a valuable form of development land use within the County.  

Although they are not publicly owned open space, through voluntary agreements, many of 

them have become part of Riverside County’s multi-purpose open space system for their visual 

value and as buffers to other forms of development.” 

As noted in Response 103.3, the County does not classify agriculture as development under 

the General Plan. It is not the intent of the County to limit the operation of agricultural uses 

within the County vis-à-vis the MSHCP, and its requirements. All requirements and statements 

within the MSHCP Judgement (attached to the comment letter) remain, and increased 

restrictions to agricultural uses, in regards to the protection of biological resources, will not be 

changed via GPA No. 960. The policies within GPA No. 960 will not override the safeguards 

for agricultural operations contained within both the MSHCP and the MSHCP Judgement.  

Comment 103.8 This comment is duly noted. As stated above in Response 103.7, GPA No. 960 will not 

override the safeguards within the MSHCP and MSHCP Judgement for agricultural 

operations. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 103.11 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 104:  Moore, Bonnie J. 

Comment 104.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 104.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 105:  Moore, Thomas C. 

Comment 105.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 105.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 106:  McManis, Charles and Gerri (Letter 2) 

Comment 106.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 106.2 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 106.3 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 106.4 See Response 106.2, above. This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related 

to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 107:  Best, Diane C. 

Comment 107.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 107.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 108:  Johnson and Sedlack 

Comment 108.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment serves as an introduction.  Responses to specific comments are 

provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 108.2 This comment is duly noted. The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate a 

number of impact areas, including the Change in Level of Service Standards, potential air 

quality impacts, and noise impacts. While the commenter notes these specific areas where they 

see deficiencies, no specific comments are made within this comment in regards to the 

perceived deficiencies within these areas of the Draft EIR, particularly pertaining to the noise 

analysis. 

In regards to the change in the County LOS standard, this comment is in reference to the 

following new language added to Policy C 2.1: 

“Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion by 

virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets in order to 

balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and costs, 

provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully evaluate the 

impacts of such approval.  Any such approval must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, 

make specific findings to support the decision, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.” 

This language was added to the County’s LOS policy to state what is already in effect.  

Currently, the Board of Supervisors has the authority to approve a project that cannot satisfy 

the minimum LOS target. The policy language goes on to state under what conditions the 

Board might consider an approval of this nature. The above-referenced portion of the policy 

in no way negates the LOS targets as presented in the policy, but acknowledges the need, on 

occasion, to balance competing interests for the public good. (See also Responses 25.7 and 

29.52). 

In regards to the Air Quality analysis, refer to comment 108.3 below. 

Comment 108.3 The commenter asserts that the Drat EIR does not consider all feasible mitigation in regards 

to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This is untrue. The Project includes the 

Climate Action Plan, which specifically outlines required steps to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. To further supplement the CAP, and reduce air quality impacts, the Draft EIR 

includes 20 individual mitigation measures to reduce air emissions (Mitigation Measures 4.7-

A-N1, 4.7-A-N2, 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B, 4.5.1C, 4.6.B-N1, 4.6.B-N2, 4.6.B-N3, 4.7.A-N1, 4.7.A-N2, 

4.6.B-N4, 4.6.B-N5, 4.5.1A, 4.5.1B, 4.5.1C, 4.6.D-N1, 4.6.D-N2, 4.6.E-N-1, 4.6.E-N-2, and 

4.6.E-N-3). The General Plan Update also includes numerous policies to minimize air 

emissions.  Additionally, future development projects would be required to comply with the 

CEQA process and necessary mitigation measures would be identified that are associated with 

project specific impacts.  The timing and verification mechanisms of the mitigation measures 
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will also be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is included 

as part of the Final EIR.  

Comment 108.4 This comment pertains to the General Plan, specifically the location of daycare facilities within 

the County; it is more likely directed towards an ongoing lawsuit filed on behalf of the 

commenter as opposed to a substantive comment on GPA No. 960. Regardless, it does not 

warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 108.5 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 108.6 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 108.7 The commenter states that Policy LU 22.8, as amended, is not analyzed within the Draft EIR. 

However, this policy, developed to allow the County to adjust land uses to within a City’s 

Sphere of influence, would require the project to meet strict stipulations and would also require 

substantial project-level analysis. The County would still be required to provide findings for 

the approval for the Project, it would simply allow these changes, under limited circumstances, 

outside of the eight year county foundation component amendment cycle.  

Comment 108.8 This comment is duly noted. This comment states that Policy C 2.1 will remove the 

countywide target LOS C and allow LOS D in all urbanizing Area Plans. This is a 

misinterpretation of the current policy and is one of the reasons for the proposed language 

revision in order to correct ambiguities in the current policy statement. Under the current 

policy, LOS D is allowed in any area designated for Community Development. While the 

revised approach is to adjoin the LOS targets to Area Plan boundaries, this only slightly 

expands the area subject to the LOS D target and eliminates the problem of having major 

roadways which link urbanizing areas having varying LOS targets. Refer also to Response 

29.53. 
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This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 108.9 This comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that the Draft EIR must consider and 

disclose the negative impacts associated with the change in LOS policy allowing expansion of 

the area targeted for LOS D. 

As noted in the author’s comment, the Draft EIR identifies that only 59.69 miles of roadway 

that are currently covered by the LOS C target are forecast to operate at LOS D. Appendix 

EIR 4-F presents this LOS analysis on a segment by segment basis organized by Area Plan 

and comparing the projected Buildout LOS for both GPA No. 960 and the 2003 General Plan. 

In every case, each roadway segment also failed to meet the LOS C Target under the 2003 

General Plan Buildout analysis. The impacts of the revised LOS policy language have been 

fully evaluated and are insignificant, and no further response is necessary. Refer also to 

Response 25.7. 

Comment 108.10 This comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that according to the EIR almost all 

County roadways will operate at LOS E or F. 

With the implementation of GPA No. 960, many freeway and expressway lane miles are 

projected to operate at LOS E or F. The Existing General Plan polices and the revised policies 

will partially address these deficient conditions. However, these policies will not fully address 

these deficiencies and additional implementation actions may be needed once these conditions 

actually manifest. The Congestion Management Program (CMP) requires the development of 

deficiency plans to address actual operating deficiencies. GPA No. 960 will not adversely affect 

the local CMP and does include policies to support the goals and objectives of the CMP. The 

Commenter also notes several suggested mitigation measures. 

In regards to the establishment of a funding agreement between the County and CalTrans, the 

County already requires a number of mitigation fees, including the County of Riverside 

Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), as well as other transportation funding 

sources. As noted in mitigation measure 4.16.1A, all projects are required to pay a “Fair Share” 

funding contribution. Continuing, Mitigation Measure 4.18.1D-N1 requires the County, when 

necessary to collaborate with CalTrans to develop to add auxiliary transportation infrastructure 

where necessary.  

In regards to increased public transportation services, the County has a number of different 

transit options offered throughout is community, including busses, rail, and active 

transportation facilities. As noted throughout the Circulation Element, the County continues 

to add alternative transportation opportunities as the County develops. Beyond the General 

Plan, the Western Riverside Council of Governments, as well as the Coachella Valley 
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Association of Governments both have regional transportation plans that address alternative 

transportation in their respective portions of the County. 

In regards to the investigation and development of new transit options, and the 

encouragement of telecommuting for employees, the Climate Action Plan includes a number 

of implementing measures that address issues raised by the commenter. The CAP includes 

measures R2-T1 (Employer trip reduction through carpooling and a guaranteed ride home 

program), and R2-T9 (Increase the availability of public transit), which directly address these 

concerns.  

In regards to the development of an app for use in trip planning, many 3rd party apps have 

been developed for both navigation and transit. The Riverside County Transit Agency has a 

number of recommended transit apps on their website that help users to track public transit 

and plan trips. Refer to the RTA apps webpage for more information 

(riversidetransit.com/index.php/riding-the-bus/transit-apps) 

In regards to the arterial roadway network, this statement appears to be a misinterpretation of 

the EIR data. Table 4.18-P (Baseline to GPA No. 960 Comparison of Segments One Mile or 

Greater (Arterial Road Network)) does present an extensive listing of roadways exhibiting 

LOS deficiencies; however, the purpose of these tables is to highlight those roadway segments 

where the forecast LOS fails to meet the General Plan target. Table 4.18-Q (Summary of 

Operating Characteristics – Miles of Roadways – Arterial Road Network) and Table 4.18-R 

(Summary of Operating Characteristics – Lane Miles of Roadway – Arterial Road Network) 

clearly demonstrate that the vast majority of the roadway system currently operate at 

acceptable LOS and are forecast to operate at acceptable LOS even at buildout. There are 

detailed exhibits contained in Appendix EIR-4 which illustrate the projected LOS by roadway 

segment for both the freeway and expressway system and the arterial network. No further 

response is required. Additionally, as projects are constructed, they will be required to 

incorporate all feasible mitigation to reduce impacts to roadways, including mitigation 

specifically intended to address LOS impacts. 

Comment 108.11 It should be noted that the GHG emissions reduction of 25 percent below the BAU scenario 

referenced in Policy AQ 18.2 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.A-N1 equate to the 15 percent below 

2008 baseline levels.  The reduction of 25 percent below BAU levels pertains to the reductions 

needed for new development to meet the goal of 15 percent below 2008 levels.  The 25 percent 

reduction is not inflated as it does not account for reductions from retrofits of existing 

buildings or State reduction measures. 

Comment 108.12 The CAP Screening Tables (Appendix F of the CAP) outline the procedures for analyzing a 

project’s consistency with the CAP.  The Screening Tables have a threshold that excludes 90 

percent of the emissions on average that all project would exceed.  For projects that exceed 

the threshold, the Screening Tables provide specific methodology for GHG emissions 

calculations as well as a point system where projects must implement specific measures to 
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garnish 100 points be consistent with the CAP.  These are not reductions from “inflated 

quantification” as the commenter attempts to portray, but provides for meaningful and 

aggressive County-wide reductions in GHG emissions. 

Comment 108.13 Refer to Response 33.26.  The policy is intentionally broad in order to maintain flexibility.  

This measure correlates to CAP Screening Table Implementation Measures T7.A.1 and 

T7.B.1, which assign points based on the average level of implementation.  As requested by 

the SCAQMD, the Screening Tables were tested with various project sizes and types and the 

point allocations matched the actual emissions reductions within an acceptable standard 

deviation of 0.5.  Additionally, it should be noted that the SCAQMD was consulted regarding 

the Screening Table and testing method and they were satisfied with this process. 

Comment 108.14 Mitigation Measure 4.6.D-2 states that the County shall require minimum distances between 

potentially incompatible land uses consistent with those required by CARB, SCAQMD, and 

MDAQMD.  These agencies require a 1,000-foot setback from distribution centers and a 500-

foot setback from freeways, which is consistent with the provisions in Mitigation Measure 

4.6.D-2.  Therefore, no revisions are necessary. 

Comment 108.15 The commenter is incorrect; the removal of the Community Centers from the Elsinore Area 

Plan has been incorporated into Draft EIR No. 521’s analysis of GPA No. 960. For example, 

Community Centers have been removed from Table 4 (Statistical Summary of Elsinore Area 

Plan), located in EIR Appendix 2. These statistical summaries were used in the Draft EIR to 

evaluate the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of land use changes. As such, 

the removal of the Community Centers was adequately evaluated in Draft EIR No. 521 

through the analysis of the Land Use Statistical Summaries. No further response is necessary. 

Comment 108.16 This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 108.17 The CAP Screening Tables specify that the 2010 version of Title 24 is used as the baseline.  

Reductions from this baseline are used for consistency in evaluating projects and to achieve 

the reduction target established in the CAP.  Additionally, Chapter 7 of the CAP outlines the 

implementation process, which includes planning beyond 2020.  As such, implementation of 

the CAP is an involved process that goes beyond the actual document and would be updated 

to per applicable regulatory changes. 

Comment 108.18 These measures within the Screening Tables have been revised to provide greater specificity 

regarding what actually is required in order to achieve the reduction credit.  For example, 

Implementation Measure E1.B.1 specifies the R-value of insulation needed in order to achieve 

the associated reductions and points.  
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Comment 108.19 As noted in Response 108.18, above, the descriptions and point values within the Screening 

Tables have been revised.  The measures include specific actions that need to be implemented 

to achieve an assigned point value instead of requiring a percent reduction.  As a result, 

measure implementation can be implemented and verified more accurately. 

Comment 108.20 The discussion within the CAP Screening Tables have been revised to clarify that the 

Implementation Actions and point values were based on the analysis of the 738 projects within 

the sample population combined commercial, residential, and mixed use projects.  Also, the 

sample of projects included warehousing and other industrial land uses but did not include 

industrial processes (i.e. oil refineries, heavy manufacturing, electric generating stations, mining 

operations, etc.).   

Comment 108.21 Refer to Response 33.26. The implementation measures and point assignments were 

determined based on the average level of implementation for various measures.  For example, 

the point allocations assume that charging stations may not be included in all residential units 

and that some charging stations may provide 120 volts while others may provide 240 volts.  

As requested by the SCAQMD, the Screening Tables were tested with various project sizes 

and types and the point allocations matched the actual emissions reductions within an 

acceptable standard deviation of 0.5. 

Comment 108.22 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 

Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachments provided with the Comment Letter. 

The attached material contained in the provided links function to support claims made within 

the letter. As such, the material did not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of 

Draft EIR No. 521 or any environmental issues. Therefore, the abovementioned referenced 

material does not warrant any further response as part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA 

Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). The County thanks you for your participation in the General Plan 

Update and EIR public review period. No further response is necessary.  
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Comment Letter No. 109:  Highland Springs Resort 

Comment 109.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. The comment is duly noted. This comment requests that Cherry Valley Avenue 

(Boulevard) segment easterly of Highland Springs Road be removed from the GPA No. 960 

Circulation Element. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 109.2 The comment is duly noted. This comment requests the removal of Brookside Avenue easterly 

of Highland Springs Road from the Circulation Element, if it is so designated. However, the 

Circulation Element does not indicate any extension of Brookside Avenue easterly of 

Highland Springs. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 109.3 The comment is duly noted. This comment asserts that these changes were agreed to by the 

parties involved an approved settlement between Highland Springs Resort and the City of 

Banning. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 109.4 This comment is duly noted. The comment introduces the parties involved in preparing the 

letter, their interest in the Cherry Valley Boulevard extension, and background information on 

the Cherry Valley unincorporated community. Refer to Response 23.2, above. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 109.5 This comment provides information relative to the March 27, 2012 approval by the City of 

Banning of the Pardee Homes Butterfield Specific Plan. Based upon this approval and the 

internal circulation network of the Butterfield Specific Plan, the comment expresses the 

opinion that the Cherry Valley Boulevard extension is unnecessary to serve Butterfield Specific 

Plan development. 
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The comment does appear to correctly denote the City’s approval of the Butterfield Specific 

Plan. However, the City of Banning General Plan has not yet been updated to reflect this 

approval. As the majority of this roadway extension falls within the City of Banning, the 

County would look favorably toward the City’s lead on this issue. The alignment within the 

City is entirely up to the City’s discretion. County Circulation Policy C 7.8 specifically addresses 

City-County coordination on roadway design issues in “edge” areas, such as the case in point.   

A review of the City’s current General Plan Street System indicates that the plan continues to 

show the extension of Cherry Valley Boulevard (Highland Home Road) in a configuration 

much the same as the County’s Circulation Plan. Although, a note has been added to the City 

Plan in the vicinity of the Cherry Valley Boulevard, Highland Springs Road, Highland Home 

Road intersection indicating that the intersection alignment is conceptual only and references 

the Special Issues discussion. The Special Issues discussion of this intersection does not shed 

much light on City’s intent, only to note that one possible option would be to extend 18th 

Street, and concludes that flexibility is included in the General Plan to allow changes to the 

street system in the future. 

The various maps included in the County GPA and EIR documents are graphic depictions for 

illustrative purposes, as the following disclaimer, contained on each map, explains:  

“Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features 

are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering 

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content 

(the source is often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any the data 

provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this 

map. Any use of this product with respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole 

responsibility of the user.” 

With these considerations, it is believed that the County Plan also includes a degree of 

flexibility that would allow for coordination of intersection and network design as plans 

progress and more definitive alignments emerge. As such, the removal of the Cherry Valley 

Boulevard extension at this point in time would appear to be premature, however, the County 

would entertain a future amendment once the City of Banning has settled on a preferred 

configuration. (See also Comment 23.3) 

Comment 109.6 This closing comment notes that further development in the area is constrained by land use 

restrictions, agricultural easements and the San Bernardino National Forest as additional 

justification for the removal of the Cherry Valley Boulevard extension. While all of this is true, 

there is still much undeveloped land in Cherry Valley and the City of Banning that is not 

constrained. Even with the current minimum parcel size of one-acre designated for much of 

Cherry Valley, there is still an abundance of vacant land. In the City of Banning, the Butterfield 

Specific Plan alone with its proposed 5,387 homes can be expected to generate somewhere in 

the vicinity of 50,000 vehicle trips per day.  
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The socio-economic data used as input for the traffic forecast developed to analyze GPA No. 

960 has taken all of these factors into consideration, and indicates traffic volumes on Cherry 

Valley Boulevard-Highland Home Road of 32,000 to 34,000 vehicles per day in the Buildout 

scenario. Thus, an arterial-level facility is deemed to be warranted based upon this forecast of 

future demand.  

As noted in the Response 109.5, the exact configuration of future roadways has not yet been 

determined. Thus, it would be premature to simply remove the existing designation for Cherry 

Valley Boulevard without having some concept to offer as a replacement to satisfy future 

traffic demand. As previously mentioned, the County would gladly entertain a future 

amendment once the City of Banning has settled on a preferred configuration. Refer to 

Response 23.4 as well. The County appreciates and values your participation in the General 

Plan Update and EIR process. No further response is necessary.  
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Comment Letter No. 110:  Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission 

Comment 110.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 110.2 In regards to baseline data, due to the countywide scope of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 

521, much of the data presented within Draft EIR No. 521 cannot all be said to represent a 

single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009).  In such cases, Draft EIR No. 521 uses the data set 

that is best supported by substantial evidence and provides a discussion of how it is or is not 

expected to differ from existing physical conditions.  Information and analyses regarding 

farmland and agricultural resources were each determined to be the best-supported and best 

available information. Further, each section of the Draft EIR document explicitly states the 

baseline data used for the analysis in order to ensure the transparency of the data used. The 

data incorporated into the document represents the best available at the time of the Draft EIR 

analysis and as such was incorporated to the document. For this reason, the 1984 Riverside 

County Airport Land Use Plan represents the best available information in existence at the 

date of the Notice of Preparation and therefore the County will not incorporate the new March 

Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (adopted November 2014) 

into Draft EIR No. 521 or GPA No. 960.   

As for the requested change in namesake of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport, 

the County will consider these suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 110.3 Due to the broad scope of GPA No. 960, it is not feasible to update the document to reflect 

the adoption of all new land use documents that have occurred since the outset of the General 

Plan update process. As such, updates to the figures and policies to reflect the adoption of the 

March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan will not be a part 

of GPA No. 960.  The County acknowledges your comments during the General Plan Update 

and EIR process and will consider the suggestions during Project deliberations. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 110.4 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 
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contact information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 111:  California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (Letter 2) 

Comment 111.1 This comment indicates that the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

(OPR) received a comment from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife after the 

close of the comment period. However, the comment letter was also received by the County 

directly from the Department of Fish and Wildlife and is listed as Comment Letter 4 in the 

Response to Comments section of Draft EIR No. 521. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 111.2 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. Refer to Comment Letter 4 in the Response to Comments section of the Final EIR 

document for detailed responses to the comments listed by this letter. No further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 112:  Wakefield, Carol 

Comment 112.1 The County appreciates your support of the policies related to the change of Land Use 

Designations within Reinhardt Canyon from LDR to RR.  The County values your comments 

during the General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report process. This comment 

pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part of the Final 

EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 112.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the 

statement referencing tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested. The 

document now reads as follows: 

SJVAP Page 7:  

“Existing land uses include rural residential uses, equestrian estates, a mobile home park, 

agricultural lands and Maze Stone Park, home to a Native American pictograph.  Much of the 

undeveloped land here is included in tentatively approved subdivisions proposing lots at least 

one half acre in area.” 

This comment pertains to the General Plan, but does not warrant any further response as part 

of the Final EIR. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or note an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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Comment Letter No. 113:  Hague, George (Letter 4) 

Comment 113.1 The GPA and the CAP address how the County will achieve the emissions reductions 

established by the state.  Chapter 7 of the CAP outlines the implementation process, which 

includes monitoring, inventorying, and planning beyond 2020. The implementation process 

also includes monitoring of the CAP Progress, including a formal evaluation of the CAP’s 

progress in 2017.As such, implementation of the CAP is an involved process that goes beyond 

the actual document.  As noted in the CAP, 2020 is only a milestone in GHG reduction 

planning.  The County of Riverside will commence planning for the post-2020 period starting 

in 2017, at the approximate midway point between plan implementation and the reduction 

target and after development of key ordinances and implementation of cost-effective 

measures.  At that point, Riverside County will have implemented the first two phases of this 

CAP and will have a better understanding of the effectiveness and efficiency of different 

reduction strategies and approaches.  Further, the state’s regulations under AB 32 would have 

been fully in force since 2012; federal programs and policies for the near term are likely to be 

well underway, market mechanisms like a cap and trade system are likely to be in force and 

will be influencing energy and fuel prices, and continuing technological change in the fields of 

energy efficiency, alternative energy generation, vehicles, fuels, methane capture and other 

areas will have occurred.  Riverside County will then be able to evaluate the local, regional, 

state, and federal context.  Further, by starting in 2017, this will allow for development of the 

post-2020 plan so that it can be ready for full implementation, including potential new policies, 

revisions to the General Plan (as necessary), programs, ordinances, and financing by 2020.  

The new plan will include a specific target for GHG reductions for future horizon years.  The 

targets will be consistent with broader state and federal reduction targets and with the scientific 

understanding of the needed reductions by 2050.  The County of Riverside will adopt the new 

plan by January 1, 2020. 

Comment 113.2 Refer to Response to Comment 113.2, above.  As noted in the response above and in the 

CAP, the County will begin planning for the post-2020 period starting in 2017.  The CAP 

implementation process requires regular emissions inventory updates and updates to the CAP 

to keep pace with the latest standards and reduction requirements.  Future updates to the CAP 

would further increase energy efficiency and green building efforts, continue to implement 

land use and transportation measures to lower VMT, capture more methane from landfills, 

continue to improve water efficiency conservation, continue to support and leverage incentive 

and rebate programs for energy efficiency and renewable energy installations.  The CAP 

anticipates that the conceptual effects of these strategies would represent an approximate 

doubling of effort from that planned at the state and County level for 2020.  Additionally, as 

stated above, the regular updates to the CAP will ensure that the latest goals and mandated 

reductions are achieved.   

Comment 113.3 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This response serves as a confirmation that the Comment Letter has been received. 

No further response is required. 
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Additionally, the County has reviewed the attachments provided with the Comment Letter. 

The attached material contained in the provided links function to support claims made within 

the letter. As such, the material does not identify any new specific concern with the adequacy 

of Draft EIR No. 521 or any environmental issues. Therefore, the attachments not warrant 

any further response as part of the Final EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 

a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). The 

County thanks you for your participation in the General Plan Update and EIR public review 

period. No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 114:  Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (Letter 2) 

Note: Also refer to Comment Letter No. 13, which also addresses comments made by the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians. 

Comment 114.1 This comment is duly noted. The County has sent several notices to the Pechanga Band of 

Luiseño Indians (Pechanga) throughout the duration of the General Plan Update and EIR 

Process. The County will continue to notice the Pechanga Tribe of all public meetings and 

hearings related to the project. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues). 

Comment 114.2 This comment is duly noted. The County will continue to provide meaningful government-

to-government consultation with Pechanga during future projects. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 114.3 This comment is duly noted. The County is unable to incorporate AB 52 into the General 

Plan Update documents at this time, which is effective July 1, 2015. Because the bill will 

become effective after the public review of Draft EIR No. 521, the County will continue to 

process Draft EIR No. 521 and GPA No. 960 under current applicable laws at this time. For 

these reasons, AB 52 (effective July 1, 2015) will not be incorporated into the analysis in Draft 

EIR No. 521. Refer to the responses to specific comments on the Draft EIR below. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues). 

Comment 114.4 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR and 

is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document.  

Page 4.9-1: 

“This section assesses the potential impacts on historic, archaeological, and cultural resources that 

could arise from disturbances and impacts resulting from development consistent with the 

proposed project, General Plan Amendment No. 960 (GPA No. 960).  Cultural resources 

include areas, places, sites (particularly archeological sites), landscapes, Traditional Cultural 

Properties (TCP’s), buildings, structures, objects, records, or manuscripts associated with history 

or prehistory.  Some specific examples of cultural resources include but are not limited to are 

pioneer homes, buildings, or old wagon roads; structures with unique architecture or designed 

by a notable architect; prehistoric Native American village sites; pioneering ethnic settlements; 
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historic or prehistoric artifacts or objects, and rock inscriptions, human burial sites, which 

includes both inhumations20 and cremations; battlefields; railroad water towers; prehistoric trails; early 

mines or important historic industrial sites.  Cultural resources may also include places and 

landscapes that have historic or traditional associations or that are important for their natural 

resources. Cultural These resources are important for scientific, historic, and, at times religious 

and other identifiable values, reasons to traditional cultures, communities, groups and individuals.”   

Comment 114.5 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR and 

is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document.  

Page 4.9-1: 

“The cultural history of Riverside County is divided into two general broad chronological units:  

prehistory prehistoric and the historic time periods which include ethnohistoric information.  

“Prehistory” encompasses the earliest period of earliest human activities prior to the introduction 

of European settlement on the landscape keeping of written records and spans over 99% of the total 

extent of human society.  Due to the lack of written sources for this period, archeological 

study is key to its understanding.  In Southern California, the prehistoric period refers only to 

Native American traditions, beginning with the settlement of the Southern California region 

which is estimated by archaeological theory to be at least 10,000 to 12,000 years ago and extending 

forward through time to initial Euro-American settlement in the late 18th century when the 

mission system was established. The mission system greatly, disrupting disrupted native life ways and 

dramatically changed the cultural landscape of Southern California.  Nearly a century later, between 

1875 and 1891, at least ten six Indian Native American reservations (Cabazon, Cahuilla, Morongo, 

Pechanga, Soboba, and Torres-Martinez) were set aside in Riverside County and nearby vicinities.  

Five additional Native American reservations were created between 1893 and 1907 (Agua Caliente, 

Augustine, Ramona, Santa Rosa, and Twenty-Nine Palms). The earliest reservation was created in 1865 for 

the Colorado River Indian Tribes. Most indigenous tribal people natives were forcibly moved to these 

reservations, further disrupting and largely ending, the persistence of traditional Native 

American life ways. The historic era began around 1774 with the exploratory expeditions of 

Juan Bautista de Anza and continued to 45 years before the present day, (currently 1966) as 

defined by CEQA.”   

Comment 114.6 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR and 

is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

                                                 
20 Inhumation: The practice of burying the deceased.   
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Page 4.9-2: 

“Riverside County environmental conditions during the late Pleistocene and Holocence 

periods fostered an ecologically rich region for human settlement.  This 14,000-year period of 

human occupation was marked by an overall trend toward increasing aridity and warmer 

temperatures, with some temporary reversals as well as periods of climatic stability.  As 

environmental conditions changed, Native American populations adapted with modifications 

in settlement patterns, subsistence practices, social organization and technology.   

Three primary geomorphic provinces are found in Riverside County:  the Mojave Desert, the 

Colorado Desert and the Peninsular Ranges.  The diverse prehistoric landscape and habitats 

of the internally drained basins and pluvial (landlocked) lakes of the Mojave Desert region, the 

fresh water lakes of the Colorado Desert and the prominent ranges of the Peninsular Range 

were used by ancient and indigenous groups of people, leaving a rich archeological and cultural 

heritage.  The following artifacts and features are characteristic of the Prehistoric Period: 

ceramics, projectile points of many types, grinding implements (mortars and pestles, metates 

and manos), enigmatic cogstones, shell, bone, clay beads and pendants, and evidence of big 

game hunting.  Additional background information on these types of artifacts may be found 

in Section 4.7 of EIR No. 441, the EIR associated with the 2003 RCIP General Plan.  The 

EIR No. 441 section also contains an extensive introduction to the cultural timelines 

associated with the Prehistoric Period. 

Due to the thousands of years spanned by the Prehistoric Period, the impermanence of many 

indigenous material goods and the widely scattered and varying itinerant patterns of 

settlement, the prehistoric archeological record tends to be less clearly defined and more 

sporadically preserved than that of later eras.  Nevertheless, a large number of prehistoric 

resources are known or expected to occur within Riverside County.  When uncovered as a 

result of an archeological investigation or development activities, such resources are, at 

minimum, documented and entered into a statewide recording system (CHRIS, the California 

Historical Resources Information System).  These records are archived and maintained by the 

Eastern Information Center (EIC) located at the University of California at Riverside (UCR), 

a branch of the California Office of Historical Preservation.  Of these recorded sites within 

Riverside County, a few have been designated as federal, state and/or county cultural resources 

as shown in Table 4.9-A (Cultural Resources of Riverside County), below.  A number of sites, 

however, are protected in the confidential archives of the EIC and are not publicly accessible 

to protect and preserve their scientific and cultural value. Documentation and records of archaeological 

sites and cultural resources are also maintained by the Native American tribes within Riverside County. As 

these records are not required to be housed at the Information Center(s) and often the information is confidential 

and specific to each tribe, consultation with the tribes is important so that formally undocumented sites, 

landscapes, villages, and other important resources can be protected for future generations.” 

Comment 114.7 This comment is duly noted. The County will continue to provide meaningful consultation 

with Pechanga during future projects. This comment does not identify a specific concern with 
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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 §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues). 

Comment 114.8 This comment is duly noted. Figure 4.9.1 (Southern California Tribal Territories) has been 

removed from the Draft EIR and is reflected in the Errata section of the document. The 

County will continue to provide meaningful consultation with Pechanga during future 

projects. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 

Comment 114.9 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR and 

is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document.  

Page 4.9-2: 

“2. Ethnohistory/History   

The Ethnohistoric/Historic Period of Riverside County at the time of Euro-American contact 

was distinguished by eight distinct resident cultural groups of Native Americans: Cahuilla 

(primarily), Gabrielino, Juaneño, Luiseño, Quechan, Halichidhoma, Chemehuevi and Serrano.  

These groups occupied territories across Southern California generally as indicated in Figure 

4.9.1 (Southern California Tribal Territories). It should be noted that territorial boundaries did 

change for some tribal groups throughout time.  The majority of western eastern Riverside 

County was occupied by the Cahuilla who spoke a Cupan language within the Takic family of 

the Uto-Aztecan language stock. The western part of the county, in the vicinity to the west of 

the Santa Ana San Jacinto Mountains fell within the territory of the Gabrielinos, Juaneños and 

Luiseños. The Juaneños and the Luiseños who also spoke Cupan languages. These three 

populations had territories that extended from the coast eastward and northeastward across 

the Santa Ana and Palomar mountains, encompassing Temescal Valley and Lake Elsinore, and 

extending northwards towards Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley and the contemporary cities located in 

between, then proceeded eastward toward the foothills of the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa 

Mountains.” 

Page 4.9-8: 

“As with the Prehistoric Period, a large number of ethnohistorical resources are also known 

or expected to occur within Riverside County.  When uncovered as a result of an archeological 

investigation, such resources are, at minimum, documented and entered into the statewide 

recording system maintained by the EIC.  In many cases, when artifacts can be tied to a specific 
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cultural group, such as a Tribe or Band, they may be returned to that tribe for final disposition, 

if they are not curated.  Of the known ethnohistorical sites that occur within Riverside County, 

a few have been listed for special protections, as shown in Table 4.9-A and depicted in Figure 

4.9.2 (Historical Resources).  The locations of most sites, however, are not publicly available 

protected under California Public Records Act (Cal. Govt. C. 6254(r)) in order to protect them from 

disturbance and preserve their scientific and cultural values.”    

Comment 114.10 This comment is duly noted.  In regards to baseline data used for the analysis within the Draft 

EIR No. 521, as stated in Section 4.1 Environmental Assumptions and Methods, the Draft EIR uses 

the date of the Notice of Preparation (April 2009) to establish the baseline for the document. 

However, due to the broad scope of analysis required, it is not possible to establish a unified 

baseline for all sections of the Draft EIR as the state of the County on that specific date cannot 

be established for each topic the report must cover. In order to clarify the baseline used in 

each section of the report, the baseline data source is listed within each section. The baseline 

data used for the Cultural and Paleontological Resources section predates the 2010 

amendment to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). 

Therefore, the 2010 NAGPRA Amendment will not be incorporated into Draft EIR No. 521’s 

analysis.   

Comment 114.11 This comment is duly noted. The conditions listed in this section of the document are the 

general Conditions of Approval that were applied to projects at the baseline date of the EIR 

document (April 2009). While these conditions have changed since, Draft EIR No. 521 does 

not incorporate updates to the conditions that have been completed since, due to the 

consistent updates that occur to these conditions. However, project-level environmental 

analysis and approvals conducted by the County will use the language as currently approved.  

Comment 114.12 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR and 

is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document.  

Page 4.9-28: 

“Subsequently, the Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the “Most Likely 

Descendant.” The Most Likely Descendant shall then make recommendations and engage in 

consultation with the County of Riverside and the property owner concerning the treatment 

of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Human remains from 

other ethnic/cultural groups with recognized historical associations to the project area shall 

also be subject to consultation between appropriate representatives from that group and the 

Riverside County Planning Director.”  

Comment 114.14 As described on page 4.9-46 of Draft EIR No. 521, future development consistent with GPA 

No. 960 would result in the disturbance of vacant land, which has the potential to disturb 

buried human remains, including those of Native American decent. Any disturbance of vacant 

lands has the potential to disturb buried remains, including those in both known and 

previously unknown locations. However, compliance with several existing laws, regulatory 
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programs, General Plan policies, Planning Department procedures, existing mitigation 

measures would be sufficient to ensure that GPA No 960’s impacts to human remains are less 

than significant. In addition, if it is determined that future development has the potential to 

impact human remains, individual project-specific mitigation measures and conditions of 

approval would ensure impacts to human remains are less than significant. As expressly stated 

by Draft EIR No. 521, avoidance is the preferred treatment of cultural resources. Most 

notably, Existing Mitigation Measures 4.7.1A and 4.7.1B would ensure that development 

which encounters human remains follow Health and Safety Code (HSC) directives and would 

require avoidance as the preferred treatment of cultural resource sites.  

Existing Mitigation Measure 4.7.1A:  If human remains are encountered during a public or 

private construction activity, State 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 Public Resources Code 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 State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must 

be contacted to determine the most likely descendant (MLD) for this area. The MLD may 

become involved with the disposition of the burial following scientific analysis.   

Existing Mitigation Measure 4.7.1B:  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.   

As such, the existing laws, regulatory programs, General Plan policies, Planning Department 

procedures, and existing mitigation measures described in Draft EIR No. 521 in addition to 

individual project-specific mitigation measures and conditions of approvals would ensure that 

GPA No. 960 does not significantly impact human remains.  

Comment 114.15 This comment is duly noted.  The requested correction has been made to the Draft EIR and 

is reflected below and in the Errata section of the document. This comment does not identify 

a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues). 

Page 4.9-47: 

“Because most uncovered human remains and/or associated burial artifacts are of historical 

or prehistoric eras, they tend to be handled in a manner similar to archeological resources.  In 

this aspect, the regulatory measures outlined for impacts to historical and archeological 
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resources for Impacts 4.9.1 and 4.9.2, above, also apply for buried human remains.  At the 

federal level, this includes the NHPA and, in particular, NAGPRA, which would ensure that 

any human remains or funerary artifacts associated with a Native American descendant, are 

handled appropriately.  This includes protecting known burial sites from disturbance and 

ensuring careful control over the removal of any Native American human remains or related 

objects, as well as appropriate coordination between Riverside County and Tribes.  Projects 

within Riverside County needing federal action (such as, issuance of a federal Clean Water Act 

Section 404 permit by the ACOE), would trigger application of these federal standards.” 

Comment 114.16 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County appreciates and values your 

comments during the General Plan Update and EIR process. This comment provides general 

information.  Responses to specific comments are provided above; no further response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter No. 115:  Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

Comment 115.1 The County appreciates and values your comments during the General Plan Update and EIR 

process. This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. 

Comment 115.2 The County recognizes the request made by the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Soboba) 

for continued consultation as required by SB 18 for the GPA No. 960 Project. The County 

has consulted with Tribal Government Officials from Soboba throughout the General Plan 

Update process, beginning in September of 2009. Aside from formal, in-person consultation 

on the GPA No. 960 pursuant to SB 18, the County has also solicited comments from Soboba 

through the Environmental Review Process (Draft EIR No. 521).  The County has met and 

exceeded all noticing requirements outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines §15087. The public 

review process for the Draft EIR included the release of the Notice of Preparation in April of 

2009, as well as two public review periods for the document including a 60-day public review 

period in 2014 and 45-day public review period in 2015. Soboba was sent a hard-copy notice, 

in addition to a complete CD set of GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, and the CAP during 

each of the 2014 and 2015 public review periods.  

Due to circumstances outside of the County’s control, the environmental analysis for the 

Project has required an extensive timespan. However, the Draft EIR document only analyzes 

the environmental impacts of the Project (GPA No. 960). As such, Draft EIR No. 521 does 

not require a separate consultation under SB 18.21  While Soboba does have the right to 

comment on the Draft EIR through the public review periods that have been provided, 

comments relating to the General Plan are not under consideration during this Draft EIR 

review period. However, General Plan comments will be considered by the County during 

Project deliberations and hearings. The County will continue to provide notices of public 

comment periods and hearings to Pechanga in regards to the GPA No. 960 process. 

The County will continue to notice Soboba of all public outreach meetings and hearings related 

to the approval of this project. For further responses related to SB 18 consultation, refer to 

the responses to letters 13 and 114. 

Comment 115.3 This comment is duly noted. Refer to response 115.2 above.  

Comment 115.4 This comment is duly noted. The County has worked extensively with local tribal governments 

to establish protocols to safeguard cultural resources, including on-site mitigation in order to 

avoid cultural resources and in the event of a discovery properly process these valuable 

                                                 
21 As described on page 11 of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Tribal Consultation Guidelines, SB 18 requires cities 
and counties to consult with California Native American tribes prior to amending or adopting any general plan or specific plan, 
however it does not require consultation during the environmental analysis and processing of the project. The County of Riverside has 
continued to satisfy the requirements outlined by SB 18 throughout the General Plan Update process; see Response 13.2. Draft EIR 
No. 521 provides an analysis of GPA No. 960, and as such, is not subject to SB 18 consultation.  
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resources. In order to continue this coordination, the County has further amended language 

within the GPA No. 960, specifically in Policy OS, which now states the following: 

“Policy OS 19.2 The County of Riverside shall establish a cCultural rResources 

pProgram in consultation with Tribes and the professional cultural 

resources consulting community that .  Such a program shall, at a 

minimum, would address each of the following: application of the 

Cultural Resources Program to projects subject to environmental review; 

government-to-government consultation; application processing 

requirements; information database(s); confidentiality of site 

locations; content and review of technical studies; professional 

consultant qualifications and requirements; site monitoring; 

examples of preservation and mitigation techniques and methods; 

curation and the descendant community consultation requirements of 

local, state and federal law.  (AI 144)” 

The County of Riverside Cultural Resources Program will allow for the development of 

specific protocols and procedures to protect cultural resources within County. This comment 

does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 115.5 The attached procedures have been reviewed, and responded to in the comments below. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 

only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues).  

Comment 115.6 As noted in response 115.4, the County, through the implementation of GPA No. 960, will 

begin the development of a Cultural Resources Program. This program will specifically 

provide for the development of protocols to avoid and mitigate impacts to cultural resources 

during ground disturbance. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues).  

Comment 115.7 This comment is duly noted. As stated in Draft EIR No. 521, the County has the proposed 

the following mitigation measure to ensure the proper handling of remains discovered during 

construction activities: 

“Existing Mitigation Measure 4.7.1A:   If human remains are encountered during a 

public or private construction activity, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that 
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no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made a 

determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 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 State Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) must be contacted to determine the most likely descendant (MLD) for this area. The 

MLD may become involved with the disposition of the burial following scientific analysis.” 

Comment 115.8 This Comment is duly noted, refer to Response 115.7 above. 

Comment 115.9 This comment is duly noted. The County understands the need to protect these cultural 

resources, and will continue to process these resources pursuant to applicable laws and 

ordinances. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 

requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues). 
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