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This document serves as the Supplemental Response to Comments and Supplemental Errata for GPA No. 960, EIR No. 
521, and the Climate Action Plan. This document, along with Draft EIR No. 521 and Draft Final EIR No. 521, 
serves as the proposed Final EIR for GPA No. 960 and the Climate Action Plan. The comments addressed in this 
Supplemental Response to Comments document were submitted as written and spoken testimony during the Planning 
Commission public hearing process. Planning Commission hearings have been held on August 19, 2015 and August 26, 
2015 and a hearing is scheduled for September 16, 2015.  
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Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

Introduction 

The County of Riverside has prepared a revised General Plan document (GPA No. 960) that is 
currently in the process of approvals. As part of this process, a total of six Public Outreach Meetings 
were held in July 2015. These meetings were held informally to clarify the purpose of the General Plan 
and explain the changes proposed by GPA No. 960.  Following the Public Outreach Meetings, GPA 
No. 960, EIR No. 521, and the Climate Action Plan were subject to formal Public Hearings before 
the Riverside County Planning Commission (Planning Commission). Planning Commission held the 
first Public Hearing for GPA No. 960, EIR No. 521, and the Climate Action Plan on August 19, 2015 
at the Riverside County Administrative Center in Riverside, California. A second hearing occurred on 
August 26, 2015 at the Coachella Valley Water District in Coachella, California. During the Public 
Hearing process, written and oral testimony was presented to the Planning Commission. County staff 
has compiled responses to the submitted written and oral comments, as well as any questions from 
the Commissioners received. 

The following document presents the abovementioned written and oral comments received during 
the Planning Commission Public Hearings. Oral comments were received from Hearing attendees and 
Planning Commissioners, while written comments were received from interested individuals, agencies, 
and organizations. Written and oral testimony received during the Public Hearings and their respective 
responses are organized by the method in which comments were presented and the document ends 
with the Supplemental Errata that has been implemented as a result of said comments. Sections 
include: 

 Section 1: Introduction 

 Section 2: Written Comments and Responses 

 Section 3: Oral Comments and Responses 

 Section 4: Commissioner Comments and Responses 

 Section 5: Planning Commission Hearing Supplemental Errata 

The Supplemental Errata is included for any changes that were made to GPA No. 960, EIR No. 521, 
and the Climate Action Plan as a result of comments received during the Planning Commission Public 
Hearings. The changes to GPA No. 960 do not affect the overall policies and conclusions of GPA 
No. 960 (or the environmental analysis provided in EIR No. 521), and instead represent changes to 
the General Plan that provide clarification, amplification and/or “insignificant modifications” as 
needed as a result of public comments on the General Plan.  These clarifications and corrections do 
not warrant recirculation of EIR No. 521 pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  As set forth in 
Section 5, none of the Errata to the General Plan or EIR reflect a new significant environmental 
impact, a “substantial increase” in the severity of an environmental impact for which mitigation is not 
proposed, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen significant 
environmental impacts but is not adopted, nor do the Errata reflect a “fundamentally flawed” or 
“conclusory” EIR.  



Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

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 is noted in black text. 

 Red Text: Textual changes proposed as part of the May 2014 previously circulated document 
are shown in red text. 

 Blue Text: Textual changes made to the documents after the May 2014 circulation are shown 
in blue text. 

 Green Text: Textual changes made to the documents after the February 2015 recirculation are 
shown in green text.  

The color coding of the edits allows the reader to distinguish more clearly between the original General 
Plan text, the previously proposed May 2014 revisions (red), the February 2015 proposed revisions to 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521 and the Climate Action Plan (blue), and the proposed revisions 
from the February 2015 recirculation and Planning Commission Public Hearings(green). Added or 
modified text is shown by italicizing (example) while deleted text is shown by striking (example).   

The revisions incorporated into GPA No. 960, EIR No. 521, and the Climate Action Plan as a result 
of the Planning Commission Public Hearings are described in Section 5.  

Refer to Table 1, Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix, for a summary 
of all comments received during the public hearing process as well as staff’s response. 
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Table 1: Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix 

District 
Comment 

Number 
Commenter Comments Response 

Countywide 

ALL 7 
Endangered Habitats 
League (Dan Silver) 

• Mr. Silver noted concerns about the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) and potential hazards 
related to potential wildfire risks.  

• Mr. Silver also noted concern related to Map change Exhibit C2-15. 

• Mr. Silver noted concern about the use of the word “Prohibit” in Policy OS 14.3. 

• Staff has reviewed Mr. Silver’s suggested policies and recommends maintaining current WUI policy 
language. 

• The map change is currently included in Attachment C: Post Production Land Use Designation Changes as 
Item B-6 and is recommended for inclusion into GPA No. 960 by staff.  

• Staff has reviewed the requested policy change and recommends amending Policy OS 14.3 to change the 
word “Prohibit” to “Restrict” per Mr. Silver’s request. (Refer to Supplemental Errata Document) 

ALL 11 
Valley-Wide Recreation 

and Park Districts 
(Loretta Domenigoni) 

• The commenter indicated that they have no comments at this time • No further action is recommended 

ALL 17 
Riverside County Farm 

Bureau (Michele 
Staples) 

• Suggests several policy edits and increased coordination between the County and Farm Bureau 
during the development of measures related to water efficiency standards for agricultural 
operations. Refer to Comment Letter No. 16 for the proposed policy edits 

• Staff have reviewed the requested policy edits for Policies LU 16.8, 20.10, and OS 5.5, and recommend the 
incorporation of all of the suggested edits into GPA No. 960. Furthermore, per the request of the Farm 
Bureau, the County will coordinate with the Farm Bureau during the development of measures related to 
the water efficiency standards for agricultural operations 

ALL 10, 12 
Property Owners of 

Riverside County (Bruce 
Colbert) 

• Noted a number of comments pertaining to the status of CETAP corridors as well as new LOS 
policies within the County 

• The commenter asserts that the proposed amendments to the Circulation Element eliminate 
further consideration of the Orange County-Riverside County Transportation Corridor, including 
the much touted “tunnel option.” 

• Staff has responded to these concerns in both Final EIR No. 521 (Comments and Responses Letters 29 and 
30) as well as in the Supplemental Response to Comments document (Comment Letters 8 and 13). 

• Staff has reviewed and responded to Mr. Colbert’s concerns. During the Recirculation of the Draft EIR, Staff 
included an updated status of the CETAP corridors in the General Plan, and added clarifying language in the 
Circulation Element in regards to the updated LOS policies.  No further action is recommended 

ALL 25 
FEMA (via Gregor 

Blackburn) 

• This comment requests that the County review the current effective countywide Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps for the County of Riverside 

• This comment summarizes the NFIP floodplain management building requirements 

• This comment notes that many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain 
management building requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal 
standards 

• These comments are duly noted 

• The County compiles flood hazards maps using the Riverside County Special Flood Hazard Area database; 
this database is maintained by the RCFWCD and updated quarterly 

ALL 28 
Pala Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office 

• The Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office notes no concerns related to the Project at this time. • No further action is recommended 

District 1 

1 8 
Pete Peterson and Mel 

Vander Molen 
• Requests to change the Land Use Designation of his and his neighbor’s parcels from Rural 

Residential to Commercial Retail 

• This request is currently listed as Figure A-15 in Attachment C, GPA No. 960 Post-Production Change 
Requests. 

• At this time, staff does not recommend inclusion of this request in GPA N0. 960 as it is a foundation change 
request.  
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Table 1: Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix 

District 
Comment 

Number 
Commenter Comments Response 

1 13 Albert Avelar • Mr. Avelar requests to retain the current land use designation on his parcel in Lakeland Village 
• This request is currently listed as Figure B-1 in Attachment C, GPA No. 960 Post-Production Change 

Requests, of the General Plan Update Staff Report. Staff recommends inclusion of his response into GPA No. 
960 

1 18 Jannlee Watson 

• Ms. Watson noted concerns about the splitting of the Temescal Valley between two area plans, 
and references to the Temescal Valley as the I-15 corridor in the General Plan. Ms. Watson also 
noted concerns about the removal of the Riverside to Orange County Tunnel Project, as well as 
heavy congestion in the Temescal Valley area. Ms. Watson is also concerned about discrepancies 
between the I-15 Express Lane Traffic Data and the GPA No. 960 traffic data 

• Regarding the splitting of the Temescal Valley between Area Plans and references to the Temescal Valley in 
the Documents, these items will be reviewed in the 2016 General Plan Update.  

• Staff has updated the GPA No. 960 document to best reflect the current status of CETAP projects currently 
under consideration by the RCTC. Refer to page 4 and 5 of the GPA No. 960 Errata for these updates to the 
document.  

• The discrepancies between I-15 Express Lane Traffic Data and GPA No. 960 are due to different horizon 
years between the data and different baseline data. 

• No further action is recommended 

1 24 
Janine Padia (Sares 

Regis Group) 

• This comment expresses concern with respect to the alignment of Harley Knox Boulevard as 
depicted in the Circulation Plan and notes that the response to their prior letter does not 
adequately address their concern. 

• The comment continues to express the opinion that the alignment as depicted on the Circulation 
Plan exhibit designates a specific alignment 

• The comment again raises the issue of the potential disturbance of Native American cultural 
resources 

• While the alignment would fall somewhere on the subject property, it is not an engineering alignment and 
is subject to interpretation 

• The alignment suggested by the commenter does not remotely reflect the Circulation Plan and would 
require a General Plan Amendment 

• While the County would surely like to identify an alignment that avoids such disturbance, the letter provides 
only vague reference to such resources and does not provide even a general description of their location or 
the extent of such resources 

1 26 Gary Laughlin 

• The commenter has requested a land use modification for the Kiley property to further refine 
the 2008 County Initiated Foundation Update 

• The requested modification would redesignate 1.7 acres from OS:CH to CD:VLDR and 0.2 acres 
from RR to CD:VLDR 

• This modification has been reviewed by County staff, and it has been determined that the requested 
modification is acceptable, would provide further refinement of the change request submitted in 2008, and 
would not alter any impact determinations 

• County staff have added the updated request to the Post Production Land Use Changes table (Attachment C 
of the Staff Report) as Item C-8. Staff recommends inclusion of Mr. Laughlin’s revised request into GPA No. 
960 

1 27 Diana & William Powell 

• The commenter has requested that her property remain designated as C-1 or if it is to be 
reclassified, be reclassified as R-3 or R-3 Tourist 

• The request involves parcels 386060048 & 386060019 in unincorporated Riverside County near 
the Ortega highway 

• The County is not changing zoning through proposed GPA No. 960. Zoning is administrated through 
Ordinance 348, which is separate from GPA No. 960. 

• The County proposes the removal of the El Cariso Rural Village Study Area from the General Plan through 
GPA No. 960; it was determined that due to limited access and infrastructure capacity a Rural Village 
Overlay was inappropriate for El Cariso Village 

• The existing LUD on the parcel is Rural Residential (R:RR), and redesignation of the parcel from R:RR to a 
Commercial LUD (Commercial Retail or Commercial Tourist) would represent a foundation component land 
use change outside of the 8-year Foundation Amendment Cycle 

• County staff have added the updated request to the Post Production Land Use Changes table (Attachment C 
of the Staff Report) as Item A-16.  
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Table 1: Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix 

District 
Comment 

Number 
Commenter Comments Response 

District 2 

2 5 
City of Eastvale 

(Michele Nissen) 
• Requests the removal of the Cities of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley from GPA No. 960. 

• Staff proposes the addition of new text to further clarify the incorporation of the City of Eastvale and Jurupa 
Valley in their respective area plans. (Refer to Supplemental Errata Document) 

• No further action is recommended 

2 Verbal Commissioner Hake 
• Commissioner Hake requested follow-up on the request made by the City of Eastvale regarding 

the inclusion of Jurupa Valley and Eastvale into GPA No. 960 

• 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 documents in order to reflect the incorporation of the City of Eastvale and Jurupa 
Valley are not feasible at this time. The County will however “grey” the newly incorporated areas in the 
document once the approval process is completed. Further, in the next General Plan update the document 
will be updated to reflect the incorporation of new cities within the County. The County does however 
acknowledge that the City has full jurisdictional control within its boundaries, despite the inclusion of 
Eastvale and Jurupa Valley within the General Plan. 

2 Verbal Larissa Adrian 

• Mrs. Adrian is concerned about potential traffic impacts within the Temescal Valley, particularly 
the removal of the CETAP Corridor B (Irvine-Corona Expressway) and the Interstate 15 
improvements between the Interstate 91 and Temescal Valley.  

• Mrs. Adrian noted concerns about discussion of schools within the General Plan and EIR.  

• The General Plan was updated to include further discussion on the CETAP Corridors and their current status. 
Staff have updated the GPA No. 960 document to best reflect the current status of CETAP projects currently 
under consideration by the RCTC. Refer to pages 4 and 5 of the GPA No. 960 Errata for these updates to the 
document. 

• A full analysis of the GPA No. 960’s impact on schools has been completed and is included in Section 4.17.5 
of EIR No. 521. Furthermore, school districts are involved in project level analysis of all projects to ensure 
that adequate facilities are available for students within their district. However, school districts operate 
independently from the County and are under the jurisdiction of the County Superintendent of Schools and 
the State of California. As such, the County continues to coordinate with local districts; however, school 
district facility plans are ultimately within the purview of each individual school district and its associated 
Facilities Master Plan. 

2 Verbal Jerry Sincich 
• Mr. Sincich noted support for comments made by fellow residents of the Temescal Valley.  

• Mr. Sincich noted concerns about the Post-Production Land Use Designation Changes.  

• Staff have included the post-production changes in the staff report to ensure a thorough public review of 
the post-production changes that have been requested. 

District 3 

3 1 Kathy Smigun 

• Supports the land use change listed in Table 3.0-E (Summary of Criteria Based Parcel Specific 
Land Use Changes in San Jacinto Valley) and Exhibit C8-16 which will return the land use in 
Reinhardt Canyon to Rural Residential and Rural Mountainous 

• Supports the update to the text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan referring to 
“tentatively approved subdivisions” 

• The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to remove the statement referring 
to tentatively approved subdivisions within Maze Stone, as requested 

• Staff appreciate Ms. Smigun’s support of the Project and comments during the General Plan Amendment 
process; no further action is recommended 
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Table 1: Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix 

District 
Comment 

Number 
Commenter Comments Response 

3 23 
Winchester-Homeland 
Land Use Committee 

• This comment provides background information on the Winchester-Homeland communities 

• This comment requests that GPA No. 960 and EIR No. 521 reflect the Winchester Land Use Study 
and Winchester Downtown Core Plan 

• This comment requests that the community of Homeland be evaluated for any changes that may 
affect the current General Plan 

• This comment requests that the County of Riverside work alongside the Third District Supervisor, 
Planning Commission, and Planning Department to refine the Winchester Land Use Study and 
Downtown Core Plan 

• These comments are duly noted 

• GPA No. 960 and EIR No. 521 use the date of the Notice of Preparation to establish a baseline for the 
documents; these documents adequately show the existing conditions of the County, as well as the 
community of Homeland, at the date of the release of the Notice of Preparation 

• The County Planning Department will continue to work with the Winchester Community to refine the 
Winchester Land Use Study and Downtown Core Plan and incorporate the Community’s vision into the 
General Plan to the extent feasible during the 2016 General Plan Update 

3 14, 22 
Domenigoni-Barton 

Entities (Michele 
Staples) 

• The commenter notes concerns about the potential applicability of the Dam Inundation Zone for 
the Diamond Valley Lake may apply to SP. 310. The commenter is concerned that this may 
preclude the development of SP. 310. 

• The commenter expresses concern that the dam inundation zone depicted in GPA No. 960 will 
result in future land use constraints due to its location on the Domenigoni property 

• The commenter requests that the Planning Commission approve a clarification in the dam 
inundation zone depicted on Figure S-10 and the related Figure 11 (Harvest Valley-Winchester 
Area Plan Flood Hazards) before approving GPA No. 960 

• While the commenters concerns are noted, the inclusions of Dam Inundation Zones in GPA No. 960 is not 
intended to undermine the approved Specific Plan No. 310.  

3 2, 19, 20 Adrian McGregor 

• Concerns related to the water supply in Riverside County and the potential future increase in 
water demand due to new development that may occur in the County, particularly in the City of 
Temecula and adjacent Wine Country 

• Concerns related to land use, circulation, and public utilities regarding potential future 
developments particularly in/near Wine Country adjacent to City of Temecula 

• Concerns related to a general lack of water, vehicle emissions exceeding thresholds, land use 
approvals, as well as the potential over-usage of water in Riverside County 

• Concerns related to greenhouse gas emissions resulting from infrastructure development 

• Comments are formally addressed in the Supplemental Response to Comments Document 

• Project level environmental review, as well as existing regulatory requirements would ensure environmental 
issues are fully analyzed at the project level, and ensure sufficient water supply exists to serve new 
development. No further action is recommended 

• During a project’s environmental review, any development over 500 residential units or non-residential of a 
certain scale pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, must complete a Water Supply Assessment to ensure that a 
sufficient water supply exists to serve the project 

• Specific development projects are analyzed against the SCAQMD’s project level air quality significance 
thresholds to determine if emissions would be significant and if mitigation measures are necessary 

• Any environmental impacts of future developments regarding circulation and infrastructure would also be 
addressed at the project level in project specific analyses 

3 Verbal Grant Becklund 

• Mr. Becklund noted support for GPA No. 960, specifically for the updates to the Reinhardt 
Canyon Land Use Designation changes. As a Menifee/Sun City resident, supports GPA No.960 
land uses in proposed land use designations. Mr. Becklund would not support projects that 
would use Four Seasons as an emergency access for Reinhardt Canyon. Lastly, Mr. Becklund has 
also indicated to staff that he opposes GPA No. 1129 east of Menifee because of the intensive 
new development it would bring to a rural area. 

• This comment is noted, no further action is recommended 
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Table 1: Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix 

District 
Comment 

Number 
Commenter Comments Response 

District 4 

4 6 
City of Coachella (Luis 

Lopez) 
• Commenter noted concerns related to the compatibility of the County and City’s circulation 

network, as well as land use compatibility between the County and City 

• 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 and policies that have occurred since the outset of the General Plan update 
process 

• The requested land use and circulation issues will be considered as part of the 2016 General Plan Update 

• Due to the large scale of the County, is not feasible to include maps within the document that are of a larger 
scale than provided. The County does provide online mapping resources for reference for analysis that may 
require closer evaluation. The County’s online mapping program can be accessed from the Planning 
Department website (planning.rctlma.org) 

4 9 
MCS Yuma (Paula L. 

Backs) 
• This comment indicates changes in the administration 228,000 acres from BLM to Department of 

the Navy within the Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range.  
• This comment is noted, no further action is recommended 

4 15 Eduardo Guevara 
• On August 18, 2015, the community submitted a land use plan for the Chiriaco Summit area. The 

community’s plan sets aside 50% of the policy area to Commercial Retail uses with the 
remainder 50% for residential uses 

• Staff has reviewed the submitted Chiriaco Summit land use plan. The plan still requires a further refined 
land use plan that considers circulation facilities, water resources, sewer facilities and/or septic capacity.  

• Further discussions with the community to refine the land use plan and analyses are necessary in order to 
fold it the Community’s vision into the General Plan. 

• No further action is recommended 

4 16 Paul DePalatis 
• Mr. DePalatis requests the redesignation of a portion of Long Canyon Road from a Major 

Highway to a Collector 

• Staff have reviewed Mr. DePalatis’ request, and after modeling the change in classification recommends 
that the Planning Commission approve the inclusion of this request as part of GPA No. 960 and direct staff 
to make the necessary revisions to reflect such approval 

• The request is currently listed as Item C-7 of Attachment C: GPA No. 960 Post-Production Land Change 
Requests and is recommended for inclusion into GPA No. 960 by Staff 

4 Verbal Commissioner Hake 
• Commissioner Hake requested the responses to the City of Coachella Letter submitted on August 

19, 2015 
• The letter has been formally responded to, and is included in the Commissioner’s Briefing Packet as letter 7. 

Refer to the Response to Comments section of the packet for the submitted letter and formal responses 

4 Verbal Michelle Hasson 

• Mrs. Hasson noted concerns with the EIR analysis, particularly in the Eastern Coachella Valley. 
Mrs. Hasson expressed that further analysis should be conducted for mobile home communities, 
to ensure access to safe drinking water, job access, maintenance of air quality standards, as well 
as other concerns. 

• Mrs. Hasson noted similar concerns in during the public review period of the Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. Her comment letter, as well as the response from County staff, is included in 
draft Final EIR No. 521 in Section 2, Comments and Responses (Letter 28). The Draft EIR evaluated the issues 
noted, and responses to these areas of concern can be reviewed in Response No. 28 of the draft Final EIR 
No. 521 document. Due to the broad scope of Ms. Hasson’s concerns, Ms. Hasson’s comment letter on 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 521, as well as the responses to the letter, have been attached for review as 
Attachment A to this document in order to provide sufficient information for Planning Commission’s review. 
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Table 1: Riverside County Planning Commission Comment Letter and Response Matrix 

District 
Comment 

Number 
Commenter Comments Response 

District 5 

5 3 Emilio Uriarte 

• Concerns related to a shortage of water and electrical power supply in California, as well as the 
sustainability of current population growth and development 

• also expresses concerns about the depletion of the Colorado River and low water levels in Lake 
Mead, as well as power generated by the Hoover Dam 

• The commenter notes support of the No Growth Alternative, which was ultimately rejected in 
Draft EIR No. 521 due to the fact that it would not achieve the Project objectives 

• Comments are formally responded to in the Supplemental Response to Comments Document 

• Project environmental review, as well as regulatory safeguards upheld by local water districts and electricity 
suppliers would ensure sufficient water supply for new development projects. No further action is 
recommended. 

• During a project’s environmental review, any development over 500 residential units or non-residential of a 
certain scale pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, must complete a Water Supply Assessment to ensure that a 
sufficient water supply exists to serve the project 

• Regarding the Hoover Dam electrical power supply, the California Energy Commission and ISO regulates 
electrical generation and ensures the reliable supply of electrical energy by maintaining a level consistent 
with the need for such energy for protection of public health and safety, promotion of the general welfare, 
and environmental quality protection 

5 4, 21 Terry & Carol Curtiss 

• Concerns pertaining to the WRC-MSHCP, the Lakeview-Nuevo Area Plan, alternative energy 
requirements, the California drought, and the development of school facilities within the County 

• Concerns related to water supply within the county, the ongoing local and regional drought, and 
the proper disclosure and discussion of water related topics 

• Refer to Letter 3 of the Supplemental Response to Comments document for the submitted letter and Staff’s 
response. 

• Extensive discussion related to the sufficiency of the MSHCP has been provided in Supplemental Response 
to Comments document. Water supply would be addressed at the project level, and regulated by the local 
water agency to ensure sufficient supple. Alternative energy sources are encouraged by the County, and 
have been included in the Climate Action Plan. Lastly, school facilities are overseen by the local school 
district, and are outside of the County Jurisdiction. No further action is recommended. 

• Project level environmental review, as well as existing regulatory requirements would ensure environmental 
issues are fully analyzed at the project level, and ensure sufficient water supply exists to serve new 
development. No further action is recommended 

• topics such as the Colorado River’s federal jurisdiction, federal water shortage emergencies, the use of 
outdated data in the Final Draft EIR, dry year supply of water, subsidence, alternative sources of water, and 
the availability of water for future projects have been extensively and adequately analyzed in the Final Draft 
EIR 
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Comment 

Letter Commenter

Date 

Received

1 Kathy Smigun 7/16/2015

2 Adrian J. McGregor 7/22/2015

3 Emiliano Uriarte 7/23/2015

4 Terry and Carol Curtiss 7/23/2015

5 City of Eastvale (Michele Nissen, City Manager) 7/28/2015

6 City of Coachella (Luis Lopez, Development Services Director) 8/13/2015

7 Endangered Habitats League (Dan Silver, Executive Director) 8/14/2015

8 Pete Peterson and Mel Vander Molen 8/17/2015

9 Marine Corps Station Yuma (Paula L. Backs, Community Liaison Specialist) 8/17/2015

10 Bruce Colbert (Property Owners Association of Riverside County) 8/17/2015

11 Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District (Loretta Domenigoni, Park Planner) 8/18/2015

12 Bruce Colbert 2 (Property Owners Association of Riverside County) 8/18/2015

13 Albert Avelar 8/18/2015

14 Domenigoni-Barton Entities (via Michele Staples) 8/18/2015

15 Eduardo Guevara 8/17/2015

16 Paul DePalatis 8/18/2015

17 Farm Bureau (via Michele Staples) 8/18/2015

18 Jannlee Watson 8/19/2015

19 Adrian J. McGregor 2 8/19/2015

20 Adrian J. McGregor 3 8/25/2015

21 Terry and Carol Curtiss 2 8/20/2015

22 Domenigoni-Barton Entities (via Michele Staples) 8/25/2015

23
Winchester-Homeland Land Use Committee (via Cindy & Andy Domenigoni, Michael 

Rowe)
8/25/2015

24 Sares Regis Group (via Janine Padia) 8/25/2015

25
FEMA (via Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief, Floodplain Management and 

Insurance Branch)
8/27/2015

26 Gary Laughlin 8/31/2015

27 Diana Powell 9/7/2015
28 Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office 9/8/2015

Public Hearing Comment Letters
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Comment Letter No. 1: Kathy Smigun 

Comment 1.1 This comment is duly noted. The commenter notes support of the land use 

change listed in Table 3.0-E (Summary of Criteria Based Parcel Specific Land 

Use Changes in San Jacinto Valley) and Exhibit C8-16, which will return the 

land use in Reinhardt Canyon to Rural Residential and Rural Mountainous. 

This comment does not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the 

adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Comment 1.2 The text on page 7 of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan has been revised to 

remove the statement referring to 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 GPA No. 960, but does not warrant any further 

response. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 

adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521 or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Furthermore, the amended language would not create a significant change in 

the EIR that would result in a recirculation of the EIR document. 

Comment 1.3 This comment is duly noted. The County appreciates your comments during 

the General Plan Amendment process and welcomes your participation on 

future projects. This comment does not identify any specific concern with 

GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County 

Climate Action Plan. 



July 22, 2015 
 
Attention:  cob@rcbos.org   or   aab@robos.org  
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 
 
PLEASE 
Deliver to the 
Supervisors Of 
District 1 

2 3 4 & 5 

 
for their July 30th Meeting RE: the Draft of the General Plan 
Amendment No. 960, Draft EIR (Environmental Impact Report No. 521 
and the Climate Action Plan Public Review Draft  
 
Attention to:  The Riverside County Planning Dept. for No. 960, No. 
521, and the Climate Action Plan Public Review Draft , same as above, 
EXCEPT that it is on July 23 2015 to input for the 6:30pm hearing held 
in Mountain Shadows Middle School Simpson Room in Nuevo, CA. 
 
Attention to:  Kristi Lovelady, Advanced Planning Division Manager of 
the Riverside County Planning Department at  
 klovelad@rctlma.org 
 
Attention to:  Also, to Supervisor Chuck Washington of District No. 1. 
district3.co.riverside.ca.us 
 
Attention to:  Adrian J. McGregor 
macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
 
from:  Adrian J. McGregor, private citizen without assistance of an attorney 
Mailing Address:   P.O. Box 894108 
                               Temecula, CA  92589 
 
Property Address:  34555 Madera de Playa 
                               Temecula, CA 92592 
e-mail:  macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
 
To Whom it may concern I wish to inter the following statements and 
documentation into public record regarding the July 23rd Outreach Meeting 
held in Nuevo, CA and to the July 30th County of Riverside Supervisors 
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discussion and to be voted upon the new County of Riverside General Plan 
Amendment No. 960, the EIR Impact Report No. 521, and the Climate 
Action Plan's Ten Year Plan for the entire County of  Riverside, which 
includes the Temecula Unincorporated Temecula Wine Country (under the 
direction/sphere of influence of the City of Temecula since 2005), where my 
family reside.   
 
These three agenda items are:  THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
AMENDMENT NO. 960, CLIMATE ACTION PLAN, AND THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO.  521  
   I think, I believe, could be, might be THAT the following statements to 
be true.  I am making these statements as a private individual resident 
withNO legal council of an attorney of law.  I am a resident of our valley 
since 1977; 38 years, whose family has farming history in California 
since 1740. 

• County and Cities have over developed the  
County, and the City of Temecula have ignored CETAP, CEMA and Flood 
Control, as well. The also have allowed violations of the Import Law 
Formula of Water.   They are on Phase 1 of Flood Control in 2014/2015, per 
the newspaper.  Mrs. Edwards and the City were denied any federal flood 
money assistance in 2008 when Councilwoman MaryAnn Edwards 
presented in Washington, DC the City of Temecula's request for federal 
monies to achieve goal reaching to the next Phases needed due to UP river 
and DOWN river and within OVER growth not keeping up for funding I 
believe. (As per 2003, Council Jeff Stone is recorded stating that he accept 
ZERO monies from the 503 area project called WOLF Creek for flooding.  
He stated he could not make them BUY the Keys to OUR City.  Which 
means, the developer is off the hook financially I believe.  So, were new 
property owners levied to put in the drainage along side Pechanga Parkway?  
How will this be resolved, flooding?  One told me, "Yes, we were levied 
with a large individual taxation per each home in my track for the flood 
channel along Pechanga Park Way, as was Pechanga who gave over two 
million dollars, or possibly more. 

• 1979-80 massive flooding with even Lake Skinner Dam's Gates were 
opened onto my co-workers lands down river in the dead of night off 
of Nicolas Rd. on the corner of Leifer Rd. & Nicolas Rd.  The Lake 
lost about one third of its holding capacity due to runoff sediment. My 
friend, Mrs. Station, lost 2.5 acres of land from their acreage, 
permanently. 
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• 1997 had $9,000,000.00 dollars of flood damage to Old Town when 
the Temecula Creek over flowed from 8 inches of rain. 

 
• There is ONLY one exit for the Flood waters:  Down the 

Temecula Creek, which is part of the Santa Margarita Water 
Shed.  (City of Temecula and other cities from the ocean up river 
have been sued by the Santa Margarita Water Shed for over 
pumping their water aquifers.  End result, intrusion of salt water 
from the ocean into the entire water shed.   Final RESULT:  Lack of 
any Clean water  I think which could be drunk from a well If I have 
understood all of this vs. destroyed control of over building AND 
depleted any of the ancient aquifers ability to continue giving water to 
the growing Paper Water Needs of such actions may be actions of  
Governance malfeasance which the County has allowed the City of 
Temecula to do I believe.  Or, the massive construction would not 
exist without adequate aquifer well water with no natural means of 
replenishing meteoric waters for immigrants I heard in a Wine 
Country Hearing and have read online re:  natural aquifer depletion. 

•   
• All approved new building in the County Still waiting to begin today 

which are developer/city/LLC, etc. unbuilt properties, whether EB5 or 
rural or.... in size and/or location not presently BUILT MUST BE 
ABORTED, I believe.  Nationally/ Internationally stated:  NO 
WATER. Ignored in past and possibly present finalized General Plan 
EIR's has been the two internally recognized scientific documentation:  

•   
• CRISIS ON TAP, MARCH 22, 2008 
• DEEP: THE STORY OF SKIING AND SNOW (30 YR. 

SCIENCE RESEARCH FOR 2 BILLION PEOPLE 
GOBALLY WHO DEPEND ON SNOW FOR THEIR 
DRINKING WATERS. 

• Then, nationally/state: Both County General Plans EIR and 
the City of Temecula Growth Plans that I have witnessed 
since 2000, where I presented Mr. Pottie to each City 
Councilman, that IF they did not STOP over developing, 
we'd be running out of water and not representing the 
protection of the present residents. 

• and, IGNORED CA 500 year Flooding and drought 
forecasting of CETAP and CEMA I believe, repeatedly. 
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• Even upcoming United Nations Act 21 is based on Global Isolation of 
Water.  Sample;  2012 Agreement between Canada and Lake Superior 
to NOT Export any of their waters due to the lowest reading of lake 
readings of all Four Great Lakes in known recorded history.  Yet, the 
issue of water you may have aborted/excluded for the last 15 years, I 
believe.  If you have included careful water formulas, then I do 
not understand why so many new developments were given Paper 
Water, which clearly states how NOT to Exceed the federal/state 
IMPORT LAW of the MWD. 

• The omission of the "Anza Rd. connection not fully funded is 
OMITTED" stated by the Dept. of Transportation engineer at 
either the July or August Temecula Wine Country EIR Hearing 
of 2012 held at the City of Temecula and recorded in the 2012 
EIR of the Temecula Wine Country, nor its description of Anza 
Rd. acting as the Southernly Eastern Bypass Expressway HAS 
been MENTIONED publicly since 2006/2007 for the 10,00 residents 
of rural Temecula areas to have been labeled to be a METRO roadway 
for 50 years for review each five years for expansion of the 
Southernly Eastern Bypass Expressway has NEVER been included 
AS DISCUSSION for public knowledge OPENLY I think as most in 
2012 or before had never seen the Parsons Mapping designed in 
2006/2007 approved at County Offices Stakeholder Meetings where 
designing in their minutes states to have been awarded to Highpoint, 
Inc. and to Dan Stephanson of Rancon.   Sign-in sheets show 
statements that TUMF will award the funding, and it is assigned as a 
WCOGG Route, as well. NOR, were Parsons Maps and 
documentation of the choosen route of Anza Rd. EVER shown at 
any Up dates for the Wine Country Development Socials, nor in 
discussions of any 2012 Temecula Wine July/Aug 2012 hearings or 
documentation to my knowledge, or at Ad HOC Community 
Sharings to we residents, never at any of the three or four, Come 
to the Temecula Wine Country Update Socials with food and 
beverages served while speakers presented information. 

• Concern:  A heavily traveled expanding route will affect the air.  
Yet, it was excluded in the 2012 Temecula Wine Country EIR 
July or Aug Hearings, and STILL may not be included within any 
of the General Plan documentation to date possibly/maybe. And, 
under this PLAN of ten years, why are CEMA both state and 
federal being ignored possibly?  When I asked Patty Romo, 
Transportation Executive Director at the Riverside 
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Administrative Office Building in 2009, she told me their had 
been no action on the Bypass for years.  Finally, after much 
persistence,  and almost heated discussion, I was told that, "the 
materials of the Expressway were on microfilm, and that "only staff" 
could use it.  I told her I as a retired Librarian and had used microfilm 
for years, and that I would not touch the loaded film, only use the 
machine to read it.  It took over one hour discussing my wanting to 
view the microfilm and Parsons mapping I knew had to exist, that 
Mrs. Romo said, "She would have to ask her staff and get back to 
me."  The materials were not in the Riverside County Administrative 
Offices on Lemon Building." 

• the 2005 Letter No. 10 for the County of Riverside Transportation 
and Land Management Agency Planning Department, dated January 
31, 2005 to the City of Temecula (City Council Members: Jeff 
Stone, Jeff Commercho, Ron Roberts, Jeff Comerchero and Mike 
Naggar) their staff, etc. was sent to be within the City of Temecula 
10 Year Growth Statement Documentation for Future Growth.  
However, Letter No. 10 content  I tried to locate with the city's 
documentation, but I could not find it.  It is from the County of 
Riverside Staffing and from the Dept. of Transportation Staffing 
CLEARLY states  that all low laying areas of the valley(ies) along the 
Southernly Eastern Bypass Expressway will be exposed to levels 6% 
of carbon monoxide contamination, which will/may affect young 
children, seniors, and persons of poor health along its route. YET, you 
can ONLY Find these statements on a CD-ROM disk in Planning 
upon request to see the disk kept at a person's desk separate from the 
10 year plan the last time I looked way after the fact.  

• Same Date, ignored CEQA federal/state demands to roll back 
emissions to 1995 counts is discussed also in Letter No 11.  

 
 
I am entering my statements and these documentations as a private citizen 
without legal council advise from an attorney stating my belief, and or 
citizen's understanding, sometimes witness to this entire processes since 
1978, to be true statements WHICH I THINK, BELIEVE to be and/or might 
be true which might be  made from my following the workings of Jeff Stone, 
Sam Pratt, Stephen Ford, Chuck Washington, Mike Nagger, Ron Roberts, 
Karl Lindemans,  Gary Thornhill, Jeff Commercho, MaryAnn Edwards, 
John Petty, possibly new council members,  past City of Temecula Manager 
Shawn Nelson and now a consultant to the City of Temecula and unknown 
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other, the Temecula Wine Country original five AD HOC Committee 
members for nearly 1.5 years (Bill Wilson, and four other Vintners, and 
possibly present at times, as NO MINUTES were taken nor meetings 
recorded, may have included Temecula Wine Country Welcome Host, Dan 
Stephanson of Rancon, Inc. before additional members were picked, which I 
think all original five are Vintners of the Temecula Vintners Association, 
past Planner of the Temecula Wine Country Plan, Mitra Cooper,  the former 
attorney of the City of Carson thru 2003 until released from contract:  Mr. 
Peter M. Thorson, and others.  
 
 I believe our Constitutional Property Ownership Rights have been 
violated due to non usage of the County of Riverside Assessor's Legal 
mailing list of all property ownership to NOT HAVE BEEN given voting 
ballots to all of we 10,000 plus rural residents of the new sized Temecula 
Wine Country, EVER, as per law when tax structures, property rights be 
changed which affect the values and USAGE of their deeded properties, 
which originally in the 80's within District #3 was 3,000 acres.   INSTEAD 
Mitra and the five original Vintner Temecula Wine Country AD HOC 
Committee Meetings in May and June of 2008 put together upon the 
INTERNET a Survey in August of 2008 which requested LEGAL 
Address as OPTIONAL.  Yet Mitra Cooper stated it WAS THIS 
SURVEY which was the tool they USED to change the entire rural area 
of the Temecula Wine Country in 2013 to now, during her EIR 
presentation at the Temecula Wine Country EIR Hearings either in July/or 
Aug 2012 when she presented her fine works, which is filmed and fully 
recorded. 
 
To my knowledge I do not believe We (all legal property owners) were 
NEVER given nor shown legal transparency by the EMWU of Hemet 
nor Supervisor nor the Ad HOC Committee in writing that everyone 
would pay a Citizen's a mailed vote to ALL PROPERTY owners with 
the affected areas by using the Due  Legal Process by HISTORICAL 
laws to use the County of Riverside Acessor's Office's Legal List of 
mailing owners' names and mailing lists an  election to pay in a Virgin 
Sewer Area, as per national federal and state laws requires PER Sewer 
Proposition 218 of a virgin sewer area.   This beginning system address all 
most all of the City of Temecula's, EB5 parcels which are neither shown 
during 2008 to 2014's hearings of Mapping Parcel Map PM33596 Selected 
parcel(s) 964-180-038, which seems to be known to none of we rural 
residents EXCEPT myself, and possibly not to the legal property 
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owners of the City of Temecula.  When I asked the City of Temecula 
Engineer McBride, who designed the first phase of Butterfield Stage Rd., 
who was the owner of all these propertys along the new corridor of 
Butterfield Stage Rd., he would ONLY SAY, "Someone who knows what to 
do with the lands." 
  Exception of Question:  Since the City of Temecula adopted and 
became a Charter Member since 1991 the United Nations Act 21 
concept of islands and greenbelts, my concern NOT Addressed, is that 
these I believe might possibly be the NEW EB-5 Mapping UNKNOWN 
to residents possibly, but is held at County Offices, and last I checked 
two or three years ago, and individual COULD NEITHER SEE/OR 
LOCATE THIS MAPPING AND ITS DESCRIPTION AT THE 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 2ND FLOOR COMPUTER MAPPING 
STATION/  NOR AT THE CITY OF TEMECULA MAPPING 
PLANNING DIVISION......  

• PM33596, #964-180-938 properties have possibly all been 
designed with MASSIVE populations for immigrants, and 
Foreign Investors which would MAKE NO WATERS available, 
as per the disclosure in 2002 by Councilman Albert Samuel Pratt to 
both the City of Temecula fellow Councilman and entire staff, to we 
in the audience, and to all the Five County Supervisors of Districts 
1,2,3,4, and 5, and the entire staff of the County of Riverside 
Administrative Offices and possibly the Department of Water, 
MWD, CEMA, CETAP, and Transportation I think. 

 
All knew I believe already that WHEN after Dec of 2002  77,800 more units 
and/or additional users of waters were granted, the STATE and FEDERAL 
Formula Law of Importing Water into an area lacking within its 
aquifers  Micro porous Rocks when human and Immigrants Workers 
dependence on groundwater aquifer Mandated of 38%  as per stated by 
RCWD required at their Annual Rancher/Farmers Meeting Of Feb. 
2008 (and is RECORDED and in Print, THAT I believe to have heard a 
woman legal attorney at the July 2012 or Aug 2012 Temecula Wine 
Country EIR Hearing, available on recording and film present 
expecially of interest to Planning Commissioner John Petty.   

• The hearing was held in Temecula and recorded, THAT 
meteoric WATER UNDERGROUND AQUIFERS WOULD 
HAVE ENOUGH WATER FOR IMMIGRANTS."  Does not 
have replenishing resources of running year round rivers or 
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adequate rainfall, as projected by CEQA, CEMA and Crisis on 
Tap, and diminished local/state snowfall. 

 
 At the July/Aug Temecula Wine Country 2012 EIR hearings held and 
recorded in Temecula, as recorded, the  Rancho CA Water District and the 
Eastern Municipal Water District two men stated, "We do not know how this 
got started, but we have this PROJECT NOW. 
 
ONLY when I, Adrian McGregor, and my husband who read into testimony 
regarding a new sewer system, and who would pay for the estimated $60 to 
$80 million dollar price tag, was the topic brought up.  Originally, EMWD 
told me that the original pricing for the new sewer system was requested by 
Dan Stephenson. 
 
Supervisor Jeff Stone stated in the local newspapers he had $80 million 
dollars in budget for sewers for DISTRICT 3.  But, stated he could not give 
it all to Temecula Wine Country. After Aug 2012 Temecula Wine Country 
Hearing County of Riverside placed billboard signs which in "very small 
print" at the bottom of the sign, stated, that the County of Riverside would 
pay less than 2% for the sewers' bill. 
 
It was unnecessary to bring in nearly 3 miles plus of sewer lines down 
Butterfield Stage Rd. since NO Wineries exist there and the areas out there 
are forecasted I believe to be high density and homes in the EB5 area shown 
of the City of Temecula mapping of phase 1 and 2 of Butterfield Stage Road 
designed by the City of Temecula and its' engineer, McBride. 
 
I telephoned McBride.  I asked him who owned all of the massive acreage 
properties along the new Butterfield Stage Rd, as the parcel number shows 
the same numbers over hundreds and hundreds of acres.  He would not tell 
me.  But, stated a party who knows what they are doing.  In a County of 
Riverside area, County should have done the mapping I believe. 
 
But, when I found the PM33596 selected parcel(s) 964-1800038 mapping, 
the County of Riverside 2nd Floor mapping had no records of ownership, 
NOR did the County of Riverside Assessor's Offices. 
 
In the state of CA a "very few cities" do not choose to show their property 
ownership.  They pay I believe zero taxes on their owned lands.  The CITY 
OF TEMECULA does not show their ownership.  Based on what I have 
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heard, seen and witnessed/discovered, I believe that the CITY of 
TEMECULA now owns all of these parcels, and that they are most likely 
EB-5 under the United Nations ACT 21, which the City of Temecula 
became a Charter Member in 1991, as did the City of Riverside. 
WHY would we area rural residents have to possibly be made responsible to 
pay for sewers for the City of Temecula and for the City's/County's approved 
to be built sewers for the Vintner's hotels and wineries?  Or, if NOT true, 
why were not the newspapers and citizens told of the designing to eliminate 
our established rural area with massive new development WHEN THERE IS 
NO WATER TO SUPPORT THE CITY OF TEMECULA'S CITY 
COUNCILMEN AND LOCAL DEVELOPERS FUTURE VISION OF 
BILLIONS OF DOLLAR DEVELOPMENT I believe?  Why, I only found 
this documentation buried within layers at the County of Riverside's own 
offices, and NEVER from the City of Temecula.  Riverside County does 
NOT require ownership of a city's properties to be listed at their County of 
Riverside Assessor's Offices, as I believe a City does NOT PAY any monies 
in taxes while they hold them in their possession. 
 
THEN ADD to THIS that past City Councilman Jeffery Stone designed into 
the new EIR of the Temecula Wine Country as District 3's Supervisor WHO 
PROMISED when new in office that he WOULD NOT violate the 
expensive new 8 year sealed zoning and descriptions of our area to Kali for 
his nursing college, BUT then I believe has GUTTED our entire rural 
existence?   
 
Jeffery Stone bragged about his NEW CONCEPT which I believe he and  
the Vintner's newly started Temecula Agricultural Conservancy historically 
first opened and closed in three months in 2008 with the Dept. of 
Agriculture put together possibly concepts we 10,000 citizens did not 
LEGALLY understand to be the following:    

THAT IF A 15 OR 20 ACRE WINE TASTING WINERY WANTS TO 
IMPROVE THE SURROUNDINGS OF HIS/HERS VINES/VINEYARD 

BY IMAGINING THAT THE REMOVAL OF HIS SURROUNDING 
NEIGBORS PROPERTY OWNERSHIP OVER TO THEMSELVES 

WOULD BE IMPROVED/BEAUTIFICATION TO THEIR TEMECULA 
WINE COUNTRY VISION OF THEIR WINERIES PROPERTY (WHICH 

CAN COMBINE MULTIPLE PARCELS TO ADD UP TO 15 OR 20 
ACRES) THAT THEY MAY BE GRANTED A LOW INTEREST 

LOAN TO WE VINTNERS AND JEFF STONE MANDATED THAT 
THEY BE ABLE TO  TAKE THEIR NEIGHBOR(S) PROPERTIES?  
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The state of Oregon online describes agricultural zoning to be 
properties put on hold UNTIL DEVELOPMENT is plausible 

. 
 

Temecula Wine COUNTRY is a HISTORICAL CATTLE Ranching land 
ownership since late 1895 by the Vail Cattle Ranch of  Walter Vail and his 
family of nearly 89,000 acres of DRY FARMING AREA with a LIMITED 
WATER SUPPLY.   The sweet spring late grasses area is known as the 
Mesa Grande areas above the South Coast Winery.  Also, Johnson Family 
Ranch of 1709 acres and other smaller parceled ranches did mostly DRY 
FARMING due to lack of well aquifers being not plentiful.  Only run off 
from seasonal springs were additional water other than a well, which comes 
from ancient underground aquifers.  The main one is in the Valley of the 
Horse at the bake of Vail Lake Dam, where I believe it is the deepest. 
Since U.S. Government of CETAP forecasts SW areas all to go bone dry, 
and in 2002 all limitations were exceed by about 2006 or 2007 in both our 
city and Unincorporated areas of wells, with NO outside waters available in 
2021 and/or sooner, per CRIS on Tap. THIS NEW EIR is Most Likely to 
FAIL as they are responsible for allowing BONUS POINT DEVELOPER 
HIGHER Density, and have been ISSUING PAPER WATER Rights to 
DEVELOPERS for new developments being given extended holding 
advancements, and/or or allowing all NEW BUILDING to be BUILT. 
 
CA and US Supreme Court Judges Rulings in 2002, as published in the LA 
Times of CA, that "No Pager WATER MAY TO GIVEN TO A 
DEVELOPER WHEN IT WILL TAKE AWAY FROM THE EXISTING 
RESIDENCE. 
**Possible Liabilities of Fiduciary abuse, non-transparency like 100's of 
acres of lands, possibly purchased by the City of Temecula, as #964-180-038 
have BANKRUPTED our limited Water Supply I think may exist.  There is 
no way for a private citizen to find out, when most everything for the future 
development vision of developers, the County of Riverside , and the City of 
Temecula WANT I believe to go OUT with the OLD and in WITH the 
NEW, which I BELIEVE does NOT respect Constitutional property rights 
since GROWTH and MONEY Investors is ALL they seem to be consumed 
with. 
 
Also of concern is the Lack of Collection helping possibly I think to NOT be 
collection 100% Developer fees both in the City of Temecula, and the 
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County of Riverside, and more specifically, giving an individual's rights to 
own property AWAY to a few as a NEW Concept of past Supervisor Jeff 
Stone to give if I understand this right, the LEGAL right to have a vision to 
seize his surrounding neighbor's properties so they will no longer block his 
vineyards and their beauty within the Temecula Wine Country possibly with 
the TAXPAYERS monies in a Grant for Vintners  as acting as their now 
granted EIR rights to have under a Temecula Agricultural Conservancy at 
low interest rates.  (to take the present residents private deeded property 
from them!  THIS is illegal to have been granted in 2012, 2013 and possibly 
2014. 
 
**No true planning is transparent with density even more unrealistically 
being no shown to us. 
 
With unknown densities with the Mystery Developer to me along the newly 
paved Butterfield Stage Rd. being given their sewers in a Virgin Area and 
along the Winery rows, soon more taxation will be put upon the individual 
rural residents possibly, as of Aug EIR hearing of 2012, the day after the 
hearing 

 
This still is America isn't?  THIS IS A VIOLATION OF A CITIZEN'S 

PROPERTY RIGHTS. And, a violation of the County of Riverside's 
Manual Handbook for AD HOC Advisory Committee Members, that they 

may NOT vote for, Speak, NOR promote any new rulings/concepts TH 
 
 did not  while bringing in reduced sewer costs for PARCEL OWNER OF 
THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE MAPPING NO. PM33596, NUMBERED 
IN CONTINUANCE OF MILES AS THE SAME PARCEL NUMBER OF 
UNKNOWN OWNERSHIP AS 964-180-038.  I think this may be  for the 
EB5 properties of the City of Temecula or if they are Only less than 2% is 
being paid for by the county by use of the County of Riverside's Assessors 
Legal Property Owner mailing addresses.  
 
I think this is misusage of  the sworn code of ethics of past Supervisor 
Stone's to the general residents of ownership of the lands he has now put in 
jeopardy through concepts we, the LEGAL OWNERS of most lands in Wine 
Country, I believe to be UNJUST and socialist in concepts I believe. 
 
This is possibly I think a legal Liabilities of Fiduciary abuse, corruption, and 
maybe a MACHIAVELLI INNER CIRCLE OF A FEW NUMEROUS 
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PERSONS LIKE THE 13TH CENTURY GREEK PHILOSOPHER WHO 
HELPPED DISTROY ROME:  "THE END JUSTIFIES THE MEANS", 
possibly?  
 
As Bill Wilson stated and is recorded as a spokesperson AD HOC President, 
"Making wine is NOT Profitable alone.  I think he might have said, we need 
it all, the food making, weddings, event makings, etc.  
 

THIS NEW EIR FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE TO ENABLE 
THEN SUPERVISOR JEFF STONE, AND HIS POSSIBLE KNOWN AND 
UNKNOWN COUNTERPART INNER CIRCLE IS a grievous misusage of 

the laws of Governance which they, he, swore to, and which enables 
individual rights to winery tasting parcel owners to possibly be ENABLED 
to accomplish the  REMOVAL OF MASSIVE PROPERTY RESIDENTS 
WITH SUCH VIOLATIONS OF CONSTITUTIONAL Property Rights 

ignored and/or removed I believe. 
 

And with the 60 to 80 million dollar price tag, Hemet EMWD did not give a 
general ballot using the County of Riverside's Assessor's Property Owners 

Legal Mailing List.  If they did use it, I did not receive a ballot.  Only a few 
will be given a sewer access.  Almost each property out here in 22 to 24 

miles has septic tanks.  Taking the sewer access down Butterfield Stage Rd. 
in French Valley gives the City of Temecula their needed sewer 

development for their EB5 property ownership I believe.   Also, I think it 
requires more waters to pump sewers.  Our pumping waters do NOT exist 

for the EIR of the Temecula Wine Country.  Also, abundances of water 
usages are required I think to clean and wash machinery while draining wine 

tanks and producing wine 
 
 The same ownership number is on the McBride drawn mapping of the 
Butterfield Stage Rd. properties when phase 2 is completed in the Temecula 
Planning Department.  This is for NEW Development, and NOT for most of 
we 10,000 residents I think.  
 
Later, in the 960 EIR the County of Riverside will follow through with their 
all Sewers in the county MUST BE Removed Sewer Mandate of 2008 which 
they tabled to REMOVE all 1.8 million sewers in the county and replace 
them with sewers.  This is bankruptcy to the present citizens to pay for the 
future new cities' islands and green belts to have sewers I think. 
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Historically the entire 95,000 acres of the Vail Ranch and other 
ranchers in the Rancho CA/Temecula were and are  DRY FARMING.  
Audrey and Vincent Cilurzo planted the first experimental vineyard in 
Temecula in 1968.  She was my neighbor.  Almost all of the orange groves 
on Valencia are dead or in the process of dying up on Pauba...and Valencia 
that I witnessed last week.  Some vintners were paid to remove all of their 
vines due to the Pierce's Disease which STILL exists in Temecula.  Some 
still may not have replaced their plantings.  Many are tearing out the 
vineyard plantings and building massive hotels, and eliminating vine 
plantings.  Ponte was approved back in early 200 to put in a 600 acre golf 
course, which WILL USE too much WATER.  It should be cancelled.  
Temecula and Murrieta have enough water being used ...  San Diego has 
mandated no more lawn watering in the county due to 3 million people 
housed there will no renewable water supply. 
 
If citrus and vineyards, AND farming plantings, nor DRY FARMING are 
NO LONGER profitable or possible due to Climatic Changing, MWD stated 
at the Rancho CA Farmers and Ranchers Feb 2008 Annual Water meeting 
that ALL domestic ag and Agricultural reduced water rates would cease by 
2013.  AND, it has.  Los Angles City was sued in May/June of 2015 for 
assigning and charging for 3Tiered Water rates.  MWD admitted that it was 
illegal to charge different pricing for the same natural resource.  They have 
been told to repay all of the different years over charges back to the 
customers.  RANCHO Water is also doing 3 tier pricing for water.  So they 
most likely will have to repay years of over charging as well, per statements 
the County/City of Los Angeles stated live recorded on radio and TV. 
 

• IS This Legal:  WHY ARE THE VINTNERS BEING HANDED 
THE RIGHT TO TAKE if they want to... OVER PROPERTY 
OWNERSHIP OF THE RURAL FAMILIES OWNED LANDS 
around their Wine Tasting 15 to 20 acre (or combined properties) as 
part of the General Plan EIRNo.960 IN the new Temecula Wine 
Country 2013 EIR WHEN MILES OF TEMECULA WINE 
COUNTRY when agricultural water meters were eliminated by 
RCWD in 2007?  This MUST BE eliminated from the General Plan 
960 EIR, and its climate changes are NOT new information.  I have 
presented it to you for OVER ten to fourteen years I think, and so 
believe that the following to enmities  RCWD and EMWD and 
especially the well known documentation entitled, "Crisis on 
Tap"....no more Colorado water.  
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Our area is semi arid dry farming soils. 
 Farming/ranching has been in my family since 1740 in the early cattle 
ranching days of Early California.  We  owned all of  Santa Barbara 
County (Grandfather Conquistador Captain Don Jose Francisco de Ortega 
rode with Father Serra and established the Missions of CA) He owned 
thousands of acres of lands.  THE TERRIBLE drought of 1840 to 1860's 
killed over 800,000 cattle, and ended the hide and cattle industry of CA.  
Drought is not new.  New industries emerged in Santa Barbara and 
other micro climate areas in the extended CA drought of 1970's. 
California in most areas is arid, semi-arid.  1970's Dying of dead trees, 
plants, lawns was A HUGE business.  Santa Barbara also put in a 
Desalinization Plant.  After the drought passed, they closed the 
desalinization plant due to too high of operating costs. 
 
It takes 6,000 years to refill a depleted aquifer. 
 
 Being ignored in your 2015 960 EIR and your Climate change IS THAT 
THE CITIES AND WITHIN THE COUNTY AREAS YOU HAVE 
ALLOWED TOO MUCH DEVELOPMENT IN AN AIRID CLIMATE 
WHICH HAD NON REPENISHING ACQUIFERS.  THE DESIRE TO 
HAVE NEW EB5 FOREIGN INVESTOR NEW PROPERTIES AND 
TO OPEN THE DOORS TO UNLIMITED IMMIGRANTS IS A  
VIOLATION OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT JUDGES RULINGS 
OF 2002 THAT YOU MAY NOT ISSUE PAPER WATER TO A 
DEVELOPER AND/OR HIS NEW CONCEPTS OF DEVELOPMENT 
WHEN YOU ARE TAKING THE WATER(S) AWAY FROM THE 
EXISTING RESIDENTS OF THE AREA. 
 
 
ALSO, I THINK THAT ALL OF YOUR PLANNING COMMISSIONERS 
AND ALL FIVE PAST SUPERVISORS, THE CITY OF TEMECULA 
AND OTHER CITIES AND THE ENTIRE INITANTY OF PRESENT 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY SUPERVISORS  HAVE KNOWN FOR YEARS 
THAT YOU HAVE OVER EXCEEDED YOU MWD IMPORT LAW 
FORMULA WITH FULL KNOWLEDGE ESPECIALLY IN THE 
TEMECULA WINE COUNTRY AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
TEMECULA THAT THE HUMAN DEPENDENCE ON 
GROUNDWATER ACQUIFER. 
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And,  Written by prior City of Temecula Councilman Albert Samuel Pratt in 
letter form ADDRESSED TO THE STAFFING AND COUNTY 
SUPERVISORS AND ALL OF THE CITY COUNCILMEN INCLUDING 
JEFF STONE IN HIS LETTER OF 2002, THAT THE CITY OF 
TEMECULA would EXCEED ITS IMPORT LAWS WHEN 77,800 MORE 
WOULD BE ADDED TO THE CITY OF TEMECULA WHO I believe 
might have used meteoric water with a very limited recharge ability by 
rain or snow.  THUS, DUE TO LACK OF ROCKS WITH POROSITY 
MICROPOURS COMPOSITION LOCALLY, YOU KNEW 
HISTORICALLY I think that ALL OF YOU HAD EXPLOIDED our 
limited ground waters TO CAUSE THE DEPENDENCE  ON 
HYDROGEOLOGY.  
 
The Temecula area is historically known for its abundance of granite 
geologically from its past industry of making granite lamp posts.  Granite 
puts arsenic into ground aquifers I have read and been told. 
 
 WELL WATERS and their replenishing with IMPORTED WATER  soon 
or presently is no longer available per Crisis on Tap, and WMD.  NOR is the 
cleaner mandated northern CA cleaner sweeter waters without the salts of 
our area going to be supplied in mass to KEEP THE GRAPES alive.  This is 
known, and UNDERSTOOD.  I presented to you before into the General 
Plan and the Temecula Wine Country EIR and now, again, this 960 EIR 
General Plan, and issues of the Climate Changes.  Napa is historically the 
model and EXPERT nationally and internationally.  Their knowledge I 
believe is the well respected.  The Napa 2% Formula of mandating the 
need for the cleaner Northern CA waters is no longer guaranteed.  And, 
that without it, the grapes will fail.  Temecula RCWD is using the 
method of replenishing/recycling raw water into our isolated aquifers if no 
imported cleaner waters are eliminated.  Colorado River Waters are being 
used along the rivers route and re deposited back into the river, if I am 
remembering correctly. 
   the Temecula Wine Country EIR were many of our statements that there is 
not enough ground water for massive usage, nor reliable refillable  rainfall to 
replenish the ancient underground aquifers.  Both the City and the County of 
Riverside District 3 and in 1,2,4, & 5 Districts I believe have 
issued/approved illegal Paper Water Rights to Developers for new growth 
WHEN no water exists for these new numbers of growth , not to mention 
open door immigrant growth forecasted, and 50 feet assigned to a resident 
for housing by the city and county in 2012.  
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 Both city and county staffing and commissioners and 
supervisors/councilmen ALL have known about the global  
"Crisis on Tap" Scientific Documentation.  This must no longer exist, and 
must be remedied.   I told the City of Temecula Councilmen in 2000 they 
would be making us all drink "Mr. Pottie's Water".  I presented to them all 
their own water.  It was Fuji Sweet Water from the islands with Mr. Pottie 
on it.    
 

• I believe in some parts of No. 960, No. 521 and within the climate 
draft plan The City of Temecula has been in violation since 2002 
regarding growth and water abundance,  as I witnessed Councilman 
Albert Samuel Pratt state publicly at a Temecula City Council 
Meeting the reading out loud publicly of his written letter in Dec. 
2002 I believe to the City of Temecula, its staffing and fellow City 
councilmen and to County of Riverside Staff and Supervisors of 
being over populated once The City of Temecula added 77,800 
more residents.  He often stated that the CEQA laws of air pollution 
were also being ignored.  The County of Riverside and the City of 
San Bernardino has the most polluted air basins in the US.   

 
That the Temecula City might be abusive by OF OVER USING imported 
legal water formula law assigned by the CA MWD, which states not to 
over populate an area where local wells are not replenished by snow 
pack and rivers (their streams are seasonal).  This is stated in Albert 
Samuel Pratt's letter to both the City Council he was a member of, and sent 
to the County of Riverside Supervisors in Dec 2002. Both city and county 
have ignored the Water Import law which affects all of this EIR, add climate 
change, then your new EIR for the county's growth plan.  You should NO 
Longer allow your County Planning Commissioners to ignore meteoric 
aquifer ground water replenishing absence for immigrants, workers 
and residents.  There is no Paper Water rights to approving more 
growth and hotels. 
 
I presented to you in 2008 on not to over populate with high density 
populations growth as did Gary Grant and many others.   
 
 The RCWD proposed Water Board Moratoriums of issuing any new 
building water meters in 2009.  Sadly in 2009 the RCWD water board 
member Steve Corona and one other were forced to continue abusing the 
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issuing Paper Water due to wishes of the city and county for OVER 
DEVELOPMENT, knowing that...thousands of approved new development 
homes/tracks/ etc. apartments, condos, etc. had NOT YET been built, but are 
continuing to be extended out, and with Bonus Points to the developer 
putting more humans in one place that required.  

• There is no place for possible actions of  differential judgment of 
the law in your or any governance, per the City of Carson in 2003. 

 
Councilmen and Supervisors willed to continue OVER Taxing the non-
existing phases 2, 3 and 4 for Flood control and building in the Temecula 
valleys with no available water.  The up and down river massive 
developments will cause massive losses when and if CA 500 year rain 
flooding hits us.  I think THIS violates the 2002 Supreme Court Judges 
ruling:  That NO Paper Water may be issued or promised to a Developer, 
whether it be an EB5 City of Temecula and/or Company and/or individual to 
give to a new development. new expansion vision, or structure promised 
to receive Paper Water when it WILL TAKE water away from the 
existing community I think.  
 
I believe that by over building environmental harm is irreversible to 
some extent. Also, allowing up and down river development without 
charging the Developers for full 100% flood control is a 1979-80 Flood 
disaster in the making for Riverside County and its cities. And, I believe 
Developer Bonus points for higher numbers of homes built and that planners 
and supervisors/and or city council members have to stop giving developers  
reduced infrastructure costs waived by method of Bonus Points.  This should 
have never happened. 
 

• At the Prior EIR hearing of the County of Riverside EIR, not shown 
on the taping at 7:10 on was a Riverside Woman Staff Member at 
the 2002 General Plan hearing at the Simpson Senior Center of 
Hemet.  She read into testimony, but did not hand her letter to the 
clerk, "that before the 10 year to 20 year County of Riverside 
General Plan and its EIR are completed, due to the Colorado River, 
The County WILL RUN OUT of WATER!  Mr. Weber, a Planning 
Commissioner, made a moot statement.  "AND, WHEN DO YOU 
PLAN TO TELL ALL OF THE FARMERS AND RANCHERS 
TO STOP FARMING?  He now, works for the Water District.  
He was part of the San Diego Pipeline 6 presenter at their come 
and see...  In 1995 the Citrus and Wine Country Citrus and 
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Vineyard CSA Road District No. 149's Governing Board 
members VOTED to move the pipeline WITHOUT THEIR 
SECTIONS OF ROAD LAND OWNERS VOTING TO MOVE 
THE PIPELINE ONTO ANZA RD.  (I attended and objected 
the meeting after they voted in the local newspaper.  Read it in 
the newspaper.   

 
  Our environment is in line to repeat the massive flooding non documented 
which I have  cc  of 79-80 from San Jacinto on Feb 22, 1980.   The San 
Jacinto Levy broke and Temecula was nearly washed away, as well.  There 
was no milk or food deliveries for two weeks.  Some roads were gone for 
one of more years.  
 
The gates of Lake Skinner were opened to save the Lake Skinner Dam upon 
the Nicholas Road Residents.  My working friends, Vern Stallion lost 2.5 
acres of their lands on Leifer Rd.  The Champion Ranch family nearly lost 
their lives.  All seven champion show horses were drown and never found.  
Acres of  our roads were closed for two weeks.  Some areas lost roads for 
over one year.  Our flood damage road monies were given to the desert areas 
who were even hit harder.  The national guard flew in supplies here to some 
areas for nearly a year.  The County Flood Dept shows no records of the 
dam opening up its gates nor the flooding here in 1979 and 1980.  The 
National Guard was requested by residents.  The Dept. of Flooding at 
County of Riverside did not request the help for we residents. This we were 
told is the reason no history is known on record of the flooding.   
 

• Developer Bonus Points excuse the Developer from paying a 100% 
of his fees to what ratio of over building?  How much do you 
remove from their costs?  Why are flooding fees not collected from 
all building? 

 
The City of Temecula did not include the County of Riverside 
Transportation and Land Management Planning Departments Letter #10 
written by their staff, dated January 31, 2005 in their written report when the 
Southerly Eastern Bypass Expressway Freeway was documented.  NOR has 
your General Plan 960 I think. During the EIR Planning hearings held in 
July/Aug 2012 recordings, a county transportation engineer read at the end 
of their hearing, "Anza Road Connection to I-15 not fully Funded is 
OMITTED."  WHY?  This makes the Temecula Wine Country 2013 EIR 
and the County of Riverside General Plan EIR incomplete and void of 
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CEQA regulations to SHOW all increase of carbon monoxide higher 
density, when it is to cut back to 1995 emission standards percentages.  
WHY is the nearly completed Eastern Bypass Expressway who was funded 
in 2011-2012 to start of Washington Ave. signal with over $1.1 million 
funded.  The component of Southernly Eastern Bypass Expressway basically 
is invisible.  Yet, I have the Stakeholders sign-in sheets, their decision 
making, the newly made Parsons maps replacing the 2003 completed 
Parsons mapping of Butterfield Stage Rd. as requested by Jeff Stone and the 
other City of Temecula Supervisors to Anza Rd., and as Ron Roberts 
testimony online given to CAL Trans, not as the Transportation Executive 
Committee Member, but as a City Councilman That they must to move the 
freeway further East than Butterfield Stage Rd.  When will the mapping be 
included within this EIR, or is this TUMF mapping already shown, but not 
disclosed? 
 

• At the Temecula Wine Country EIR in 2012 the county staff 
omitted the Parsons Mapping and WCOGG Mapping of the 
Southernly Eastern  Bypass Expressway on Anza Rd. by stating, 
"Anza Rd. connection to I-15 not fully funded  OMITTED".  
So, the 2013 finalized Temecula Wine Country documentation is 
possibly void of showing their federal air standard violations 
documentation known to both the City of Temecula and the County 
of  Riverside Supervisors, who have withheld the Bypass's legal 
stakeholder meetings and Parsons Mapping from the public since 
2006 or or, as well as from their Growth Rate 10 Year Plans I 
believe. 

 
• This is extremely important that it be mentioned that a METRO 

50 year review of each five years was placed on Anza Rd. in 
2006 for expansion of more excessive growth and wpdth.  I read 
a two inch single column in the newspaper.  I did not know what a 
METRO was.  I don't believe the meaning of METRO was 
discussed in the short excerpt.  I have repeatedly given you this 
testimony for the past ten plus years.  

• This statement of 50 year growth review is unknown to most.  I 
think lack of transparency is lacking within the county.   

 
 I believe  the above Parsons Mapping and all documentation must be shown 
in good faith so CEQA may monitor the indication that all of you at the City 
of Temecula and within this No. 960 General Plan EIR, and your County of 
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Riverside  Climatic Review of Environmental IMPACT No. 521 must 
within this 960 EIR  mention I believe that the  Temecula Ad HOC 
Committee and Mitra did not discuss nor show the Expressway to the 
residents/public May of 2008.  Since the minutes of the 2006 Stakeholders 
sign-in sheets state that the designing of the Southernly Eastern Bypass 
Expressway were given to Dan Stephanson of Rancon and to Highpoint, 
Inc., as "the county did not want to do the designing, per the Dept. of 
Transportations documentation given to Adrian McGregor through Patti 
Romo.  
 
 As far as I know, for a very long time I was the only resident to have 
viewed this documentation of the Southernly Eastern Bypass  
Expressway papers and Parsons mapping kept out of the Administrative 
County Offices two blocks away with a security guard at its elevator due to 
my insistence to review the invisible expressway.  Multiple staffing at the 
both the city and county told me they had no knowledge of the expressway.  
Patty Romo did this at count, also, stating nothing had been done on that for 
a long time.. 
 

• You have to ask for a CD Disk kept at a clerk's desk in planning of the 
City of Temecula Offices to find a missing not written component of 
their growth plan.  See Page 8-45, #7.  It is a violation of CEQA to 
defer mitigation I think.  Maybe not. But it definitely non-
transparency of governance. This section clearly does not excuse the 
lead agency from identifying all feasible parts.  The EIR process since 
2006 has ignored guidelines I believe due to their mandate to generate 
new financial success. The County of Riverside are the over seers. Or, 
can the County not make the City of Temecula heed federal and state 
laws of pre United Nations Act 21?   The City of Riverside and the 
City of Temecula both became Charter Members of the United 
Nations Act 21 in 1991. 

 
In 2009 the Rancho CA Water District water board tried to instill restrictions 
of  any more new water meters to be issued due to lack of water.  Both the 
City Council of Temecula, their Atty. Peter M. Thorson, who also submitted 
a letter of objection to the moratorium, and Supervisor Stone objected.  
Board member Steve Corona and another held fast that it must be put in 
place due to violation intensity of numbers in growth.  But, they two as 
good gatekeepers, Corona and another finally rejected the needed 
control due to Lack of Water. 
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In 2007 RCWD ceased to issue any more purchases of 2 inch agriculture 
water meters.  Only domestic meters are issued. 
 
At the 2008 Feb RCWD farmers and ranchers annual water meeting I 
attended.  A spokes person of MWD was the featured speaker.  He told us 
that NEVER has agriculture water needs been part of their MWD charter 
philosophy.  THAT ONLY urbanized area domestic and industrial 
water is their legal concern.  That agriculture water was only offered 
when there had been an abundance in our areas.  This is in minutes AND 
is recorded.  KNOWING this, why did Stone first as councilman and 
then as Supervisor Stone of District 3 and the City mandate more 
agricultural water usage and growth in the Temecula Wine Country 
with Pierce's Disease still present as well with the open approval to 
build 105 wineries?   Planning Commissioner John Petty, Attorney at 
Law of Real Estate with Special Circumstance  did as well.  He also 
approved I believe the removal in the wine country EIR of 2013, and 
now in 2015 continuance I think of Constitutional Rights of Free 
Enterprise for All when He voted to approve the removal of my 
personal Property Rights in Track 6410, and a total of 6410 60 parcels 
rights to have NO businesses or Wine Tasting Rights, and stripped the 
Freedom of Free Enterprise to a total of 118 parcels  total.  Thus, I 
believe with prejudice removed our ability to earn economic gains so 
given to our property's ownership...REVOCKED, and given to Vintners 
ONLY at a mute planning Commissioners Hearing in August of 2008, 
which I attended and spoke, and which no sign-in documentation shows 
my signature, and nor does the recording of the meeting include my  
testimony when I listened to the recording of their side bar.  Perhaps 
they were lost. 
 
The MWD Spokesperson at the RCWD Ranchers/Farmers Annual Water 
Meeting held in Feb of 2008,  told us in the meeting room of the Rancho CA 
Water District Offices that by the end of 2013 ALL AGRICULTURE 
AND/OR DOMESTIC AGRICULTURE DISCOUNTED WATER 
RATES WOULD CEASE.  And, that the 3 tier water conservations 
rates would continue.  Now, in June of 2015 RCWD after many of us 
conserving water since 2008 we were told that we are expected to 
decrease 25% of our now present water usage immediately.  SPECIAL 
NOTATION: In Los Angeles last month the  MWD was forced to admit 
when sued that billing with a 3 tier way of water rates for the same product 
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is illegal.  Thus, Rancho CA Water District should be questioned to their 
practice of 3 Way Tiered Water Rates.  LA MWD has been instructed to 
return the rate payers extra monies they were over charged, per the Radio 
News and television news broadcasts.  THIS is an abuse of EIR natural 
resources laws I believe and possible governance abuse I think. 
 
Yet, the City and the County are still building more Winery hotel resorts in 
the middle of a water crisis.  Yes they are great.  Yes they are well visited.  
Yes they are pretty.  It most likely requires using a lot more irrigation water 
to save the grapes as our micro Mediterranean climate continues to climb in 
the higher temperatures yearly and for longer hotter summer total days. 
When the maturing grapes are reaching their sugar content levels, without 
water in a higher micro climate there might/will be damage to crops. Grapes 
do not do well in high temperatures without 24 hour irrigating routines.  I 
know.  Our small past vineyard required this.  It was lost to Pierce's Disease.  
PIERCE'S DISEASE still exists in Riverside County District 3, which is our 
areas. 
 
Also, still being allowed on larger parcels of land is sludge dumping and its 
toxicants are being leeched into the soil around RESIDENTIAL drinking 
wells.  WHY? 
 
IMPORTANT: 
**Without the Northern California cleaner sweeter mineral more salt 
free waters being sent to Temecula, the Napa Wine Grape Formula of 
no more than 2% salts can NOT be obtained in Temecula and/or 
Riverside County.  The result:  The grape vines all will die and/or suffer 
great losses, as per the Napa CA Grape Water Formula I submitted in 2009 
and on.... to the Planning Commissioners and to the Supervisors.  
 
You can not include in your EIR 960 Plan that YOU will have water.  IN 
2007 drought, Georgia was within 2 weeks for the entire state being out of 
water.  Florida has no water store.  We are facing reduced snowpacks in the 
Sierras.  Lack of rains is forecasted.  You do not have in place the $130  
RCWD million dollar Purification Plant behind  Vail Lake Dam.  Plus, it 
may be too late to try to buy the 10,000 acre feet of RAW Colorado River 
Waters. 
 
THIS is NOT JUST a climate plan.  You can NOT make water.  YOU 
MUST cancel future approved growth on the books, which I believe 
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shows voting leadership did "willfully ignore" legal boundaries of 
governance by breaches  of the laws to follow, whether independently 
willfully and/or done in ignorance in your General Plans' EIR's and 
your Climate ACTION Plan.  
 
 HOWEVER, I have come different times to present to you that you were 
ignoring EPA standards, and THAT  
"the Crisis on Tap" Findings all of you and your staffing were ignoring.  
Plus, allowing the City of Temecula to keep expanding.  At different times 
the City of Temecula sued the County of Riverside.  Why have you not sued 
the City of Temecula for General Plan EIR violations and negative non-
negotiable EIR issues like water and air than are FEDERALLY 
MANDATED? 
 
Also, ignored repeatedly I believe has been my testimony of the Scientific 
Document, of March 22, 2008, presented in a special 12 page leaflet in the 
Press-Enterprise News paper, and WORLD read and accepted.  It's title is, :  
Crisis on Tap.  Also, there is an International Agreement showing fears 
of waters being lost and/or mandated to be sold... that the over 100 year 
treaty to have from Canada to Mexico the river water flow of the 
Colorado River WILL CEASE TO EXIST.  THERE WILL BE NO 
MORE WATER AVAILABLE TO CALIFORNIA NOR MEXICO.  
HOOVER DAM BEHIND ITS SELF WILL BE DRY estimated by 
2021.. or sooner.  The turbines of its dam of 16 generators soon will not 
have enough water to generate electricity to CA.  You have known this, 
and still....you approve new projects now without need of an EIR IF the 
new project will generate new financial monies to Riverside County.  
You passed this several years back while Stone was Supervisor.  Are 
you still doing this?  
 
IN ADDITION TO THIS IS THE NOW SCIENTIFIC PUBLISHED 
WORK, "DEEP:  The Story of Skiing and the Future of Snow", where 
a scientist has published his 30 year research on the world decline of 
water for 2 Billion People of the Earth.  They depend of the snow pack to 
reserve and preserve their fresh water supply, as well as rains and thaws to 
replenish the ancient water aquifers under ground and to supply the world 
with drinkable waters.  The research shows over 60% of the snow pack is 
gone. 
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There is no saving the melting snows of the Arctic and Antarctica.   This is a 
cycle of the earth's climate.  We've had Ice Ages.  Now, we are having 
warming. 
 
MOST IMPORTANT OF ALL IS THE NON MENTIONING THAT 
INADEQUATE MICROPOROUS ACQUIFERS DO NOT EXIST FOR 
THE IMMIGRANTS TO DRINK AND/OR USE.  THE WATER IS THE 
KEY for the Temecula Wine Country EIR 2013 and now the General Plan of 
2015.  You are bone dry due to Developer Bonus additional growth, and 
ignoring your water guidelines. 
 
THIS HAS NEVER BEEN ADDRESSED.  AND, IS A FEDERAL ISSUE 
AS WELL AS A LOCAL GOVERNMENT ONE.   You CAN NOT take 
water away from living existing residents and give it to the thousands of 
approved new housing you have on the books not constructed yet.   And, 
especially when there is NOT enough water to use for the present 
populations, as per US Supreme Court Judges Rulings of 2002.  TO give our 
water to soon to come new massive immigrants you are bringing here 
violates each individual's rights to live.  Humans can not live without water. 
The usage of methods of subterfuge or malfeasance I do not believe you 
would do.  BUT, something is amidst here. 
 
On July 2008 when Stone and his Planner first held a Wine Country hearing, 
which was deemed illegal, as it had not been agenized by the Board of 
County Supervisors to be held, WATER has been IGNORED. 
 

• Since the adoption in 2012 to change the total population of all our 
area to no longer limit housing of a group to 6 humans, assigned is 
the new formula that each person is zoned to be 50 feet in 
occupation sized.  So, the 2012 EIR hearings of the Temecula 
Wine Country were finalized without the NEW USAGE totals to 
be totally larger numbers of water user totals, and thus, less water 
available to our area. These rulings were not passed until after 
Dec of 2012 by the City of Temecula, I believe. 

 In a group setting of persons needing over seeing as assigned by 
different agencies, any structure for domestic living may house using 50 
feet times X..per human  to equal how many may live there with a 
supervisor/manager assigned.  I do not know if the numbers total are 
limited.  (County of Riverside and the City of Temecula have the legal 
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documentation of these passing of new higher density with more 
population unknown numbers coming to our areas. 
 

• Not included in Supervisor Stone and John Petty's formula to 
have 105 new wineries is the well known NAPA VALLEY 2% 
FORMULA MANDATE IS VINES ARE TO SURVIVE/LIVE.  Due 
to the types of soil,  accumulation of salts and minerals, fertilizers, IF 
the VINES are to survive, the VINES must have 2% fresh water 
from Northern CA streams to cleanse the water to be given to the 
vineyards of Temecula!  Without it,  the historical lack of formula 
states the vines will DIE in Napa.  So, this definitely would be true of 
the Temecula aquifers  totaling 38% if no drought continuance.  It 
would take 6,000 years to refill a depleted/emptied natural 
underground aquifer.  (Geological statement) 

•  
• I do not believe the fresh waters are available, especially after having 

been up and through most of the Sierras this year witnessing the low 
levels of the lakes and streams in person in June of 2015 for over three 
weeks in different areas.  Also, there are the water table reports which 
you can verify.  We have been for the past ten years plus regulars to 
visit both sides of the Sierras. (Have submitted this formula 
documentation before; is online testimony recorded and available on 
the Google Internet). 

 
Special Notation of the above document of letter 10 and 11 is that the 
Southernly Eastern Bypass Expressway will endanger the health of children 
and seniors in all of the low laying valleys along the route of I-15 to  I-10 
Interstate Freeways with too high levels of carbon monoxide levels above 
federal levels over 5 or 6, I believe.  May be even more now in 2015 due to 
the large amounts on the books of approved but NOT constructed housing, 
and not including the open door of immigrants which may locate here.  
(Document attached in letter #10 from the Dept. of Transportation of the 
County of Riverside.) 
 
The July and August 2012 and its Finalized Temecula Wine Country 2013 
EIR do NOT ADDRESS that, per the UNITED NATIONS ACT 21 the 
impact of mandated open door growth from aliens/immigrants WORLD 
WIDE upon the NON EXISTING PAPER WATER OF THIS OVER 
POPULATED TEMECULA WINE COUNTRY AND 22-24 
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ADDITIONAL MILES OF ANTICIPATED GROWTH IN THE SPHERE 
OF INFLUENCE OF THE CITY OF TEMECULA, I believe. 
The City of Temecula designed the new Butterfield Stage Rd. with Engineer 
McBride, not the County of Riverside. 
 
 I did not hear at the 2012 EIR hearings that EB5 lands were included the 
ownership development by the City of Temecula along the entire Butterfield 
Stage Road of EB5 properties and other unknown descriptions.  Nor were 
there mentioned that the EMWD of Hemet Did not give a general election to 
each property owner within the Wine Country to Vote No or Yes to pay by 
taxation for sewers that start down Butterfield Stage  Rd. in French Valley, 
come to Rancho. CA Rd., and go out to Wineries almost to Lake Skinner 
and on Monte de Oro Rd.  This may be a federal violation I believe from 
having read that Virgin Sewer Proposition 218 IN A VIRGIN SEWER 
AREA OF SEPTIC TANKS requires a General Election using the County of 
Riverside Property Owners Legal Mailing Addresses.  This Also was 
NEVER Done for the Temecula Wine Country Survey. 
 
  In 1989  the county approved Butterfield Stage Rd. eventually to be six 
lanes wide and go through and link together above Hwy 79 by Morgan Hill 
forecasting Parsons Mapping.  Now, it will link below Anza Rd. passing the 
wedding facility about 3/4 of  mile  North or so branching off the new 
Southernly Eastern Bypass Expressway.     
 
When this all started there were nearly 10,000 residents vs. less than 30 
wineries.  (Number could be more or less wineries  possibly.) 
 
 

◊ USING a five AD HOC Committee (all vintners I believe) with Mitra 
Cooper's help, the SURVEY TO STRIP OUR ZONING FROM 11.85 
SQUARE MILES AND A POSSIBLE I THINK LAND ownership 
violation IN AGENDA 1077 OF RCIP GENERAL PLAN AGENDA, 
AND 348.4729 Ordinance was placed online.  

◊  NO resident election was held to OK the future sewers to come, the 
taking of our Citrus and Vineyard  CSA Road District #149 into a new 
form...was completed by someone unknown to me to give open 
taxation upon our properties, which violates the 1989 Road Tax 
Assessment description we volunteered to have due to dirt roads with 
using the County of Riverside Assessor's Mailing List to allow quality 
voting.  Non of this was done. 
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◊ The Temecula Wine Country Survey approved to be done by 5 
VINTNERS in May/June in 2008, and voted upon in August 2008 all 
completed by Stone's appointed Advisory HOC Temecula wine 
Country Planning Panel.  Needs REVIEWING possibly to protect the 
2015 EIR of the General Plan.  (All legal taxation base and values 
may be affected.  Land values devalued due to limitation of rural 
businesses and animal numbers allowed.  Yet, high density is being 
added. 
◊ (Removes some residents means to earn a living.  Also, ONLY the 

Wineries and resorts are now allowed to make a living with ALL 
FREE Franchise Laws being eliminated I think. 

◊ Done ON THE INTERNET AS A SURVEY WITH ADDRESS 
OPTIONIAL. 

◊ July 25, 2012 Executive Planner Cooper states, the success of the 
Survey is NOW the results of these hearings fulfilled. 

◊ **Mitra bragged that due to THIS survey the entire Wine 
Country vision would start, would be Changed.  She stated this at 
either the July or Aug. EIR Temecula Wine Country hearings.  
NO LEGAL voting by using the County of Riverside's Assessor's 
Office list of property owners mailing list was used.  I believe that 
to be not legal, sense this would be volunteer self taxation for this 
development process, a federal and state voter's rights was 
violated, which I believe would disqualify the entire 2013 
Temecula Wine Country EIR of 2013 and now in 2015. 

◊ Ad HOC meetings hidden for nearly 1.5 years.  Would not allow 
anyone to attend, which violates County bylaws I think in 2008. 

◊ Violates the A-20 Board of Supervisors Guidelines for Planning 
Commissioners, Special appointments and Advisory HOC 
Committee Members.  MAY NOT PROFIT FROM THEIR 
VOTE AND DISCUSSION MAKING OF MONETARY 
WEALTH AND OR WITH THEIR INVESTMENTS. 

◊ Vintners and MWD employee move San Diego Pipeline No. 6 
approved by CA State MWD EIR in May of 1989 in 1995 at the 
Citrus and Vineyard CSA Road District #149. 

Bylaws – Guidelines of the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors 
For Selection of Planning Commissioners, Special Appointments and Advisory 

HOC Committee (Hand Selected by a Supervisor for within his District)\ 
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◊ http://rivcocob.com/policy-a/POLICY-A21.pdf 
 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS POLICY 
Policy 
Subject: Number Page 
ADVISORY BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES A-21 1 of 1 
Policy: 
Board policy regarding the establishment, appointments to, governance, and 
periodic 
review and dissolution of the Board of Supervisors’ various advisory boards, 
commissions, and committees (“advisory groups”) is summarized and contained 
in a 
resolution entitled “Adopting Uniform Rules and Procedures for Advisory 
Committees, 
Board and Commissions of the County of Riverside.” A copy of the most recent 
version 
of this resolution is attached, and shall be replaced with successive versions of 
the 
resolution as approved by the Board from time to time in the course of county 
business. 
Attachment A 
1 of 14 
Board of Supervisors County of Riverside 
RESOLUTION NO. 2005-148 
ADOPTING UNIFORM RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR 
ADVISORY COMMITTEES, BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
WHEREAS from time to time the Board of Supervisors and its related governing bodies 
establish 
advisory groups to inform the Board on particular issues or subjects of interest to the 
Board; and, 
WHEREAS it is in the best interest of the County that these advisory groups are 
appointed, 
organized and governed within a uniform framework of consistent Board policy; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of 
Supervisors of 
the County of Riverside, State of California, in regular session assembled on _April 
5_______, 2005, that: 
The following uniform rules and procedures for the establishment and operation of 
advisory 
committees, boards and commissions of the County of Riverside, including all districts, 
county service 
areas and other agencies governed by the Board of Supervisors, are hereby adopted, as 
follows: 
1. APPLICABILITY: These rules and procedures shall apply to and control all advisory 

http://rivcocob.com/policy-a/POLICY-A21.pdf
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committees, boards and commissions (herein for convenience referred to as “advisory 
groups”), 
except as otherwise provided by or pursuant to the law, ordinance or resolution under 
which the 
advisory group is established. This resolution does not apply to certain committees, 
boards and 
commissions of the County that have independent legal status as separate public entities. 
2. LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY: Unless otherwise authorized by law that 
specifically 
provides for the establishment and function of a particular advisory group, advisory 
groups 
generally shall have no executive, administrative, or operational functions. Their function 
shall be 
solely to study and make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors within the scope 
of the 
subject matter specified in the statute, ordinance or resolution establishing them, or as 
specifically 
referred to them by the Board of Supervisors. Advisory groups shall not be empowered, 
nor 
assume by their appointment to be empowered, with authority on behalf of the County to 
decide 
matters of county policy; oversee or enter into any contract; procure materials or services; 
recruit, 
hire, direct, manage, review or terminate staff, or involve themselves in any other way in person 

◊ MOST important of all, it states that an Ad HOC Committee Member 
may not vote or discuss anything that they might benefit from 
personally financially or business wise I believe. 

 
The Original Ad HOC committee would not tell us where they were 
meeting, when nor where minutes available to read A PER the County 
Manual.  Not until about 1.5 years passed Did Jeff Stone add additional 
members. And,  I believe a  resident representative was not added until 
October.  Then, their findings were finalized in November the next month.. 
with a few more meetings to let the public hear. 
 
 
At the July and Aug 2012 Temecula Wine Country EIR and the 2013 EIR, 
the August 7, 2006 Submittal to the Board of Supervisors County of 
Riverside, State of  CA Document from TLMA - Transportation Department 
may never have bee  released for viewing to my knowledge to we 
citizens/residents in 2008 on at any Board of Supervisors, Wine Country, Ad 
HOC hearings, etc.  "This project currently has an approved TUMF Funding 
Agreement between the County and RCTC for preliminary engineering and 
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environmental phases of work.  It is anticipated the total costs for these 
phases of work will be within the TUMF agreement amount." 
 
The May 26, 2006 Submittal to the Board of Supervisors County of 
Riverside, State of California from:  TLMA - Transportation Depart was 
NOT mentioned or introduced by the AD HOC Committee of 2008 during 
the entire times of 2008 to 2013 Temecula Wine Country EIR... to my 
limited knowledge.  I asked a fellow Ad HOC Committee Member if they 
discussed  or showed at any public reviews given, the expressway.  Her 
answer was NO. 
 

I believe the present residents of our area will be financially drained from 
the accumulation of taxation needed to pay for the Temecula Wine Country 

EIR Development, and being made to share with watering crops, when 
MWD stated they do not support agriculture.  RCWD imports from the 

MWD.  Where is this going? 
 
Also, we are not being kept in the loop as of August 7, 2012 that So. CA 
Edison is coming through with the lines. As of July 21, 2015 I found So. CA 
Edison had hired a private contractor to put in a 1250kV line down our 
residential street underground.  Why was NO LEGAL notice sent to each 
resident?  Health issues will be an issue with electro magnetic force fields 
possibly.   

• We had received no notice of 1,250,000.000 electrical line 
underground EMF and EML magnetic force field will possibly affect 
the well being of some residents.   

• My immediate neighbors near to our home KNEW nothing about the 
line coming of SUCH MAGNITUTDE.  Many in our area have heart 
conditions, etc.  I pray that you mandate that the big lines be put 
underground to protect us from the EMF and EML radiation and spark 
causing surging electrical lines in a grade of HIGHEST Wildfire Area.  
When there is a fire, firemen nor residents can go under the lines to 
escape. WHY?  Because the 500kV High Voltage Lines drop their 
loads into the ground during a fire.  Perhaps 250kB High Voltage do 
as well.  ALSO, Any resident with a pacemaker can not be by 500kV 
High Voltage Lines, per national news and the renewed EIR by the 
ISO of what radiation health causing affects are given off by such 
lines.  So what will 1250kB do to us? 

 
• YOU need to honor your statements of caring.  
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•  The funding for the Fire Dept. of CA within our Temecula Wine 
Country and French Valley areas have the Highest Fire Alert Area of 
12 months yearly and even more now with this drought continuance.   
Yet, historically we have been told that  there is barely 5 to 6 months 
of monies to pay for fire disasters.  

• I would request that you give in your climate EIR reviews stricter fire 
brush, etc. codes within our county. 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted to the to Kristi Lovelady, Advanced Planning 
Division Manager of Riverside County Planning Department  
 
Please Also give a copy to each Supervisor, not just to their Planning 
Commissioners. 
 951.955.6892 
 
From Private Resident Citizen, 
Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
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Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

Comment Letter No. 2: Adrian J. McGregor 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letters 19 and 20, submitted by Adrian McGregor, and their respective responses for 

further discussion. 

Comment 2.1 This comment indicates a number concerns related to the water supply in 

Riverside County, as well as a potential future increase in water demand due 

to new development that may occur in the County. This comment also 

indicates concerns with land use, circulation, and public utilities regarding 

potential future developments in/near Wine Country in southwestern 

Riverside County adjacent to the City of Temecula. These comments are duly 

noted.  

Water demand is a key component of project-level review within the County. 

During a project’s environmental review, potential water supply constraints are 

analyzed within the project’s environmental documentation to ensure that 

sufficient water supply is available for the project. Any environmental impacts 

of future developments are addressed at the project level in project-specific 

analyses. This effort is undertaken by the local water districts to ensure 

sufficient water supply for new development. As discussed in the Section 

4.19.3 of Draft EIR No. 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 

California Public Utilities Commission-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.1 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 is 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. 2, 3 

Furthermore, pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, any project or development with 

over 500 residential units or non-residential development  of a certain size and 

scale (e.g. commercial, industrial), must complete a Water Supply Assessment 

to ensure that sufficient water supply exists to serve the project. The Water 

Supply Assessment requires a water purveyor/supplier to provide sufficient 

verification that supplies are available during a normal, single-dry, and 

                                                      
1 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
2 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
3 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 



Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection. Additionally, the water districts 

serving Riverside County produce Urban Water Management Plans, which 

analyze the growth projections of district service areas in order to responsibly 

manage future water supplies. These plans are publicly available and are 

typically found on the respective water district’s website. 

Any environmental impacts of future developments regarding land use, 

circulation, and public utilities will also be addressed at the project level in 

project specific analyses and will require further environmental analysis and 

compliance. During the entitlement phase, a project’s respective water district 

would deny service to a development in the event that a project would not 

have a sufficient water supply, to ensure that developments are not constructed 

prior to securing a water supply. The County appreciates your feedback during 

the General Plan Amendment process. This comment does not identify any 

specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or 

the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 
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Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

Comment Letter No. 3: Emilio Uriarte 

Comment 3.1 This comment indicates a number of concerns related to a shortage of water 

and electrical power supply in California, as well as the sustainability of current 

population growth and development. This comment also expresses concerns 

related to the depletion of the Colorado River and low water levels in Lake 

Mead, as well as power generated by the Hoover Dam. This comment is duly 

noted.  

Water demand is a key component of project-level review within the County. 

During a project’s environmental review, potential water supply constraints are 

analyzed within the project’s environmental documentation to ensure that a 

sufficient water supply is available for the project. Any environmental impacts 

of future developments will also be addressed at the project level in project-

specific analyses. This effort is undertaken by the local water districts to ensure 

sufficient water supply for new development. As discussed in the Section 

4.19.3 of Draft EIR No. 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 

California Public Utilities Commission-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.1 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 is overseen by a collaborative effort between 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. 2, 3 

Furthermore, pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, any project or development with 

over 500 residential units or non-residential development of a certain size and 

scale (e.g. commercial, industrial), must complete a Water Supply Assessment 

to ensure that sufficient water supply exists to serve the project. The Water 

Supply Assessment requires a water purveyor/supplier to provide sufficient 

verification that supplies are available during a normal, single-dry, and 

multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection. Additionally, the water districts 

serving Riverside County produce Urban Water Management Plans, which 

analyze the growth projections of district service areas in order to responsibly 

manage future water supplies. These plans are publicly available and are 

                                                      
1 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
2 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
3 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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typically found on the respective water district’s website. This comment does 

not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft 

EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Regarding the Hoover Dam electrical power supply, the California Energy 

Commission and ISO regulates electrical generation and ensures the reliable 

supply of electrical energy by maintaining a level consistent with the need for 

such energy for protection of public health and safety, promotion of the 

general welfare, and environmental quality protection. This comment does not 

identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR 

No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Comment 3.2 This comment is duly noted. The commenter notes support of the No Growth 

Alternative, which was ultimately rejected in Draft EIR No. 521 due to the fact 

that it would not achieve the Project objectives. The County appreciates your 

feedback during the General Plan Amendment process. This comment does 

not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft 

EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 
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Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

Comment Letter No. 4: Terry and Carol Curtiss 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letter 21, submitted by Terry and Carol Curtiss, and its respective response for further 

discussion. 

Comment 4.1 This comment serves as the introduction of the comment letter. The 

commenter notes support for the No Growth alternative identified in Draft 

EIR No. 521. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Comment 4.2 This comment provides background on research conducted by the commenter 

on the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

(WRC-MSHCP) and is duly noted. This comment does not provide comments 

related to GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate 

Action Plan. Refer to further responses below. 

Comment 4.3 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 an extensive, interconnected reserve system 

within 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.  The Western Riverside County Habitat 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 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.  This 
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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 the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA).  This process also ensure continued coordination with 

USFWS and CDFW to ensure the success of the MSHCP process. 

Ultimately, the MSHCP and GPA No. 960 are independent projects, and as 

such the MSHCP is not currently under consideration through the GPA No. 

960 public review process. As such, this comment does not relate to GPA No. 

960, EIR No. 521 nor the Climate Action Plan. 

Comment 4.4 This comment is duly noted. While Rural Village Overlays will promote limited 

amounts of development in rural areas, the Overlay will still require projects 

to undergo project-level environmental review, which includes biological 

resource surveys and mitigation when necessary. These processes are 

completed by the County in coordination with RCA and CVAG to ensure that 

any potential biological resource impacts are appropriately mitigated to ensure 

the protection of the County’s biological resources. Furthermore, the San 

Jacinto Valley crownscale is covered under the WRC-MSHCP, and as such is 

afforded necessary conservation under the MSHCP process. The revisions 

contained within GPA No. 960 are consistent with the requirements and 

conservation contemplated by the MSHCP. 

Comment 4.5 This comment is duly noted.  As noted above, the MSHCP undergoes 

extensive review and is the product of ongoing coordination between the 

RCA, CVAG and the California and United States Departments of Fish and 

Wildlife. However, the MSHCP is a separate project from GPA No. 960, and 

as such is not under consideration during the General Plan Update Process. 

This comment does not pertain to the General Plan, EIR No. 521, nor the 

Climate Action Plan.  As noted above, he revisions contained within GPA No. 

960 are consistent with the requirements and conservation contemplated by 

the MSHCP. 

Comment 4.6 Of the 500,000 acres designated for preservation, about 69% (or 347,000 acres) 

was already designated public or quasi-public land when RCA was established 

in 2004.  Although already designated public or quasi-public land, the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP affords a deeper level of protection for the 146 

species named in the plan who reside on these lands, who benefit from the 

system of reserves that exist to protect this critical spectrum of ecosystems.  

The commenter notes that the designation of habitat conservation areas have 

been outnumbered by development.  While development is necessary to 

accommodate future growth of the County, the County of Riverside 

recognizes the importance of setting aside habitat for preservation. This is why 
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40% of the 1.26 million acres analyzed within western Riverside County has 

been set aside for preservation. RCA, along with its project partners, continue 

to strive towards this goal.   

Comment 4.7 The commenter expresses concern that the land uses proposed as part of the 

Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan will impact wildlife within the San Jacinto Wildlife 

Area and the overall rural character of the Area Plan. 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 implemented to ensure that UWI 

development is executed 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 Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan, as well as the rest of the County. 

The commenter expresses concern that the overlays proposed by GPA No. 

960 will impact habitat. The Lakeview Mountains Policy Area has been 

removed as part of GPA No. 960. Additionally, 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:  



Riverside County Planning Commission Hearings 
Supplemental Response to Comments 
GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, Climate Action Plan 

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.  

With respect to the San Jacinto Valley crownscale, refer to Response 4.3, 

above.  

Additionally, the County acknowledges that the east-west arterial roadway and 

bridge shown crossing the San Jacinto River between the Ramona Expressway 

and Nuevo Road are a new edition to the Circulation Plan and may require an 

MSHCP amendment should the County intend to move forward with 

implementation of this concept.  

Comment 4.8 This comment is duly noted. Refer to Response 4.3, above. As stated in 

previous responses above, the County requires all projects to undergo a 

project-level environmental review, which includes analysis as well as 

mitigation for potential impacts. This process includes extensive coordination 

between the County, RCA and CVAG, USFWS and CDFW, as well as other 

relevant agencies when necessary.  

Comment 4.9 This comment pertains to the Villages of Lakeview Project, which is a specific 

plan proposed by a private developer and is subject to a separate project-level 

review process by the County.  The Villages of Lakeview project is not a 

component of GPA No. 960.  Rather, the Villages of Lakeview will be required 

to prepare an independent EIR to address project specific CEQA impacts.  

Comment 4.10 This comment is duly noted. The commenter reiterates support for the No 

Growth alternative in Draft EIR No. 521.  

Comment 4.11 The commenter expresses concerns pertaining to the California drought. Draft 

EIR No. 521 was revised to include substantial new language to better account 

for the California drought. However, water supply is ultimately managed by 

local water districts and the California Department of Water Resources, and is 

outside of the purview of GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. Additionally, 

water demand is a key component of project-level review within the County. 

During a project’s environmental review, potential water supply constraints are 

analyzed within the project’s environmental documentation to ensure that 

sufficient water supply is available for the project.  

Furthermore, pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, any project or development with 

over 500 residential units or non-residential development (e.g. commercial, 
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industrial) of a certain size and scale, must complete a Water Supply 

Assessment to ensure that sufficient water supply exists to serve the project. 

The Water Supply Assessment requires a water purveyor/supplier to provide 

sufficient verification that supplies are available during a normal, single-dry, 

and multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection. Additionally, the water 

districts serving Riverside County produce Urban Water Management Plans, 

which analyze the growth projections of district service areas in order to 

responsibly manage future water supplies. These plans are publicly available 

and are typically found on the respective water district’s website. This 

comment does not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the 

adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Comment 4.12 As suggested in the comment, GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 include 

various policies regarding renewable energy and energy efficiency.  For 

example, New Policy AQ 20.11 requires energy efficient mechanical design 

and New Policies AQ 20.18 and AQ 20.19 encourage the installation of solar 

panels and other energy efficient improvements.  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. 

Additionally, as described in Section 7.5 of the CAP, future development 

projects would utilize Screening Tables to mitigate any potential project GHG 

emissions that exceed the threshold level.  The Screening Tables require the 

implementation of various energy efficiency measures consistent with the 

policies described above.  Furthermore, 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 

policies of the County for new development.   

Comment 4.13 The comment incorrectly states that GHG reductions will be offset by 

consumption in the population growth.  The CAP emissions inventories 

include future emissions from population growth and include reductions that 

would be required for new development.  Additionally, the General Plan 

Policies and CAP measures would also offset emissions from existing and 

proposed uses.  

As noted in the Riverside County CAP and Draft EIR, the CAP is designed to 

meet the reduction targets established by the State of California.  The CAP 

focuses on reducing emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  However, 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 
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80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, the CAP identifies the 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.  The new plan will include a specific target for GHG 

reductions for 2030 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 2030 and 2050 Reduction Targets and updated 

reduction measures designed to achieve the 2030 and 2050 Reduction Targets. 

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 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. 
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Implementation Measure IM T1 (Employment Based Trip and VMT 

Reduction Policy) provides for telecommuting and alternative work schedules 

and reduces the number of commute trips and therefore VMT traveled by 

employees.  Alternative work schedules could take the form of staggered 

starting times, flexible schedules, or compressed work weeks.  Additionally, 

this implementation measure provides flexibility in scheduling such that at least 

30 percent of employees participate in 9/80 work week, 4-day/40-hour work 

week, or telecommuting 1.5 days/week.  It should be noted that these 

implementation measures are included in the CAP Screening Tables.    

The Screening Tables provide new development projects a streamlined option 

for complying with the CEQA requirements for addressing GHG emissions.  

The screening tables are setup similar to a checklist with points allocated to 

certain elements that reduce greenhouse gas emissions; if the project garners 

100 points (by including enough GHG-reducing elements), then the project is 

consistent with Riverside County’s plan for reducing emissions.  The screening 

tables are intended to provide flexibility, and not require a one-size-fits-all 

approach for every project.  

It should be noted that 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.   

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 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, refer to Response 

3.5, above, for a discussion of how the Draft EIR and CAP incorporates and 

supports solar and alternative energy sources in new development.  

Comment 4.14 This comment is duly noted. School needs are under the purview of the 

respective school district, and are evaluated on an as-needed basis. This 

comment does not pertain to GPA No. 960. 
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Comment 4.15 This comment is duly noted. The County has extensively noticed GPA No. 

960, as well as Draft EIR No. 521. Public noticing efforts have included 

multiple public hearing notices, newspaper advertisements, outreach meetings, 

hearings, General Plan Advisory Committee meetings open to the public, and 

consistent updates on the County website. Furthermore, the General Plan 

update process is intended to comprehensively update the General Plan across 

the entire County, and as such is not intended provide detailed updates to 

individual communities. As shown in the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan, minimal 

updated in the General Plan in comparison to the existing 2003 General Plan. 

Comment 4.16 This comment serves as a summary of the key points made in the comment 

letter. Refer to specific responses above. 

Comment 4.17 This comment serves as a summary of the key points made in the comment 

letter. Refer to specific responses above. 
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Comment Letter No. 5: City of Eastvale (Michele Nissen, City Manager) 

Comment 5.1 Regarding baseline data used for GPA No. 960, Draft EIR No. 521, and the 

CAP, the documents use the date of the NOP (April 2009) to establish the 

baseline for the document.  The cities of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley 

incorporated after the GPA No. 960 baseline was established with the NOP 

distribution. As such, it is not practical to revise the entire GPA No. 960 and 

associated EIR No. 521 and CAP texts to reflect this.  The County recognizes 

the independent jurisdiction of its local municipalities, and indicated that in 

GPA No. 960 on page 1 of both the Eastvale and Jurupa Valley Area Plans as 

well as on all relevant exhibits within the Area Plans and Land Use Element. 

While the upcoming 2016 GPA process will reflect the incorporation of new 

cities within the County, the continued inclusion of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley 

within GPA No. 960 in no way abridge the land uses rights of these 

independent municipalities. 

To better reflect the jurisdiction of the cities of Jurupa Valley and Eastvale, the 

County proposes additional language for the disclosure in the introduction of 

the Eastvale and Jurupa Area Plans to further clarify the incorporation of the 

Cities. The text is proposed to be updated as follows: 

Eastvale Area Plan: 

“NOTE: The City of Eastvale officially incorporated on October 1, 2010 and now 

comprises the majority of the Eastvale Area Plan west of Interstate 15 to the San Bernardino 

County line and south to the City of Norco.  Similarly, the City of Jurupa Valley 

incorporated on July 1, 2011 and spans that portion of the Area Plan east of Interstate 15 

(Figure 1).  With the incorporation of the two cities, only 16 acres remain within the 

unincorporated area of Riverside County and therefore under the County’s jurisdiction.  Since 

both incorporations occurred well after the baseline established for GPA No. 960, the 

information presented in this Area Plan remains unaltered however, it has extremely limited 

application.  The City of Eastvale adopted its own General Plan in 2012 which covers the 

vast majority of land within the County’s Eastvale Area Plan and a portion of the Jurupa 

Area Plan.  Development proposals within the City of Eastvale shall be directed to the city 

as Tthe County does not have jurisdiction over lands governed by thecities.” 

Jurupa Area Plan: 

“NOTE: The City of Jurupa Valley officially incorporated on July 1, 2011 and comprises 

the majority of the Jurupa Area Plan (Figure 1).  A small section of the westerly portion of 

the Jurupa Area Plan includes the City of Eastvale which incorporated in October 1, 

2010.  The City of Jurupa Valley spans lands north of the Santa Ana River, south of the 

Riverside-San Bernardino County line and east of Interstate 15 and east of the City of 

Eastvale.  Only 903 acres of Jurupa Area Plan remain within the unincorporated area of 
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Riverside County and therefore under the County’s jurisdiction.  Since both cities incorporated 

well after the baseline established for GPA No. 960, the information presented in this Area 

Plan remains unaltered however, it has extremely limited application. The City of Eastvale 

adopted its own General Plan in 2012 which covers the vast majority of land within the 

County’s Eastvale Area Plan and a portion of the Jurupa Area Plan.  The City of Jurupa 

Valley is developing a new General Plan that is expected to be approved in 

2016.  Development proposals within either the City of Eastvale or the City of Jurupa 

Valley shall be directed to the respective city as TtheCounty does not have jurisdiction over 

lands governed by the cities.” 

The County appreciates your participation in the General Plan Update process 

and looks forward to further coordination in the future. 
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Comment Letter No. 6: City of Coachella 

(Luis Lopez, Development Services Director) 

Comment 6.1 The County appreciates the City’s coordination and effort during the General 

Plan Update Process. Refer to specific responses below. 

Comment 6.2 This comment is duly noted. 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 and policies that have occurred since the outset of the 

General Plan update process. As such, updates to the figures and policies to 

reflect the noted annexation will not be included in GPA No. 960; however, 

the requested updates will be reviewed during the next General Plan update 

cycle.  

Comment 6.3 This comment is duly noted. Due to the large scale of the County, is not 

feasible to include maps within the document that are of a larger scale than 

provided. The County does provide online mapping resources for analyses 

that may require closer evaluation. The County’s online mapping program 

can be accessed from the Planning Department website 

(planning.rctlma.org).  

Comment 6.4 This comment is duly noted. The transportation modeling for GPA No. 960 

included extensive refinement of the County Transportation Model 

(RIVTAM). The inclusion of the Vista Santa Rosa Land Use Concept Plan 

would have resulted in a number of issues within the County Transportation 

Model, and as such it was ultimately not analyzed due to timing and funding 

constraints. However, model refinement will be required for the next 

General Plan Update and inclusion of Vista Santa Rosa will be analyzed 

contingent upon available funding for model updates.  

Comment 6.5 The 2003 Eastern Coachella Valley Area Plan (ECVAP) Figure 3 showed this 

area as being within the City of Coachella’s boundary, refer to Township 6 

South Range 8 East Section 18 (T6SR8ESEC 18) below.    
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The baseline data shows this area as being within the unincorporated 

County and designation as Community Development: Commercial Retail.    

The Augustine Casino sits on the southeast corner of the Avenue 54 and Van 

Buren Boulevard intersection. The 2013 Census Bureau data shows that the 

majority of T6SR8ESEC 18 is within the Augustine Reservation.1 The 

remaining area is owned by an individual property owner.     

This would be an item that the County can address in the 2016 General Plan 

Update.  The County will work with the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians 

to determine if this entire area is within the Tribe’s reservation, if a MOU is 

necessary, and if another land use designation or designations would be more 

appropriate. The areas subject to Indian Jurisdiction are usually designated as 

“IND” in the General Plan.      

2010 Census Data – Augustine Reservation

 

 

                                                      
1 http://www2.census.gov/ftp/geo/pvs/bas/bas13/aia/r0125_augustine/BAS13R49900070125_001.pdf 

http://www2.census.gov/ftp/geo/pvs/bas/bas13/aia/r0125_augustine/BAS13R49900070125_001.pdf
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2009 Baseline Data – CR designation 

 

Comment 6.6 The land use designation was amended from Community Development: 

Light Industrial to Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) by GPA No. 

860 approved in 12/23/2008 in order to redesign an existing Mobile Home 

Park.    GPA No. 960 is not proposing changes to this area and there are no 

current discussions on amending the land use designations along Avenue 

54.  The County will work with the City of Coachella, City of La Quinta, City 

of Indo and Tribal Governments when future planning/development efforts 

are initiated for this area.    

Comment 6.7 GPA No. 960 does not propose any land use changes within the Thermal 

Community. The area designated as Community Development: Commercial 

Retail near the Grapefruit Boulevard and Polk Avenue intersection is 

surrounded by areas designated as Community Development: Light 

Industrial, Heavy Industrial, High Density Residential, Medium High Density 

Residential, and Business Park.   

Please note that Figure 3 of the ECVAP does not incorporate General Plan 

Amendments approved after December 2009.  Additional residential units 

were approved south of this area through General Plan No. 846 and Specific 

Plan No. 369, approved on Jan. 10, 2012.   The Specific Plan land use plan 

will establish 2,354 new homes and house an estimated 7,138 new 

residents.   Once GPA No. 960 is adopted, the General Plan documents will 
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be updated to reflect all General Plan Amendments that have been approved 

since 2009.  

Figure below shows the existing land use designations as of August 24, 2015 

for the vicinity of Commercial Retail designated area bounded by Grapefruit 

Boulevard, Polk Street, and Airport Boulevard.   

 

Comment 6.8 This comment is duly noted. The comments notes several discrepancies 

between the City’s newly adopted Circulation Element, April 22, 2015, and 

the Circulation Element exhibits included in the County General Plan. Since 

the City Plan was only recently adopted, this information was not available 

over the years that GPA No. 960 was developed and EIR No. 521 prepared. 

The Circulation Element only includes roadways within cities for the purpose 

of illustrating system continuity. Roadways within the City’s municipal 

boundaries are of course entirely under the City’s jurisdiction and authority. 

While it is the intent of the County General Plan exhibits to match as closely 

as possible the adopted city plans, there is a wide variation in design 

standards from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and it is not possible to illustrate 

all of the nuances in the County General Plan. Circulation Policy C 7.8 

specifically addresses City-County coordination on roadway design issues 

particularly in “edge” areas. However, it does appear that GPA No. 960 

should be adjusted to more closely represent the City’s current Circulation 

Element. At this late date it is not possible to evaluate and incorporate all of 

the changes at this point in time. However, the County is committed to 
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update the Circulation Element as it relates to the City of Coachella 

Circulation Element at our earliest opportunity. 

We would also note that 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.” 

Comment 6.9 This comment is duly noted. This comment suggests the inclusion of a policy 

in the ECVAP to collaborate with the City of Coachella regarding the 

discrepancies noted in Comment 7.8. As noted in the Response 7.8, 

Circulation Policy C 7.8 already addresses this issue on a countywide basis 

and as such there is no need for a specific policy to address just the City of 

Coachella in the ECVAP. Please refer to the following text of Policy C 7.8. 

“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:  

a.  For development under Riverside County jurisdiction but within 

the sphere of influence (SOI) of a city having roadway standards 

different from Riverside County, city and Riverside 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 Riverside County standards. 

b.  In general, for such development under Riverside 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, Riverside County standards should apply. 

c.  Transition areas at meeting points of roadways designed to 

differing city and Riverside County standards or differing 

functional classifications should be individually designed to 
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facilitate satisfactory operational and safety performance. Further, 

Riverside County should update the road standards to reflect the 

intent of this policy and standards agreed upon by the County of 

Riverside and other local agencies. (AI 4, 50)” 
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Comment Letter No. 7: Endangered Habitats League 
(Dan Silver, Executive Director) 

Comment 7.1 The County appreciates Endangered Habitat League’s (EHL) continued 
coordination and involvement during the General Plan Update process. The 
County has formally responded to all of EHL’s previous comments from the 
February recirculation of the Draft EIR, and those responses can be reviewed 
in the Final EIR No. 521 Response to Comments section. Refer to specific 
responses to EHL’s August 2015 letter below. 

Comment 7.2 This comment is duly noted. The County has reviewed the comments 
submitted related to the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). The existing policies 
within the General Plan Safety Element afford similar protections for 
residences within the WUI as the suggested policy language within the 
Commenter’s submitted testimony. GPA No. 960 proposes a number of Fire 
Safety policies directed at reducing potential loss of development resulting 
from wild fires.  

For example, 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 
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staffing/personnel, equipment, and apparatus; nor hinder 
evacuation from fire, including potential blockage of stairways or 
fire doors.  

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 WUI are noted, the Draft EIR (pages 4.13-93 to 
4.13-96) and GPA (pages S-14 to S-47) both address potential fire risk and 
potential impacts that may occur as a result of development along the WUI.  

Furthermore, projects must undergo design review by the Planning, Building 
and Safety, and Fire Departments prior to the issuance of permits. During this 
review, additional measures and design requirements are evaluated and 
implemented on the site-specific level in order to ensure appropriate 
precautions are taken for new development, especially within the WUI. 

Comment 7.3 This comment is duly noted. The requested map change is included in 
Attachment C: Post Production Land Use Designation Changes of the GPA 
No. 960 Staff Report. This land use designation change, currently item B-6 of 
the attachment is recommended for inclusion into GPA No. 960 by County 
Staff. This parcel is currently under consideration by the Planning 
Commission. Should this Post Production Land Use change be incorporated 
into GPA No. 960, then the mapping concerns expressed by EHL would be 
addressed and the subject property would retain the existing Land Use 
Designation of OS-CH. 

Comment 7.4 The commenter noted concerns about the use of the word “Prohibit” in Policy 
OS 14.3. Staff have reviewed the requested policy change and recommends 
amending the policy to the suggested language provided by Mr. Silver to 
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include the word “restrict,” instead of “prohibit” in the Policy. The Policy, if 
amended, would read as follows: 

OS 14.3  Restrict Prohibit land uses incompatible with mineral resource recovery within 
areas designated Open Space-Mineral Resources and within areas designated by the State 
Mining and Geology Board as being of regional or statewide significance.  (AI 11) 

Comment 7.5 The commenter noted that this issue had been resolved with Planning Staff 
prior to the Planning Commission Hearing on August 19, 2015. 

Comment 7.6 The County appreciates EHL’s continued coordination during the General 
Plan Update process and looks forward to further coordination in the future. 
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Comment Letter No. 8: Pete Peterson and Mel Vander Molen 

Comment 8.1 This comment is duly noted. This request is currently listed as Figure A-15 in 

Attachment C (GPA No. 960 Post-Production Change Requests) of the 

General Plan Update Staff Report and will be considered by the Planning 

Commission. Staff recommends that this request is excluded from GPA No. 

960 because it involves a Foundation Component land use change and such 

requests are considered during the eight-year General Plan review cycle per 

Ordinance No. 348 and the General Plan.  The period for the GPA No. 960 

review cycle closed on February 15, 2008.  The next eight year General Plan 

review cycle will begin in 2016. This comment does not identify any specific 

concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of EIR No. 521, or the Riverside 

County Climate Action Plan. 
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Comment Letter No. 9: Marine Corps Air Station Yuma 

(Paula L. Backs, Community Liaison Specialist) 

Comment 9.1 This comment indicates changes in the administration of the Chocolate 

Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range. This comment also gives notice regarding 

the completion of requirements including the filing and publishing of a 

withdrawal map, which are currently in the process of being completed. This 

comment is duly noted. The County appreciates your notice and looks forward 

to continued collaboration on future projects. This comment does not identify 

any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, 

or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. 
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Comment Letter No. 10: Property Owners Association of Riverside County 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letters 12, submitted by the Property Owners Association of Riverside County, and its 

respective response for further discussion. 

Comment 10.1 This comment is duly noted. The comment asserts that the proposed 

amendments to the Circulation Element eliminate further consideration of the 

Orange County-Riverside County Transportation Corridor, including the 

much touted “tunnel option.” As described in Draft EIR No. 521 page 4.18-

30, this facility falls under the jurisdiction of the Riverside County 

Transportation Commission (RCTC), which is exploring a wide variety of 

CETAP options (refer to Responses 14.13, 19.4, 29.19 and Comment Letter 

17). The current GPA No. 960 language reflects the fact that this option is still 

viable.  

However, RCTC is not pursuing any current studies and instead is focusing 

present efforts on further improvements to SR-91. These improvements will 

provide capacity enhancements and increase freeway safety between Riverside 

and Orange County. In fact, RCTC and the Orange County Transportation 

Commission have completed a Major Investment Study (MIS), which 

prioritizes SR-91 improvements between Riverside and Orange Counties 

(refer to Response 29.19). This corridor is included in Draft EIR No. 521 as a 

mitigation measure for traffic impacts. The Draft EIR does not include the 

Orange County-Riverside County Transportation Corridor, as improvement 

dates would be highly speculative and would not represent a meaningful 

depiction of County build-out.  

The 2003 Circulation exhibit never depicted an alignment for the Orange 

County-Riverside County Transportation Corridor, only a conceptual note 

that it might be located somewhere south of Corona. After completion of the 

Riverside County-Orange County MIS of the corridor it is even less certain as 

to the ultimate corridor alignment, if any. The RCTC is the lead agency on this 

corridor as the scope of the project goes far beyond the ability or authority of 

Riverside County to be able to implement such a project on its own initiative. 

However, planning for a new major CETAP corridor involves coordination 

with various transportation planning, programming, and implementation 

agencies other than RCTC, including CalTrans, Western Riverside Council of 

Governments, Coachella Valley Association of Governments, and the many 

cities of Riverside County. The County has worked very closely with the RCTC 

to ensure that the document accurately reflects the current status and planning 

for each of the CETAP corridors. Refer to the General Plan Errata, pages 4 

and 5, for an updated discussion of the status of RCTC’s CETAP projects, as 
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well as Comment Letter 17 of the Final EIR No. 521 Response to Comments. 

Riverside County remains supportive of the Orange County-Riverside County 

Transportation Corridor concept and is committed to pursuing further study 

of this option. The inclusion of the CETAP Corridors in GPA No. 960 neither 

impairs nor influences the eventuality of the project as GPA No. 960 is not 

the guiding document for RCTS’s CETAP projects.  
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Comment Letter No. 11: Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District 

(Loretta Domenigoni, Park Planner) 

Comment 11.1 The County appreciates your cooperation during the General Plan 

Amendment process and looks forward to continued collaboration on 

potential future projects. This comment does not identify any specific concern 

with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside 

County Climate Action Plan. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Here is another to add to today’s memo to the commissioners.
 

Mary C. Stark
TLMA Commission Secretary
County Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501
(951) 955-7436
mcstark@rctlma.org

Follow us on Twitter!   

 

From: Bruce Colbert [mailto:colbert20@verizon.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 1:36 PM
To: Stark, Mary
Subject: Requested actions on GPA No. 960 - Circulation Element, Level of Service Standards
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
I would like to bring to your attention concerns regarding changes that General Plan
 Amendment No. 960 makes in the Circulation Element - specifically, changes to the County’s
 Level of Service Standards.  I will first present the concerns and then present requested
 actions.
 
Level of Service Concerns
 
The 2003 Riverside County General Plan set a threshold below which traffic congestion would
 not be allowed to worsen – the County’s traffic congestion relief standard, which is the Level
 of Service (LOS).  The LOS is a measure of the level of congestion on roadways.  The LOS is
 graded A through F, analogous to the letters on a school report card.  LOS C represents stable
 operation and acceptable delays.  LOS D represents approaching unstable operation and
 tolerable delays: drivers may have to wait through more than one red signal.  LOS E
 represents unstable operation and significant delays: drivers may wait through several signal
 cycles.  LOS F represents breakdown operation, excessive delays, and jammed conditions.
 
The existing General Plan Policy C 2.1 states, “Maintain the following countywide target
 Levels of Service: LOS “C” along all County maintained roads and conventional state
 highways. As an exception, LOS “D” may be allowed in Community Development areas,
 only at intersections of any combination of Secondary Highways, Major Highways, Arterials,
 Urban Arterials, Expressways, conventional state highways or freeway ramp intersections. 
 LOS “E” may be allowed in designated community centers to the extent that it would support
 transit-oriented development and walkable communities” (2003 Riverside County General
 Plan, Chapter 4, Circulation Element).

mailto:/O=RCTLMA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCSTARK
mailto:KLOVELAD@rctlma.org
https://twitter.com/RivCoPlan
https://twitter.com/RivCoPlan
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Yet County staff is proposing to downgrade the County’s existing Level of Service (LOS)
 standard.  The downgraded standard would allow traffic to become more congested before
 calling for needed roadway improvements to be built.
 
The LOS would drop from C to D along County maintained roads designated in the County
 General Plan Circulation Element, 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 (GPA No. 960,
 Policy C.2.1).
 
LOS E may be allowed by the Board of Supervisors within designated areas where transit-
oriented development and walkable communities are proposed (GPA No. 960, Policy C.2.1).
 
Also, “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.” (GPA No. 960, Policy C.2.1).
 
The downgraded LOS standard would significantly increase traffic congestion, as projects
 such as The Villages of Lakeview are approved.  The Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan was
 approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 23, 2010.  The Villages of Lakeview
 master-planned community was planned as a walkable community, consisting of seven
 villages, which would have allowed for 11,350 dwelling units, producing over 85,000 vehicle
 trips per day (The Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan No. 324).
 
The project was challenged in Court and the Court issued a judgment on July 11, 2012.  In that
 judgment, the Court directed the Board of Supervisors to set aside the approvals, which the
 Board of Supervisors did on August 28, 2012.  Regarding the Villages of Lakeview project,
 Riverside County Superior Court Judge Sharon Waters writes, “The Court finds that the EIR
 failed to conduct adequate environmental review of the Project's impacts on regional traffic.
  The record establishes that the Project will result in over 85,000 vehicle trips per day, and
 will add 17,000 new car trips to the 1-215 each day.  Many of the residents will be driving to
 Moreno Valley and Riverside via the 1-215, and those commuting to Orange and Los Angeles
 Counties will contribute to the existing problems at the l-15/SR91 interchange.
 
“The EIR failed to analyze the impacts on any of these freeways, and instead restricted its
 analysis based upon the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (TIA)
 and a supplemental analysis.  In accordance with the TIA, County studied the area within a
 five-mile radius of the Project site and conducted a supplemental analysis including 17
 additional intersections and 10 additional street segments.  An EIR must include a description
 of the environment in the vicinity of the Project from both a local and regional perspective.
 (Bozung vs. Local Agency Formation Comm. (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283; Guidelines
 §15125.)  By failing to analyze the Project impacts on the surrounding freeways, County
 failed to proceed as required by CEQA.” (Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley et al. v.
 County of Riverside et al.  (RIC10007572), July 11, 2012).
 
The applicant and the County Planning Department are working on revising The Villages of
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 Lakeview planning documents to address the concerns expressed by the Court.
 
As objective traffic “standards” become subjective “discretionary” actions, the County
 government is moving increasingly from the “rule of law” to the “rule of men.”  Objective
 standards treat all projects – large or small – objectively, equitably, and fairly, which is why
 objective standards are preferable to subjective discretionary decisions that are subject to
 vagaries.
 
The LOS downgrade from C to D would increase people’s waiting times at signalized
 intersections by 64 percent on all County-maintained roads and state highways – 10 minutes
 of waiting at lights now would become 16 minutes under the proposed standard. (Highway
 Capacity Manual 2000).
 
The LOS downgrade from C to E would increase people’s waiting times at signalized
 intersections by 145 percent – 10 minutes of waiting at lights now would become 25 minutes.
 
Should the Board of Supervisors choose to allow LOS F, that would increase people’s waiting
 times at signalized intersections by 245 percent – 10 minutes of waiting at lights now would
 become 35 minutes.
 
In June 2009, The Press-Enterprise wrote, “But population growth and homebuilding will
 inevitably resume, and the county needs to follow through with its plan to handle the traffic. 
 Riverside County’s recent history – one of developing first and struggling to improve roads
 later – underscores that point.” (The Press-Enterprise, June 16, 2009, “Our Views: Parkway
 myopia”).
 
The City of Temecula sued the County of Riverside in 2003, accusing the County of not
 building enough roads to keep pace with home construction just outside the city limits.  The
 City said that the County’s General Plan did not address increased traffic resulting from
 housing built in unincorporated areas bordering the city.  The City and County reached a
 settlement agreement on April 13, 2005 in which funding for road improvements must be
 secured before city or county building permits in housing developments are issued, either by
 inclusion in a special taxing district or by the developer paying a share of the costs to improve
 roads.  “Existing residents should not have to bear the consequences of new residents,” said
 Riverside County Supervisor Jeff Stone (Los Angeles Times, April 14, 2005, “Temecula Suit
 Over Traffic Needs Is Settled” and Los Angeles Times, October 17, 2005, “Inland Voters Use
 Recall as a Way to Slow Growth”).
 
The City of Riverside and four environmental groups sued the County of Riverside in 2010,
 challenging the County’s approval of one of the region’s largest housing developments – The
 Villages of Lakeview.  In three separate lawsuits, the groups contend that the County Board
 of Supervisors violated the California Environmental Quality Act and the County’s General
 Plan in approving the 2,786-acre master-planned community.  The City of Riverside is
 concerned about the traffic coming into and through Riverside as residents commute to work. 
 The Villages of Lakeview was designed to take advantage of a “major transportation
 corridor” – the Mid County Parkway – outlined in the County General Plan, says the City’s
 lawsuit.  “But that transportation corridor was cut in half, now ending at the City of
 Riverside’s doorstep.”  The Riverside County Transportation Commission Board abandoned
 planning for the western half of the Mid County Parkway on July 8, 2009, and cut the
 parkway in half (The Press-Enterprise, April 22, 2010, “Three lawsuits target Riverside
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 County for approving large housing project”).
 
Regarding the Villages of Lakeview project, Riverside County Superior Court Judge Sharon
 Waters writes, “The General Plan Circulation Element establishes definite standards
 regarding traffic congestion, not mere guidelines or flexible goals.  The County cannot
 establish specific traffic requirements and at the same time approve a project that will cause
 unacceptable congestion without taking affirmative steps to handle that increased congestion. 
 No such affirmative steps or mitigation measures have been developed.  This is particularly
 unacceptable given the improper/inadequate analysis concerning traffic impacts from the
 Project discussed previously,” in Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley et al. v. County
 of Riverside et al.  (RIC10007572), July 11, 2012.  Also, the County’s justification for an
 Extraordinary Amendment to the General Plan to approve the Project was inadequate.
 
The Riverside County Vision’s “quality of life” is meaningless when in actuality,
 downgrading the LOS on county roadways in the General Plan would lead to more traffic
 congestion, and would lower the quality of life. (RCIP, Vision Statement).
 
County staff defends the downgraded standard by saying that it is more consistent with urban
 land uses.  Yet, staff appears to be ignoring the experience of neighboring Orange County in
 addressing traffic congestion in an urbanizing area.  The Orange County General Plan states,
 “Intersection capacities usually control overall roadway capacities; therefore, the County uses
 LOS ‘C’ for General Plan analysis purposes.  Although LOS ‘D’ is more consistent with
 urban land uses, it has been found that using it uniformly tends to overload intersections
 (usually resulting in LOS ‘E’ or LOS ‘F’ at the intersections themselves).  Therefore, the
 practice of the County when planning the arterial system is to use LOS ‘C’ for link capacities,
 with the intent of maintaining LOS ‘D’ through intersections.” (County of Orange General
 Plan 2005, Appendix IV-2, p. 31).
 
Based on Orange County’s experience, Riverside County’s proposed LOS downgrade would,
 in reality, make local traffic congestion 2½ to more than 3½ times worse.  Riverside County’s
 existing LOS C standard allows an average 20.1 to 35-second delay at intersections.  Under
 the proposed downgrade, intersection delays would increase to 55.1 to 80 seconds for LOS E,
 and to 80.1 seconds and up for LOS F (Highway Capacity Manual 2000).
 
Staff also appears to be ignoring the urban/rural and the peak-hour/non-peak hour distinctions
 of the neighboring San Bernardino County General Plan, which states:
 
Policy V/CI 1.1 The County shall ensure that all new development proposals do not degrade
 Levels of Service (LOS) on Major Arterials below LOS C during non-peak hours or below
 LOS D during peak-hours in the Valley Region.
 
M/CI 1.1 The County shall ensure that all new development proposals do not degrade Levels
 of Service (LOS) on State Routes and Major Arterials below LOS C during non-peak hours or
 below LOS D during peak-hours in the Mountain Region.
 
D/CI 1.1 The County shall ensure that all new development proposals do not degrade Levels
 of Service (LOS) on Major Arterials below LOS C in the Desert Region (County of San
 Bernardino 2007 General Plan, Section IV – Circulation and Infrastructure Element, pp. III-
48, III-49, and III-52).
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Riverside County’s proposed LOS downgrade would lower the County’s congestion relief
 standard to a level below that of neighboring counties, making Riverside County a less
 desirable place to live and work than neighboring counties.  Emergency response times would
 necessarily get worse.  Travel times and trucking costs would increase.  The downgraded
 standard would impair efforts to attract businesses and new jobs to Riverside County, which
 would cause more county residents to have to commute to neighboring counties for work,
 worsening commute times.  Congestion costs the Inland Empire economy $1.2 billion each
 year. (Orange County Register, April 24, 2013, “Eastbound 91 among nation’s worst drives,
 survey says” and Texas A&M Transportation Institute, TTI's 2012 Urban Mobility Report,
 December 2012).
 
The General Plan must require adequate roadway improvements while it requires transit
 improvements, if the Plan is to be truly balanced.  The Plan blames population growth for
 traffic congestion, when in reality it is social engineering by planners attempting to “get
 people out of their cars” and force people into transit through the creation of congestion that
 is largely to blame for traffic congestion (GPA No. 960, p. C-28).
 
If the General Plan is to be effective at planning for future growth, it must ensure the provision
 of adequate public infrastructure.  Adequate infrastructure is provided by meeting objective
 standards.  County residents are asking the County to relieve traffic congestion by providing
 adequate infrastructure for future growth.
 
In addition, “Increased congestion means stop-and-go traffic and longer travel and idling time
 for cars, buses and trucks.  Congestion increases transportation costs and vehicle emissions,
 and frays nerves,” according to the 2003 Riverside County General Plan, Chapter 9: Air
 Quality Element.  The proposed LOS downgrade is inconsistent with the Air Quality Element,
 and is the antitheses of the Riverside County Vision. (2003 Riverside County General Plan,
 Chapter 2: Vision Statement).
 
Requested Actions
 
1)  In order to ensure that county residents are not burdened by traffic congestion and lowered
 air quality, we suggest that the Riverside County Board of Supervisors keep the existing 2003
 General Plan Policy C.2.1 and the existing LOS segment definitions.
 
2)  Also, the County would reduce future traffic congestion by using LOS C for General Plan
 analysis purposes, and ought to add a new General Plan policy incorporating Orange
 County’s analysis methodology presented in the County of Orange General Plan 2005,
 Appendix IV-2, p. 31, discussed above.
 
Bruce Colbert, AICP
Executive Director
Property Owners Association of Riverside County
335 E. Country Club Blvd.
Big Bear City, CA 92314
Tel: (949) 689-4480
Email: colbert20@verizon.net
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Comment Letter No. 12:  Property Owners Association of Riverside County 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letters 10, submitted by the Property Owners Association of Riverside County, and its 

respective response for further discussion. 

Comment 12.1 This comment is duly noted. The comment provides an overview of Levels of 

Service (LOS) and restates the existing LOS Policy, while summarizing the policy 

as currently proposed. Refer to the responses to Comment Letter No. 31 of the 

Final EIR No. 521 Response to Comments for further discussion of the LOS 

policies within GPA No. 960. 

This comment goes on to assert 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. It is accurate 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. However, most of these areas 

are already designated to achieve a target LOS 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 today. 

Comment 12.2 This comment restates a portion of the LOS policy as recommended in GPA No. 

960. No further response is warranted. 

Comment 12.3 This comment provides background information on the Villages of Lakeview 

Specific Plan No. 324 and the lawsuit related to the County’s approval of the 

project. The comment goes on to endorse objective traffic standards over 

subjective discretionary actions. 

This comment does not identify specific concerns with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or any environmental issues related to the “environment” as defined by 

CEQA. (Pub Res Code §21060.5) Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA guidelines §15088(a), which requires that a lead agency only evaluate 

and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)  

Comment 12.4 This comment asserts that the changes in the LOS target from C to D will increase 

wait times at signalized intersections by 64 to 145 percent. Should the Board of 

Supervisors choose to allow LOS F, the commenter contends that wait times could 

increase by as much as 245 percent.  

While the proposed changes in the LOS targets will allow the average delay per 

vehicle at signalized intersections to increase, there has been no evaluation of 

individual intersections and such examination is not appropriate to a macro level 

General Plan analysis.  However, the Highway Capacity Manual does define LOS 
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at signalized intersections in terms of average vehicle delay. For LOS C the average 

delay is 20.01 to 35.00 seconds per vehicle at signalized intersections. For LOS D 

the average delay per vehicle increases to 35.01 to 55.00 seconds. Thus, the 

difference in the average delay per vehicle between LOS C and LOS D can be as 

much as 20 seconds. However, the resulting average delay per vehicle can also be 

as little as 1 second per vehicle (e.g. an intersection with a 35 second delay is still 

considered LOS C, while a 36 second delay is now classified as LOS D). The 

comment therefore takes the worst-case scenario by assuming that every 

intersection will operate at maximum delay that could occur between each LOS, 

which is unlikely. Many locations will continue to operate at LOS A, B and C, as 

they do today. While intersections may experience additional delay, this is part of 

the region and State’s strategy to make the automobile a less attractive option as 

compared to alternative transportations modes such as public transit, bicycling or 

walking. The State of California enacted SB 743, which focuses traffic analysis 

during the CEQA process from LOS to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). This new 

analysis standard will focus transportation analysis on whether State goals are met, 

as opposed to convenience of automobile travel under the LOS analysis method. 

Lastly, the comment also fails to recognize that LOS D is already the target LOS 

for much of the urbanized area of unincorporated Riverside County under current 

policies.  

Comment 12.5 This comment cites several news articles related to housing development and 

traffic, as well as several lawsuits involving the same. The Villages of Lakeview 

Specific Plan is a separate project from GPA No. 960.   

This comment does not identify specific concerns with the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR or any environmental issues related to the “environment” as defined by 

CEQA. (Pub Res Code §21060.5) Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

(State CEQA guidelines §15088(a), which requires that a lead agency only evaluate 

and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Comment 12.6 The comment claims that downgrading the LOS on County roadways would lead 

to more traffic congestion and would lower the quality of life. It also cites the 

Orange County General Plan as using LOS C for General Plan analysis purposes. 

The values used in our capacity analysis of the traffic data produced by the 

RIVTAM model for the general plan take into consideration the impact of 

interrupted flow of arterial streets, including the various levels of access 

restrictions for the different roadway classifications. Also, the source cited is 10 

years old, while data and criteria used in the EIR No. 521 analysis is a current as 

possible. 

Comment 12.7 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.  
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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. 

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: 

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 
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 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). 

County staff 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 is currently 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. 

Comment 12.8 This comment presents two requested actions: 1) Retain the existing 2003 General 

Plan LOS Policy; and 2) Adopt the County of Orange General Plan 2005 

methodology of using LOS C for General Plan analysis. This request will be 

considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 

deliberations.  However, County staff are not recommending these changes for 

the reasons as cited in the foregoing responses to the issues raised. 
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Comment Letter No. 13: Albert Avelar 

Comment 13.1 This comment is duly noted. All land use designation change requests will be 

reviewed by the Riverside County Planning Commission and acted upon by 

the Riverside County Board of Supervisors through the application process. 

This request is currently listed as Figure B-1 in Attachment C (GPA No. 960 

Post-Production Change Requests) of the General Plan Update Staff Report 

and is recommended for inclusion into GPA No. 960 by County staff. This 

comment does not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the 

adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Refer to Attachment C of the GPA No. 960 Planning Commission Staff 

Report for further information. 



Irvine Office
2030 Main Street, Suite 1200
Irvine, California 92614
t 949.752.8585 f 949.752.0597

Westlake Village Office
2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 200
Westlake Village, California 91361
t 805.230.0023 f 805.230.0087

www.jdtplaw.com

August 18, 2015 Direct Dial:

Email:

Reply to:

File No:

949.851.7409

mstaples@jdtplaw.com

Irvine Office

4063-28900

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY & E-MAIL (klovelad@rctlma.org)

Planning Commission
Attention: Kristi Lovelady, Principal Planner
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
County Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

Re: Domenigoni-Bartons’ Comments on General Plan Amendment No. 960 and
Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners and Ms. Lovelady:

We represent the Domenigoni-Barton entities. The Domenigoni-Bartons own property in
unincorporated Riverside County (“County”), including land along Winchester Road from Keller
Road on the south to Holland Road on the north (“Property”). The Property is located just west
of the Diamond Valley Lake reservoir’s (“DVL Reservoir”) West Dam. The County has
approved Specific Plan No. 310 for development of the Property.

On June 30, 2014, we submitted a comment letter and supporting exhibits on behalf of
the Domenigoni-Bartons regarding the initial Draft 2008 General Plan Review Cycle Update
documents, General Plan Amendment 960 (“Draft GPA 960”) and Draft Environmental Impact
Report 521 (“Draft EIR 521”). On April 2, 2015, we submitted a second comment letter to the
County regarding the revised Draft GPA 960 and Draft EIR 521 that were recirculated for public
comment in February 2015. Our June 30, 2014 and April 2, 2015 comment letters are
incorporated by reference.

In response to our comments, the County revised Figure 4.11.1 in GPA 960 and the Final
EIR 521 to remove the Property from the Special Flood Hazard Area zone. We appreciate the
County’s action to clarify and correct this very important issue in the final GPA 960 documents.
However, the County did not respond to our request to remove the Property from the Dam
Failure Inundation Zone (GPA 960 Figures S-9, S-10; Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan
Figure 11; Southwest Area Plan Figure 10; and EIR 521 Figure 4.11.2.) As discussed below, we
respectfully request that the County correct the discussion of policies applicable to the DVL
Reservoir inundation areas before approving GPA 960 and certifying the proposed final EIR
521. Specifically, we request that GPA 960 and EIR 521 confirm that the County’s Dam
Inundation Zone land use restrictions do not apply to the Property or Specific Plan No. 310.
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Kristi Lovelady, Principal Planner
August 18, 2015
Page 2

For the first time since the DVL Reservoir was completed 15 years ago, the County is
proposing to designate that reservoir’s dam inundation areas within the County’s “Dam Failure
Inundation Zone” in GPA 960. EIR 521 concludes that development within the mapped dam
inundation zone is a potentially significant impact and lists several County policies and
ordinances as being applicable to all dam inundation areas, including Policy S 4.3. (See, Draft
EIR 521, pp. 1.0-42 and 4.11-57 – 4.11-58.) Policy S 4.3 calls for the County to “Prohibit
construction of permanent structures for human housing or employment to the extent
necessary to convey floodwaters without property damage or risk to public safety. Agricultural,
recreational, or other low intensity uses are allowable if flood control and groundwater recharge
functions are maintained.”

While a determination of significant impact and land use mitigation measures are
appropriate for other dam inundation areas, they are inconsistent with the conclusions of the
DVL Reservoir Project’s lead agency (the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(“MWD”)), as well as the California State Legislature and the County itself. As outlined in our
prior comment letters, MWD, the State Legislature, and the County have all concluded that there
is no discernible risk of flooding or dam failure in connection with the DVL Reservoir
warranting the imposition of any land use restrictions within the DVL Reservoir’s inundation
areas. The Domenigoni-Bartons renew their request that the County confirm this determination
in GPA 960 and EIR 521 and remove the Dam Failure Inundation Zone restrictions from the
Property.

If GPA 960 and EIR 521 now propose to restrict land uses within the DVL Reservoir
inundation areas, then the County has failed to disclose, analyze and mitigate the potential land
use impacts on the existing, proposed and allowable future land uses of thousands of acres of
land comprising the DVL Reservoir inundation areas. By imposing Dam Failure Inundation
Zone land use restrictions on public and private properties within the DVL Reservoir inundation
areas that have never before been subject to such restrictions, GPA 960 will create significant
new land use impacts as well internal inconsistencies within GPA 960. (See attached Exhibit 1,
showing the new areas within the DVL Reservoir inundation areas that would be impacted by the
County’s GPA 960 dam inundation flood policies and ordinances.) For example, Specific Plan
No. 310 authorizes housing, employment centers and public facilities within the mapped Dam
Failure Inundation Zone.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires a lead agency (here, the
County), to disclose, analyze and mitigate significant adverse impacts associated with a proposed
project. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21067, 21165; Latinos Unidos de Napa v. City of Napa
(2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 192, 195.) If GPA 960 and EIR 521 propose to apply Dam Failure
Inundation Zone restrictions within the DVL Reservoir inundation areas, then EIR 521 has failed
to disclose, analyze and mitigate the potential land use impacts and General Plan inconsistencies
resulting from land use restrictions on thousands of acres of lands designated for housing,
employment, and public facility uses, in violation of CEQA. As a result, EIR 521 deprives the
public and County decisionmakers of a meaningful opportunity to consider the substantial
adverse impacts resulting from the County’s certification of EIR 521 and approval of GPA 960.
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Kristi Lovelady, Principal Planner
August 18, 2015
Page 3

Additionally, the County actively participated in MWD’s CEQA proceedings on the DVL
Reservoir Project and was the lead agency in the CEQA proceedings on Specific Plan No. 310.
By now concluding that there are significant negative impacts associated with the DVL
Reservoir Project’s inundation potential and that mitigation measures are required, the County
would be acting outside the scope of its legal authority by simply disregarding and superseding
MWD’s environmental analysis in the DVL Reservoir Project EIR and the County’s own
environmental analysis in the Specific Plan No. 310 EIR, which concluded that the risk of dam
failure is not a potentially significant impact and no mitigation measures are required. (See
Ogden Envtl. Services v. City of San Diego, 687 F.Supp. 1436, 1452 (S.D. Cal. 1988).)

The Domenigoni-Bartons respectfully request that the County correct EIR 521 and
GPA 960 to confirm that the County’s Dam Failure Inundation Zone land use restrictions do
not apply to the Property or Specific Plan No. 310.

Please contact me if you have any questions, or if we may provide any additional
information.

Sincerely,

Michele A. Staples

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Juan Perez, Riverside County TLMA Director*
Mr. Steve Weiss, Riverside County Director of Planning*
Mr. Dusty Williams, General Manager-Chief Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control

and Water Conservation District*
Mr. Stuart McKibbin, Chief of Regulatory Division, Riverside County Flood Control and

Water Conservation District*
Gregory Priamos, Esq., Riverside County Counsel*
Shellie Clack, Esq., Deputy County Counsel*

* (via email, w/Enclosure)
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Comment Letter No. 14: Domenigoni-Barton Entities (via Michele Staples) 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letter 22, submitted on behalf of the Domenigoni Barton entities, and its respective 
response for further discussion related to the Diamond Valley Lake Dam Inundation Zone. 

Comment 14.1 This comment is duly noted. The County appreciates continued collaboration 
during the General Plan Update process. See specific responses to comments 
included in the Domenigoni-Barton August 2015 comment letter below. 

Comment 14.2 As noted, the recirculated Draft EIR No. 521 and amended GPA No. 960 
include updated flood hazard zone data as requested by the commenter during 
the 2014 Draft EIR circulation. In response to comments related to the 
Diamond Valley Lake Dam Inundation Zone policies, see the responses 
provided below. 

Comment 14.3 This comment is duly noted. The commenter notes in her comment, and 
reiterates her concern in the 2014 Draft EIR Comment Period, 2015 
Recirculated Draft EIR Comment Period, as well as in a letter submitted on 
August 25, 2015, that the concern of the Domenigoni-Barton entities is the 
potential for future land use constraints due to the dam inundation zone on 
the Domenigoni property.  

Of particular concern to the commenter is Policy S 4.3, which states: 

“Prohibit construction of permanent structures for human housing or employment to the 
extent necessary to convey floodwaters without property damage or risk to public safety.  
Agricultural, recreational, or other low intensity uses are allowable if flood control and 
groundwater recharge functions are maintained.  (AI 25)”  

The boundaries of the dam inundation zones are created by the dam owner 
(water district, government agency, private owner, etc.) and regulated by the 
California Office of Emergency Services (OES). As such, it is beyond the 
jurisdiction of the County to either remove or alter those boundaries. Figure 
11 (Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan Flood Hazards) of GPA No. 960 is 
included to illustrate all of the potential flood hazards that may exist within 
that Area Plan, including dam inundation zones, 100-year flood zones, and 
drainages.  The text on Page S-33 of the Safety Element clarifies that the maps 
compiled for the potential dam failures are created in order to implement 
emergency procedures required under Section 8589.5 of the California 
Government Code, along with required hazard disclosure statements as part 
of the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement process. Policy HVWAP 20.1 
merely refers back to the General Plan Safety Element for hazards related to 
dam inundation and other flooding hazards. 

While the County understands the commenter’s concern regarding this policy, 
the County has determined that Policy S 4.3, which already existed and is in 
effect in the 2003 General Plan, does not apply to dam inundation zones, and 
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is included for potential impacts to structures within flood zones. The policy 
language within Policy S 4.3 clearly indicates the conveyance of floodwaters 
without property damage or risk to public safety, which would not be 
applicable to the failure of a dam. The policy also states that “agricultural, 
recreational, or other low intensity uses are allowed if flood control and groundwater 
recharge functions are maintained” (emphasis added). Again, maintaining flood 
control and groundwater recharge in the event of a dam failure that could 
“result in flooding as far away as the Antelope/French Valleys” (GPA No. 
960, Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan, page 55) illustrates the 
inapplicability of Policy S 4.3 to areas located within the dam inundation zones. 
This interpretation is further supported by Policy S 4.2, which directly included 
the specific dam inundation language into the policy to make it clear that Policy 
S 4.2 would apply to those dam inundation zones, as well as within flood zones. 
Therefore, unlike Safety Element Policy S 4.2 (which clearly applies to dam 
inundation zones), Policy S 4.3 does not either bar or unduly restrict land uses. 
However, implementing projects for Specific Plan No. 310 will need to comply 
with all applicable laws and regulations existing at the time the project 
applications are submitted to the County.   

Comment 14.4 Refer to Response 14.3, above. No further response is warranted. 

Comment 14.5 Refer to Response 14.3, above. No further response is warranted. 

Comment 14.6 Refer to Response 14.3, above. Land use restrictions have not been applied to 
the Specific Plan No. 310 site as a result of the dam inundation zone for 
Diamond Valley Lake. However, implementing projects for Specific Plan No. 
310 will need to comply with all applicable laws and regulations existing at the 
time the project applications are submitted to the County.   
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Comment Letter No. 15: Eduardo Guevara 

Comment 15.1 This comment was submitted on behalf of Margit Chiriaco, regarding land use 

designations for potential future development at Chiriaco Summit. 

As part of GPA No. 960, the Planning Department reviewed the existing 

Chiriaco Summit Rural Village Overlay and the existing Chiriaco Summit 

Planned Community Policy Area.   Figure 1 below illustrates that both the 

overlay and policy area covers the same area. 

Figure 1: Rural Village Overlay and Planned Community Policy Area 

 

The overlay and policy area each has a set of existing policies that guide 

development within this area. The overlay policies are located in the Land Use 

Element and the policy area policies are in the Eastern Coachella Valley Area 

Plan and intend for the area to develop as one project. The overlay and policies 

would require a refined land use plan that carefully considered circulation 

facilities, water resources, sewer facilities and/or septic capacity exists to meet 

the demands of the proposed land use.  Because both the overlay and the 

project area has the same land use assumptions and would require a refined 

land use map, GPA No. 960 proposed to remove the Rural Village Overlay 

label from ECVAP Figure 4 and keep the area as the Planned Community 

Policy Area – Chiriaco Summit. 

The main difference between the overlay and policy area, is that the overlay 

allows the area to build out under either the existing land use designations or 

the overlay’s alternative land use designations.  Whereas, implementation of 

the policy area would result in modifying the existing land use pattern all at 

Source: General Plan 2003                         Source: General Plan 2003 and General Plan No. 960 

 The Policy Area and Rural Village Overlay has the same Land Use 

Development Potential: 

 25% Medium Density Residential (2-5 DU/AC) 

 25% Medium High Density Residential (5-8 DU/AC) 
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once to align with a proposed project once developed by the Chiriaco 

Community.  Development of the land use plan under the policy area is also 

exempt from the eight-year limit and other procedural requirements applicable 

to Foundation Component General Plan amendments. 

On August 18, 2015, the Chiriaco community submitted a land use plan for 

the Chiriaco Summit area (refer to Figure 2). The Community’s plan sets aside 

50% of the policy area to Commercial Retail uses with the remainder 50% for 

residential uses.   Further discussions with the community to refine the land 

use plan and analyses are necessary in order to incorporate the Community’s 

vision into the General Plan. 

Figure 2: Community’s Land Use Plan 

 

This comment is duly noted. The County appreciates your cooperation during 

the General Plan Amendment process and looks forward to your continued 

collaboration on future projects. This comment does not identify any specific 

concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the 

Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 
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Comment Letter No. 16: Paul DePalatis 

Comment 16.1 This comment notes that the request for the reduction in classification of Long 

Canyon Road was first raised in June of last year. The comment includes a 

discussion of the related Plot Plan (PP 24637) and provides supporting traffic 

model data. This request was submitted shortly after the cutoff date for the 

consideration of additional amendments and well after the traffic modeling 

and environmental analysis of the Circulation Element had been completed. 

Transportation staff have reviewed the request and confirmed through the use 

of the traffic model that the Collector designation is adequate to accommodate 

the forecast traffic volumes of 5,000 ADT at buildout. Also, the amendment 

is considered to be minor in nature will not alter any of the findings contained 

in the environmental documentation. As such, staff recommends that the 

Planning Commission approve the inclusion of this request as part of GPA 

No. 960 and direct staff to make the necessary revisions to reflect such 

approval in the recommendations which be forwarded to the Board of 

Supervisors. 

This request is currently included in Attachment C, Post Production Land Use 

Designation Changes, of the GPA No. 960 Staff Report as Item C-7. 
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Comment Letter No. 17: Riverside County Farm Bureau (via Michele Staples) 

Comment 17.1 The County appreciates the Farm Bureau’s continued coordination during the 

General Plan Update Process. The County has reviewed all of the suggested 

policy edits included within the Bureau’s August 2015 Planning Commission 

Comment Letter. Refer to specific responses below. The suggested amended 

language in the following responses would not create a significant change in 

the analysis or any of the impact conclusions in the EIR and would not result 

in a recirculation of the EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 

15088.5. 

Comment 17.2 This comment is duly noted. Planning Staff recommend the inclusion of the 

previously deleted language in Policy LU 16.8. As recommended, the Policy 

would be incorporated into the GPA No. 960 document as Policy LU 20.12 

as follows: 

“LU 20.12 LU 16.8  Support and participate in ongoing public education programs by 

organizations such as the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, 

University of California Cooperative Extension, Farm Bureau, and 

industry organizations to help the public better understand the importance 

of the agricultural industry.” 

Note: Policy 16.8 was included in the 2003 General Plan, however it was proposed for deletion by 

GPA No. 960. This Policy, if adopted into the General Plan Document by the Commission would 

be included as Policy 20.12. 

Comment 17.3 This comment is duly noted. Planning Staff recommend the inclusion of the 

previously deleted language in Policy LU 20.10. As recommended, the Policy 

would read as follows: 

“LU 16.10 20.10  Allow agriculturally related retail uses such as feed stores and 

permanent produce stands in all areas and land use 

designations.  It is not the County’s intent pursuant to this policy to 

subject agricultural related uses to any discretionary permit requirements 

other than those in existence at the time of adoption of the General Plan.  

Where a discretionary permit or other discretionary approval is 

required under the County zoning ordinances in effect as of 

December 2, 2002, then allow such retail uses with the approval 

of such a discretionary permit or other approval.  The following 

criteria shall be considered in approving any discretionary 

permit or other discretionary approval required for these uses:” 

Comment 17.4 This comment is duly noted. Planning Staff recommend the inclusion of the 

previously deleted language in Policy OS 5.5. As recommended, the Policy 

would read as follows: 
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“OS 5.5  New development shall Preserve and enhance existing native 

riparian habitat and prevent obstruction of natural 

watercourses.  Prohibit fencing that constricts flow across watercourses 

and their banks.  Incentives shall be utilized to the maximum extent 

possible.  (AI 25, 60) ” 

Comment 17.5 This comment is duly noted. The County will continue to coordinate with the 

Farm Bureau during the implementation of measures to develop effective 

standards and methods for water efficiency standards for agricultural 

operations.  

Comment 17.6 The County appreciates the Farm Bureau’s continued coordination and looks 

forward to further coordination in the future. 
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Comment Letter No. 18: Jannlee Watson  

Comment 18.1 This comment is noted. Please refer to Response 18.2, below. 

Comment 18.2 This comment is noted. Staff intends to reevaluate the area plan boundaries 

during the 2016 General Plan Update. During this effort, staff will evaluate 

boundaries of communities and area plans as part of the General Plan 

document. 

Comment 18.3 This comment is duly noted. Discrepancies between the GPA No. 960/EIR 

No. 521 modeling data and the I-15 Express Lane Project Data, particularly in 

regards to LOS are due to a number of factors. Staff reviewed the I-15 Express 

Project Traffic Operations Analysis Report and LOS D is recommended as 

the design standard for intersections (Traffic Operations Analysis Report, page 2-

7). This LOS target would be consistent with the LOS target in GPA No. 960. 

Furthermore, it is important to note differences in the modeling assumptions 

and horizon years between GPA No. 960 and the Express Lanes documents. 

Chapter 4 of the I-15 report identifies 2040 as the design year for the freeway 

project. This horizon year is unlikely to represent the buildout of the County 

General Plan land uses.  

Additionally, the socioeconomic dataset used in the model was factored in 

order to be consistent with the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan, which is 

known to have a lower growth forecast. These differences in modeling 

assumptions would not allow for one-to-one comparison between the I-15 

Express Lane Project Data and GPA No. 960 and EIR No. 521. 

Comment 18.4 This comment is noted. The commenter is concerned about potential traffic 

impacts within the Temescal Valley, particularly the removal of the Irvine-

Corona Expressway Project. The General Plan was updated to include further 

discussion on the CETAP Corridors and their current status. Staff have 

updated the GPA No. 960 document to best reflect the current status of 

CETAP projects currently under consideration by the RCTC, as future 

CETAP corridors are both speculative and unconstrained in nature. As 

described in Draft EIR No. 521 page 4.18-30, this facility falls under the 

jurisdiction of the RCTC, which is exploring a wide variety of CETAP options 

(refer to Responses 14.13, 19.4, 29.19 and Comment Letter 17). The current 

GPA No. 960 language reflects the current understanding of transportation 

planning efforts for the Orange County-Riverside County Transportation 

Corridor and in no way limits future development of the tunnel option.  Refer 

to pages 4 and 5 of the GPA No. 960 Errata for these updates to the document.  

Comment 18.5 This comment is duly noted. The County continually evaluates the need for 

infrastructure improvements throughout communities within the County, 
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including roadways. While specific plans for alternative transportation are not 

developed along Temescal Valley Road within the General Plan at this time, 

these plans will be developed as demand for alternative transportation grows 

in the community and will continue with the implementation of GPA No. 960, 

which may include potential opportunities for alternative modes of 

transportation. 
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Comment Letter No. 19: Adrian J. McGregor 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letters 2 and 20, submitted by Adrian McGregor, and their respective responses for 

further discussion. 

Comment 19.1 This comment indicates a number of concerns related to a general lack of 
water, vehicle emissions exceeding thresholds, land use approvals, as well as 
the potential over-usage of water in Riverside County. These comments are 
duly noted. 

Water demand is a key component of project-level review within the County. 
During a project’s environmental review, potential water supply constraints are 
analyzed within the project’s environmental documentation to ensure that 
sufficient water supply is available for the project. Any environmental impacts 
of future developments will also be addressed at the project level in project 
specific analyses. This effort is undertaken by the local water districts to ensure 
sufficient water supply for new development. As discussed in the Section 
4.19.3 of Draft EIR No. 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 
California Public Utilities Commission-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.1 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. 2, 3 

Furthermore, pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, any project or development with 
over 500 residential units or non-residential development  of a certain size and 
scale (e.g. commercial, industrial), must complete a Water Supply Assessment 
to ensure that sufficient water supply exists to serve the project. The Water 
Supply Assessment requires a water purveyor/supplier to provide sufficient 
verification that supplies are available during a normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection. Additionally, the water districts 
serving Riverside County produce Urban Water Management Plans, which 
analyze the growth projections of district service areas in order to responsibly 
manage future water supplies. These plans are publicly available and are 
typically found on the respective water district’s website. 

                                                      
1 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
2 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
3 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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Riverside County air quality is regulated by South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) and thresholds are developed to limit the 
amount of emissions allowed in a given region.  Specific development projects 
are analyzed against the SCAQMD’s project level air quality significance 
thresholds to determine if emissions would be significant and if mitigation 
measures are necessary.  The air quality significance thresholds used by the 
SCAQMD would ensure that future development projects would be consistent 
with implementation of the regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  
The AQMP outlines its strategies for meeting the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PM2.5 and ozone and relies on a multi-level 
partnership of governmental agencies at the federal, state, regional, and local 
level.  The AQMP proposes policies and measures to achieve federal and state 
standards for improved air quality in the South Coast Air Basin and those 
portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin that are under SCAQMD jurisdiction.  
Additionally, the AQMP is based on the latest scientific and technical 
information and planning assumptions, including the latest applicable growth 
assumptions, Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source 
categories. 

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.  
Regarding the emissions of Carbon Monoxide (CO), it should be noted that 
the air quality monitoring by the Air Districts with jurisdiction of the Air 
Basins in which the County is located have not seen CO emissions exceed the 
state or regulatory standards in over a decade.  Additionally, there has been no 
record of any level of project, General Plan or otherwise, that has resulted in 
a localized CO hotspot in over a decade within the GPA area.  It should be 
noted that the Salton Sea Air Basin is designated as attainment for federal CO 
standards and the South Coast Air Basin has been designated as 
attainment/maintenance for the federal CO standard since 2007.  Therefore, 
specific modeling of CO emissions was not warranted or included as part of 
the Draft EIR. 

Any potential future development will be required to be reviewed and acted 
upon by the relevant local regulating government. Findings would be made by 
the regulating authorities should emission thresholds be exceeded.  

All land use designation change requests regarding density and percentages of 
lot coverage for agricultural uses are reviewed by the Riverside County 
Planning Commission and acted upon by the Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors through the application process. This comment does not identify 
any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, 
or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 
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Comment Letter No. 20: Adrian J. McGregor 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letters 2 and 19, submitted by Adrian McGregor, and their respective responses for further 

discussion. 

Comment 20.1 This comment indicates a number concerns related to the water supply in 

Riverside County and the impacts of potential development in Riverside 

County—particularly impacts related to the City of Temecula and adjacent 

Temecula Wine Country. This comment also indicates concerns about 

greenhouse gas emissions as a result of infrastructure development. These 

comments are duly noted. 

Water demand is a key component of project-level review within the County. 

During a project’s environmental review, potential water supply constraints are 

analyzed within the project’s environmental documentation to ensure that 

sufficient water supply is available for the project. Any environmental impacts 

of future developments would also be addressed at the project level in project 

specific analyses. This effort is undertaken by the local water districts to ensure 

sufficient water supply for new development. As discussed in the Section 

4.19.3 of Draft EIR No. 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 

California Public Utilities Commission-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.1 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. 2, 3 

Furthermore, pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, any project or development with 

over 500 residential units or non-residential development  of a certain size and 

scale (e.g. commercial, industrial), must complete a Water Supply Assessment 

to ensure that sufficient water supply exists to serve the project. The Water 

Supply Assessment requires a water purveyor/supplier to provide sufficient 

verification that supplies are available during a normal, single-dry, and 

multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection. Additionally, the water districts 

serving Riverside County produce Urban Water Management Plans, which 

                                                            
1 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
2 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
3 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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analyze the growth projections of district service areas in order to responsibly 

manage future water supplies. These plans are publicly available and are 

typically found on the respective water district’s website.  

Any environmental impacts of future developments regarding circulation and 

infrastructure would also be addressed at the project level in project specific 

analyses and would require further environmental analysis and compliance. In 

the event that a project would not have a sufficient water supply, the respective 

water district would not issue service to the development during the 

entitlement phase to ensure that developments are not constructed prior to 

securing a water supply. 

Air quality within Riverside County is regulated by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) and thresholds are developed to limit the 

amount of emissions allowed in a given region.  Specific development projects 

are analyzed against the SCAQMD’s project level air quality significance 

thresholds to determine if emissions would be significant and if mitigation 

measures are necessary.  The air quality significance thresholds used by the 

SCAQMD would ensure that future development projects would be consistent 

with implementation of the regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  

The AQMP outlines its strategies for meeting the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PM2.5 and ozone and relies on a multi-level 

partnership of governmental agencies at the federal, state, regional, and local 

level.  The AQMP proposes policies and measures to achieve federal and state 

standards for improved air quality in the South Coast Air Basin and those 

portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin that are under SCAQMD jurisdiction.  

Additionally, the AQMP is based on the latest scientific and technical 

information and planning assumptions, including the latest applicable growth 

assumptions, Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy, and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source 

categories. 

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.  

Regarding CO emissions, it should be noted that the air quality monitoring by 

the Air Districts with jurisdiction of the Air Basins in which the County is 

located have not seen CO emissions exceed the state or regulatory standards 

in over a decade.  Additionally, there has been no record of any level of project, 

General Plan or otherwise, that has resulted in a localized CO hotspot in over 

a decade within the GPA area.  It should be noted that the Salton Sea Air Basin 

is designated as attainment for federal CO standards and the South Coast Air 

Basin has been designated as attainment/maintenance for the federal CO 

standard since 2007.  Therefore, specific modeling of CO emissions was not 

warranted or included as part of the Draft EIR. 
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Any potential future development will be required to be reviewed by acted 

upon by the relevant local regulating government. Findings would be made by 

the regulating authorities should emission thresholds be exceeded. 

The attached documents have been thoroughly reviewed by staff and any 

annotated comments have been fully taken into consideration in this response. 

The County appreciates your feedback during the General Plan Amendment 

process. This comment does not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 

960, the adequacy of Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate 

Action Plan. 
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Comment Letter No. 21: Terry and Carol Curtiss 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letter 4, submitted by Terry and Carol Curtiss, and its respective response for further 

discussion. 

Comment 21.1 The commenter states that Final Draft EIR No. 521 does not adequately 

calculate differences between water entitlement and actual supply. This 

comment also notes concerns related to the disclosure of the amount of water 

available in Riverside County. While these concerns are noted, the Final Draft 

EIR clearly describes the major imported water supplies available to Riverside 

County, as well as State Water Contracts and existing SWP supplies (Section 

4.19.3, Existing Environmental Setting – State and Regional Water Supply). Draft EIR 

No. 521 also states that “entitlements quantify the maximum delivery of water 

that each contactor could expect” and that “these entitlements, however, do 

not guarantee water delivery” (Section 4.19.3, page 58). Furthermore, as a ‘first 

tier’ document, Draft EIR No. 521 is meant to evaluate the environmental 

impacts to water resources potentially resulting from the adoption of GPA No. 

960. 

Furthermore, water demand is a key component of project-level review within 

the County. During a project’s environmental review, potential water supply 

constraints are analyzed within the project’s environmental documentation to 

ensure that sufficient water supply is available for the project. Any 

environmental impacts of future developments would also be addressed at the 

project level in project specific analyses. This effort is undertaken by the local 

water districts to ensure sufficient water supply for new development. As 

discussed in the Section 4.19.3 of Draft EIR No. 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 California Public Utilities Commission-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.1 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. 2, 3 

                                                 

1 http://groundwater.ca.gov/ 
2 http://www.sawpa.org/owow/the-plan/ 
3 http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/MovingForward/index.html 
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Furthermore, pursuant to SB 610 and SB 221, during the project’s 

environmental review, any development over 500 residential units or non-

residential of a certain scale must complete a Water Supply Assessment to 

ensure that a sufficient water supply exists to serve the project. This comment 

does not identify any specific concern with GPA No. 960, the adequacy of 

Draft EIR No. 521, or the Riverside County Climate Action Plan. 

Any environmental impacts of future developments regarding land use, 

circulation and public utilities would also be addressed at the project level in 

project specific analyses and would require further environmental analysis and 

compliance. In the event that a project would not have a water supply, the 

respective water district would not issue service to the development during the 

entitlement phase to ensure that developments are not constructed prior to 

securing a water supply. 

Comment 21.2 This comment notes that the Colorado River is designated as one of the 

navigable river waters of the United States, and as such is subject to federal 

jurisdiction. This comment also notes that this fact is not mentioned in the 

Final Draft EIR. 

While these concerns are noted, the fact that the division and use of water 

originating from the Colorado River is governed by the “Law of the River” is 

clearly stated on page 59 of Section 4.19 (Water Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Moreover, the discussion following this statement in the Draft EIR mentions 

the fact that conditions have been imposed by Congress on the usage of water 

from the Colorado River, including those by the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

It is implied that future acts of legislation by Congress or federal court 

decisions may modify the use of water from the Colorado River. However, as 

noted on page 94 of Section 4.19 (Water Resources), currently “The Colorado 

River Basin Project Act of 1968 insulates California from water shortages in 

all but the most extreme hydrologic conditions, according to the MWD 

(Official Statement, page A-20, 2012).” 

Comment 21.3 This comment notes that Lake Mead is at critical levels and a federal water 

shortage emergency may be declared in the near future in states which rely on 

Colorado River water. The commenter notes that should a federal water 

shortage emergency be declared, the amount of water available for use in 

California will decrease. 

Refer to Response 21.1, above. While these concerns are duly noted, the Final 

Draft EIR clearly states that “the year-to-year availability of Colorado River 

water to urban users became much more variable and unpredictable” and 

describes in detail the “California Plan” developed by the State of California’s 

Colorado River Board to resolve the problem of limited and variable amounts 

of water for use in California from the Colorado River (Water Resources, page 

4.19.3-60). 
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The commenter incorrectly implies that if a federal water shortage emergency 

is declared, California’s allocation of water will decrease. While it is correct that 

water rationing may occur, water usage decreases will primarily occur in 

Southern Nevada and Arizona; “The Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968 

insulates California from water shortages in all but the most extreme 

hydrologic conditions, according to the MWD (Official Statement, page A-20, 

2012)” as stated in Section 4.19.3. Moreover, Section 4.19.3 “E—Factors 

Affecting Colorado River Water Supplies” goes into further detail about 

Colorado River Water Supplies, Water Rights, and Conservation Programs 

that may affect the availability of Colorado River water supplies for use in 

California.  

Comment 21.4 This comment incorrectly states that the Final Draft EIR relies upon outdated 

data. Pursuant to CEQA, the description of the physical environmental 

conditions provided in this EIR are as they existed on or about April 13, 2009, 

at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued. 

Because of the countywide scope and nature of the General Plan and its 

programmatic EIR, as well as the nature of the project’s water supplies and 

water resources, much of the data presented herein cannot all be said to 

represent a single point in time (i.e., April 13, 2009). In such cases, the data set 

that is best supported by substantial evidence is used and a discussion of how 

it is or is not expected to differ from existing physical conditions is provided. 

It should be noted here that ‘substantial evidence’ refers to “fact, a reasonable 

assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact” (Public 

Resources Code [PRC] Section 21080(e)(1)). Further, substantial evidence 

does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantial opinion or narrative, 

evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not 

cause by, physical impacts on the environment.” 

Comment 21.5 Refer to Response 21.1, above. This comment indicates concerns about the 

dry year supply of water and its impacts of residents and businesses in 

Riverside County. The commenter argues that the County has failed to list Dry 

Year water supplies within the Draft EIR. While these concerns are noted, 

Page 4.19.3-58 of Draft EIR No. 521 clearly states that water deliveries from 

the SWP “have ranged from 1.4 million AF in dry years to roughly 3.7 million 

AF in wet years” (emphasis added). Due to the variable nature of the water 

supply in Riverside County, decreases in the availability of entitled water from 

certain sources in one year can be made up for by purchasing increased 

amounts of water from other sources, as well as local groundwater supplies 

and other water supply alternatives. 

Comment 21.6 The commenter notes concern about a lack of discussion of the water levels 

within Lake Mead. Due to the long-term planning horizon that the General 

Plan intends to address, the inclusion of variable data, such as water levels 

within Lake Mead, are more appropriately handled by water agencies as well 
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as in project-specific documents. In regards to security of water resources, 

refer to Response 21.1, above. 

Comment 21.7 This comment is duly noted. As mentioned in Response 21.6, above, the 

County does not include information subject to frequent variation due to the 

long-term horizon that the document plans for. Ultimately, water supply falls 

under the jurisdiction of local water districts. The County works extensively 

with local districts to ensure water supply for residents. Refer also to Response 

21.1 above. 

Comment 21.8 This comment is duly noted. Due to the individual requirements that govern 

the development of a Housing Element, the Housing Element is currently 

being amended separately as a separate General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 

1122). For further information on the Housing Element, and its associated 

environmental impact report, refer to the County Planning Department at 

www.planning.rctlma.org. 

Comment 21.9 The commenter argues that the Final Draft EIR is misleading to the public by 

proposing saltwater desalination as a water supply resource for the County. 

Page 4.19-126 of the Water Resources section of the Draft EIR outlines the 

use of desalination within the County. While representing an overall small 

portion of the County’s water supply, desalination is a technology that is 

becoming more frequently utilized by local water districts as it represents a 

water supply resource that can operate independent of drought conditions. 

The Draft EIR extensively outlines local water resources, including projects 

that may employ the use of desalination. 

While this comment is duly noted, ultimately the EIR must accurately consider 

existing and future water supplies, which may include desalination projects. In 

regards to the drought, refer to Response 21.1 above. 

Comment 21.10 The Draft EIR extensively describes subsidence throughout the County in 

Section 4.19 (Water Resources). Refer to the Water Resources section for a 

complete discussion of subsidence within the County. Substantial discussion 

is provided throughout this section; however, in-depth discussions are 

provided on pages 4.19-4 through 4.19-267. 

Comment 21.11 This comment is duly noted. The County has provided substantial evidence 

supporting the availability of water for future projects, and has extensively 

analyzed the existing water supplies within the County. However, water supply 

ultimately falls under the jurisdiction of local water districts. Refer to Response 

21.1, above. 
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Planning Commission
Attention: Kristi Lovelady, Principal Planner
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
County Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

Re: Domenigoni-Bartons' Comments on General Plan Amendment No. 960 and
Final Environmental Impact Report No. 521

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners and Ms. Lovelady:

We represent the Domenigoni-Barton entities. The Domenigoni-Bartons own property in
unincorporated Riverside County ("County"), including land along Winchester Road from Keller
Road on the south to Holland Road on the north ("Property"). The Property is located just west
of the Diamond Valley Lake reservoir's ("DVL Reservoir") West Dam. The County has
approved the Domenigoni-Barton Specific Plan No. 310 for development of the Property.

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve the following
clarification in the dam inundation Figure S-10 and the related Harvest Valley-Winchester
Area Plan Flood Hazards Figure Il before approving General Plan Amendment 960 ("GPA
960"):

The General Plan's dam inundation-related land use restrictions, construction
requirements, and mitigation measures do not apply to the area within Domenigoni-
Barton Specific Plan No. 310 due to the relatively recent construction of the dams at
Diamond Valley Lake, their extensive and detailed engineering design, and the extremely
low likelihood of dam failure.

Our requested clarification would avoid an internal inconsistency in GPA 960 and
provide clear policy direction for implementation of Specific Plan No. 310 because the County
has approved housing, employment centers and public facilities within Specific Plan No. 310.

On June 30, 2014, we submitted a comment letter and supporting exhibits on behalf of
the Domenigoni-Bartons regarding the initial Draft GPA 960 and Draft Environmental Impact
Report 521 ("EIR 521 "). We submitted supplemental comment letters on April 2, 2015, and
August 18, 2015, requesting that GPA 960 and EIR 521 clarify that the County's Dam

Irvine Office Westlake Village Office
2030 Main Street, Suite 1200 2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 200 www.jdtplaw.com
Irvine, California 92614 Westlake Village, California 91361
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Kristi Lovelady, Principal Planner
August 25, 2015
Page 2

Inundation Zone land use restrictions do not apply to the Property or Specific Plan No. 310. Our
June 30, 2014, April 2, 2015, and August 18, 2015 comment letters are incorporated by
reference.

As discussed in our June 30, 2014 letter and Attachment "E" to that letter, the County
previously evaluated the potential DVL Reservoir dam inundation impacts in connection with
both the Highway 74/79 General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan No. 310, and concluded
that those impacts were not significant and will not have any effect on land uses. Now, for the
first time, GPA 960 imposes the County's flood hazard zone land use restrictions, including
Policy S 4.3, within the DVL dam inundation areas. (See, Draft EIR 521, pp. 1.0-42 — 1.0-43
(Table 1.0-B, Impact No. 4.11.C) and 4.11-57 — 4.11-58, subsection 2(b).) Policy S 4.3 calls for
the County to "Prohibit construction of permanent structures for human housing or
employment to the extent necessary to convey floodwaters without property damage or risk to
public safety. Agricultural, recreational, or other low intensity uses are allowable if flood control
and groundwater recharge functions are maintained."

State law does not require or recommend such local land use restrictions in all mapped
inundation areas. Rather, State law requires the preparation of dam inundation maps and
disclosure of a property's location within a dam inundation zone in real estate transactions.
Local agencies are also encouraged to adopt emergency evacuation procedures in dam
inundation zones. State law does prohibit new schools in dam inundation areas (unless the cost
of mitigating the inundation impact is reasonable), however, State Legislature exempted the
DVL dam inundation area (Education Code section 17253).

The Domenigoni-Bartons respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve
the above referenced language to clarify that the County's Dam Failure Inundation Zone land
use restrictions do not apply to the Property or Specific Plan No. 310, before approving GPA
960 and certifying EIR 521.

Please contact me if you have any questions, or if we may provide any additional
information.

Sincerely,

;~.. ~~~u~.~l~c.~-.1~~ .a

Michele A. Staples
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Kristi Lovelady, Principal Planner
August 25, 2015
Page 3

cc: Mr. Juan Perez, Riverside County TLMA Director*
Mr. Steve Weiss, Riverside County Director of Planning*
Mr. Dusty Williams, General Manager-Chief Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control

and Water Conservation District*
Mr. Stuart McKibbin, Chief of Regulatory Division, Riverside County Flood Control and

Water Conservation District*
Gregory Priamos, Esq., Riverside County Counsel*
Shellie Clack, Esq., Deputy County Counsel*

* (via email)

1271068.
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Comment Letter No. 22: Domenigoni-Barton Entities (via Michele Staples) 

Note: Refer also to Comment Letter No. 14, submitted on behalf of the Domenigoni Barton entities, and its respective 
response for further discussion related to the Diamond Valley Lake Dam Inundation Zone. 

Comment 22.1 This comment is duly noted. This comment requests that the Planning 
Commission approve a clarification in the dam inundation zone depicted on 
Figure S-10 and the related Figure 11 (Harvest Valley-Winchester Area Plan 
Flood Hazards) before approving GPA No. 960. 

Comment 22.2 This comment is duly noted. The commenter references the previously 
submitted comment letters on behalf of the Domenigoni-Barton entities 
regarding GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521. 

This comment is duly noted. The commenter expresses concern that the dam 
inundation zone depicted in GPA No. 960 will result in future land use 
constraints due to its location on the Domenigoni property. The commenter 
has also noted this concern during the 2014 Draft EIR Comment Period, 2015 
Recirculated Draft EIR Comment Period, as well as in a letter submitted on 
August 25, 2015.  

Refer to the response to Comment Letter No. 14 of the Supplemental 
Response to Comments Document for further response related to the 
Diamond Valley Lake Dam Inundation Zone.  

Comment 22.3 The County appreciates your feedback during the GPA No. 960, Draft EIR 
No. 521, and Riverside County Climate Action Plan process. 
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Comment Letter No. 23: Winchester-Homeland Land Use Committee 

(Representing the Winchester-Homeland MAC and Winchester Town 

Association).  

Comment 23.1 This comment provides background information on the Winchester-

Homeland communities. The County of Riverside appreciates the attached 

exhibits provided to identify the communities’ boundaries and past land use 

studies. This comment does not identify any specific concern with the 

adequacy of EIR No. 521, GPA No. 960, the Riverside County CAP, or any 

environmental issue.  

Comment 23.2 This comment requests that GPA No. 960 and EIR No. 521 reflect the 

Winchester Land Use Study and Winchester Downtown Core Plan. The 

Winchester Land Use Study was completed in September 2012. As mentioned 

by the commenter, the Winchester Downtown Core Plan was developed 

following the Winchester Land Use Study. GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 

521 use the date of the Notice of Preparation (April 2009) to establish the 

baseline for the documents. For this reason, GPA No. 960 and the analysis of 

the Draft EIR as related to the community of Winchester and its land uses 

adequately show the existing conditions of the County at the date of the release 

of the Notice of Preparation.  

The requested updates to the Harvest Valley/ Winchester Area Plan will be 

considered during the 2016 General Plan Update process, as well as the 

Housing Element Update, which is currently being processed as a separate 

general plan amendment (GPA No. 1122).  

Comment 23.3 This comment requests that the community of Homeland be evaluated for any 

changes that may affect the current General Plan. As mentioned by the 

commenter, the community of Homeland was added to the MAC boundaries 

by the County of Riverside in November 2013.  As noted in Response 23.2 

above, GPA No. 960 and Draft EIR No. 521 use the date to the Notice of 

Preparation (April 2009) to establish the baseline for the documents. For this 

reason, GPA No. 960 and the analysis of the Draft EIR as related to the 

community of Homeland adequately show the existing conditions of the 

County at the date of the release of the Notice of Preparation.  

The requested updates to the Harvest Valley/ Winchester Area Plan will be 

considered during the 2016 General Plan Update process.  

Comment 23.4 This comment requests that the County of Riverside work alongside the Third 

District Supervisor, Planning Commission, and Planning Department to refine 

the Winchester Land Use Study and Downtown Core Plan.  The County 

appreciates the extensive effort the community of Winchester has undertaken 
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to develop the Downtown Core Plan. The County Planning Department will 

continue to work with the Winchester Community to refine the Winchester 

Land Use Study and Downtown Core Plan and incorporate the Community’s 

vision into the General Plan to the extent feasible during the 2016 General 

Plan Update. 

Comment 23.5 This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter. The County of Riverside 

looks forward to working with the Winchester-Homeland Land Use 

Committee in the future. This comment does not identify any specific concern 

with the adequacy of EIR No. 521, GPA No. 960, the CAP or any 

environmental issue. 
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Comment Letter No. 24: Janine Padia (Sares Regis Group) 

Comment 24.1 The comment is duly noted. This comment expresses concern with respect to 

the alignment of Harley Knox Boulevard as depicted in the Circulation Plan 

and notes that the response to their prior letter does not adequately address 

their concern. The comment expresses the opinion that the alignment as 

depicted within the General Plan Circulation Element designates a specific 

alignment. While the exhibit clearly indicates that the alignment would fall 

somewhere on the subject property, it is not an engineered alignment and is 

therefore subject to interpretation. However, the alignment as suggested by 

the commenter; to dead end Harley Knox Boulevard at Decker Road and 

accommodate traffic on Nandina Avenue and Old Elsinore; does not reflect 

the Circulation Plan and would require a General Plan Amendment. 

The comment again raises the issue of the potential disturbance of Native 

American cultural resources. While the County would surely like to identify an 

alignment that avoids such disturbance, the letter provides only vague 

reference to such resources and does not provide a general description of their 

location or the extent of such resources. The commenter implies that the 

subject property has development potential and the property could be 

developed while avoiding the Native American cultural resources.  

As noted in our previous response, provided in Final EIR No. 521 Response 

to Comment Letter No. 87, Harley Knox Boulevard is an important link in the 

circulation network, providing interchange access to I-215. As such, it is 

projected to carry upwards of 30,000 vehicles per day on this segment. The 

County is concerned with preserving this local freeway access to ensure the 

adequacy and functionality of the circulation network for this area.  

The County would 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 forecast. The County is 

prepared to work with all parties involved to reach a fair and equitable solution 

that is sensitive to environmental issues. 
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Comment Letter No. 25: FEMA  

Comment 25.1 This comment is noted. 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 areas identified using the Riverside 

County Special Flood Hazard Area database include 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 by RCFWCD quarterly, 

and incorporates new flood zones as necessary. This flood hazard zone is 

supported by numerous policies in order to ensure the safety of development 

within the County 

Comment 25.2 The County thanks you for taking the time to provide information regarding 

the National Flood Insurance Program policies. This comment is duly noted. 

The GPA No. 960 Safety Element outlines several policies that support the 

NFIP floodplain management building requirements policies outlined by the 

commenter. Refer to Safety Element page S-33 for a description of these policies.    

This comment does not identify any specific concern with the adequacy of 

EIR No. 521, GPA No. 960, the CAP or any environmental issues.  

Comment 25.3 This comment is duly noted. This comment does not identify any specific 
concern with the adequacy of EIR No. 521, GPA No. 960, the Riverside 
County CAP or any environmental issues.  



From: Gary Laughlin
To: Lovelady, Kristi
Cc: wayne kiley (captainwkiley@gmail.com)
Subject: GPA 960/EIR 521 Kiley Property adjacent to Sycamore Creek - Followup to 8/19/15 PC hearing & Shape File

 Request
Date: Monday, August 31, 2015 12:02:08 PM
Attachments: General Plan Amendment_960_EXHIBIT.PDF

Kristi,
 
We appreciate the opportunity to make ongoing comments regarding our project and having this
 opportunity for doing so at the upcoming 9/16 PC.
 
As you know, due to unusual circumstances (that we had documented in previous written
 comments) in the adjacent Sycamore Creek SP, we had requested that our proposed 5.6 ac VLDR
 “planning area” be considered for a MDR designation. We acknowledge that this would be difficult
 for staff to support and recognize that addressing this in subsequent project specific GPA actions
 would be more appropriate. As such, we are no longer request this change as part of the GPA 960
 process.
 
We would however, like to request a minor modification of the aforementioned VLDR (and adjacent)
 planning area limits. In early 2008, when the C8-5 graphic was prepared, we did not have the
 detailed topographic and related information that we have now. As such, we would like the County
 to consider a minor adjustment to the limits of the VLDR planning area.
 
I have attached a graphic of this for your review.
 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to submit this request and to participate in the GPA 960/EIR
 521 process.
 
Thank you,
 
Gary J. Laughlin, P.E.
Laughlin & Associates, Inc.
(909) 628-9446
glaughlin@lacivileng.com
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
 individual or entity to whom they are addressed.  This information is not to be reproduced or
 forwarded without permission from the sender.
 

mailto:glaughlin@lacivileng.com
mailto:KLOVELAD@rctlma.org
mailto:captainwkiley@gmail.com
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Comment Letter No. 26: Gary Laughlin 

Comment 26.1 This comment is noted. The commenter has requested a land use modification 

for the Kiley property to further refine the 2008 County Initiated Foundation 

Update. The requested modification would redesignate 1.7 acres from OS:CH 

to CD:VLDR and 0.2 acres from RR to CD:VLDR. This modification has 

been reviewed by County staff, and it is recommended that this LUD change 

not be included in GPA No. 960.s  

Therefore, County staff have added the updated request to the Post 

Production Land Use Changes table (Attachment C of the Staff Report) as 

Item C-8. Staff does not recommend inclusion of Mr. Laughlin’s revised 

request into GPA No. 960. 



1

Minegar, Peter

To: Lovelady, Kristi

Subject: RE: El Cariso Village General Plan & Zoning

 

From: Diana Powell [mailto:bedianamight@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 12:48 AM 

To: Lovelady, Kristi 

Cc: Diana Powell I Phone; Bill Powell Cell; lauren powell; Jessica Nichole Pinto 
Subject: El Cariso Village General Plan & Zoning 

 

September 7, 2015 

Riverside County Planning Commission 

4080 Lemon St. 

12th Floor 

Riverside 92501 

  

APN:    386060048  /   386060019 

ADDRESS:        32493 Ortega Highway,  Lake Elsinore, CA 

  

To Kristi Lovelady & or to whom it may concern: 

  

We purchased the above rural property with the intention of eventually opening a shop catering to the 

commuter and tourist traffic on CA 74.    

The property is currently zoned C-1 and we have been advised that the county is considering changing the 

zoning in our neighborhood, El Cariso Village off of Ortega Hwy. in Unincorporated Riverside County just 

outside of Lake Elsinore.   We wish to formally request, vote & or suggest that our property remain C-1 or be 

reclassified R-3 or R-3 Tourist.  Please feel free to call us if you have any questions/concerns at (949) 395-7217 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Diana C. Powell 

William T. Powell 

Diana C. Powell 

William T. Powell 

William T Powell and Diana C. Powell Revocable Trust 
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Comment Letter No. 27: Diana Powell 

Comment 27.1 This comment is noted. The commenter appears to be requesting a that their 

zoning remain C-1 or be modified to R-3 or R-3 Tourist for their property in 

the Community of El Cariso in the Elsinore Area Plan. The County is not 

changing zoning through proposed GPA No. 960. Zoning is administrated 

through Ordinance 348, which is separate from GPA No. 960.  

GPA 1075, adopted in October 2011, removed the El Cariso Rural Village 

Study Area. Accordingly, GPA No. 960 merely proposes to update the 

respective maps to reflect the adoption of GPA 1075.  

The existing LUD on the parcel is Rural Residential (R:RR), and 

redesignation of the parcel’s LUD from R:RR to an unspecified Community 

Development LUD would represent a foundation component land use 

change outside of the 8-year Foundation Amendment Cycle, which closed 

February 15, 2008. As such, County staff recommends that her request be 

submitted during the 2016 Property Owner Initiated Foundation 

Amendment Cycle. 

County staff have added the updated request to the Post Production Land 

Use Changes table (Attachment C of the Staff Report) as Item A-16. Staff 

does not recommend the inclusion of Ms. Powell’s request into GPA No. 

960. 



Consultation letter 1 

 

 PALA  TRIBAL HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICE 
 

PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecula Road  

Pala, CA 92059 

760-891-3510 Office | 760-742-3189 Fax 
 

 

 

September 8, 2015 

 

Kristi Lovelady 

Co. of Riverside 

P.O. Box 1409 

Riverside, CA 92502 

 

Re: GPA No. 960 

 

Dear Mrs. Lovelady: 

 

The Pala Band of Mission Indians Tribal Historic Preservation Office has received your 

notification of the project referenced above. This letter constitutes our response on behalf 

of Robert Smith, Tribal Chairman. 

 

We have consulted our maps and determined that the project as described is not within 

the boundaries of the recognized Pala Indian Reservation. The project is also beyond the 

boundaries of the territory that the tribe considers its Traditional Use Area (TUA). 

Therefore, we have no objection to the continuation of project activities as currently 

planned and we defer to the wishes of Tribes in closer proximity to the project area.  

 

We appreciate involvement with your initiative and look forward to working with you on 

future efforts. If you have questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate 

to contact me by telephone at 760-891-3515 or by e-mail at sgaughen@palatribe.com. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Shasta C. Gaughen, PhD 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 

 

 
ATTENTION: THE PALA TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE IS RESPONSIBLE 

FOR ALL REQUESTS FOR CONSULTATION. PLEASE ADDRESS CORRESPONDENCE 

TO SHASTA C. GAUGHEN AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS. IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO 

ALSO SEND NOTICES TO PALA TRIBAL CHAIRMAN ROBERT SMITH.  

mailto:sgaughen@palatribe.com
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Comment Letter No. 28: Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Comment 28.1 This comment is noted. The commenter states that the Pala Tribal Historic 

Preservation Office has reviewed GPA No. 960, EIR No. 521 and the 

Climate Action Plan and has no comments at this time. The County 

appreciates the Tribe’s continued participation during the General Plan 

Update process and looks forward to continued coordination of future 

projects. 
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Oral Comments and Responses 

During the August 19, 2015 and August 26, 2015 Planning Commission Hearing, the County had a 
number of speakers who gave public testimony during the public comment period of the Hearing. 
The list of speakers from the August 19, 2015 public comment period are as follows:  
 

• Michelle Staples* (Spoke during both the 

8/19 and 8/26 hearings) 

• Adrian McGregor* 

• Dan Silver* 

• Larissa Adrian 

• Jannlee Watson* 

• Michelle Randall 

• Michelle Hasson 

• Paul DePalatis* 

• Wayne Kiley* 

• Gary Laughlin* 

• Jerry Sincich 

• Grant Becklund 

Many of the public speakers also submitted written comments, which have been responded to in 
Section 2 of the Supplemental Response to Comments Document.  

Note: Only commenters who did not submit a comment letter are addressed in this section. All commenters who submitted 
a commenter letter have been denoted with an asterisk (*) in the list above. 

Larissa Adrian 

Mrs. Adrian noted concerns particularly in the Temescal Valley area of the County. Mrs. 
Adrian is concerned about potential traffic impacts within the Temescal Valley, particularly 
the removal of the CETAP Corridor B (Irvine-Corona Expressway) and the Interstate 15 
improvements between the Interstate 91 and Temescal Valley. The General Plan was updated 
to include further discussion on the CETAP Corridors and their current status. Staff have 
updated the GPA No. 960 document to best reflect the current status of CETAP projects 
currently under consideration by the RCTC. Refer to pages 4 and 5 of the GPA No. 960 Errata 
for these updates to the document.  

Lastly, Mrs. Adrian noted concerns about discussion of schools within the General Plan and 
EIR. A full analysis of the GPA No. 960’s impact on schools has been completed and is 
included in Section 4.17.5 of EIR No. 521. Furthermore, school districts are involved in 
project level analysis of all projects to ensure that adequate facilities are available for students 
within their district. However, school districts operate independently from the County and are 
under the jurisdiction of the County Superintendent of Schools and the State of California. As 
such, the County continues to coordinate with local districts; however, school district facility 
plans are ultimately within the purview of each individual school district and its associated 
Facilities Master Plan.  

Michelle Randall 

Mrs. Randall noted concerns about potential discrepancies between GPA No. 960 and 
Ordinance No. 348, particularly in regards to references of acreages excluding a “net” or 
“gross” designation. While these concerns are noted, staff have researched Mrs. Randall’s 
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concerns, and recommends that this issue be address in the update to Ordinance No. 348 and 
the 2016 General Plan Update. Staff has researched Ms. Randall’s concerns, and recommends 
that this issue be addressed in the update to Ordinance No. 348 and the 2016 General Plan 
Foundation Amendment Cycle. GPA No. 960 uses gross acreages currently, and includes 
policies that provide for flexibility in lot sizes, where there is clustering, on sites located in the 
Rural, Rural Community, and Open Space (Rural Land Use Designation) Foundation 
Component areas, where the sites directly adjoin Community Development Areas.   

Michelle Hasson (Representing the Leadership Counsel for Justice and 
Accountability) 

Mrs. Hasson noted concerns with the EIR analysis, particularly in the Eastern Coachella 
Valley. Mrs. Hasson expressed that further analysis should be conducted for mobile home 
communities, to ensure access to safe drinking water, job access, maintenance of air quality 
standards, as well as other concerns. Mrs. Hasson noted similar concerns in during the public 
review period of the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report. Her comment letter, 
as well as the response from County staff, is included in draft Final EIR No. 521 in Section 2, 
Comments and Responses (Letter 28). The Draft EIR evaluated the issues noted, and 
responses to these areas of concern can be reviewed in Response No. 28 of the draft Final 
EIR No. 521 document. Due to the broad scope of Ms. Hasson’s concerns, Ms. Hasson’s 
comment letter on Recirculated Draft EIR No. 521, as well as the responses to the letter, have 
been attached for review as Attachment A to this document in order to provide sufficient 
information for Planning Commission’s review.  

Jerry Sincich 

Mr. Sincich noted support for the other comments made by Temescal Valley Residents. He 
also noted concerns about the Post Production Land Use Designation changes that are before 
the Council. Staff have included the post-production changes in the staff report to ensure a 
thorough public review of the post-production changes that have been requested.  

Grant Becklund 

Mr. Becklund noted support for GPA No. 960, specifically for the updates to the Reinhardt 
Canyon Land Use Designation changes. As a Menifee/Sun City resident, supports GPA 
No.960 land uses in proposed land use designations. Mr. Becklund would not support projects 
that would use Four Seasons as an emergency access for Reinhardt Canyon. Lastly, Mr. 
Becklund has also indicated to staff that he opposes GPA No. 1129 east of Menifee because 
of the intensive new development it would bring to a rural area.  
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Commissioner Questions and Responses 

Commissioner Hake 

1. Commissioner Hake requested follow-up on the request made by the City of Eastvale 
regarding the inclusion of Jurupa Valley and Eastvale into GPA No. 960. 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 documents in order to reflect the incorporation of the City 
of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley are not feasible at this time. The County will however “grey” 
the newly incorporated areas in the document once the approval process is completed. 
Further, in the next General Plan update the document will be updated to reflect the 
incorporation of new cities within the County. The County does however acknowledge that 
the City has full jurisdictional control within its boundaries, despite the inclusion of Eastvale 
and Jurupa Valley within the General Plan.   

2. Commissioner Hake requested the responses to the City of Coachella Letter submitted on 
August 19, 2015. The letter has been formally responded to, and is included in the 
Commissioner’s Briefing Packet as letter 7. Refer to the Response to Comments section of 
the packet for the submitted letter and formal responses. 

3. Commissioner Hake requested clarification regarding the City of Menifee’s request for 
additional language to be added to policy LU 1.3 to further define coordination between the 
County and Cities along City Spheres of Influence. This request was made during the February 
recirculation of Draft EIR No. 521. 

Staff have evaluated the comment submitted by the City of Menifee pertaining to the City’s 
request for additional language to be added to Policy LU 1.3 in order to assure County 
coordination on projects that are adjacent to City boundary. The policy, as it stands only 
addresses projects within a city sphere of influence. The Policy states the following: 

LU 1.3 Notify city planning departments of any discretionary projects within their respective spheres-
of-influence in time to allow for coordination and to comment at public hearings.  (AI 4, 21) 

In the case of the City of Menifee, the City sphere of influence is contiguous with the City’s 
limits. In order to further clarify the Policy, and better account for jurisdictions that may not 
have a sphere of influence that extends beyond their city limit, Staff recommend the addition 
of “or projects adjacent to cities”. As amended, Policy LU 1.3 would read: 

LU 1.3 The County will notify city planning departments about new proposed discretionary projects 
that are located adjacent to cities or within their spheres of influence, with sufficient advance 
notice to allow for city-County coordination and city comments at public hearings. The County 
is willing to consider entering into intergovernmental agreements with cities and other 
governmental entities to address matters of mutual concern relating to land use, infrastructure, 
the environment, and other subjects relating to development activity in both the County and 
the cities or other governmental entities. 
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4. Commissioner Hake wanted an update on the status of the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
comments submitted during the Recirculated Draft EIR Response to Comments Period. 
County staff have continued coordination with the Tribe, and have incorporated many of the 
suggested textual edits requested by the Tribe. Refer to the Final EIR No. 521 Comments and 
Responses section, letters 13 and 114 for the requests made by Pechanga and the formal 
responses. Staff incorporated the majority of the Tribe’s comments pertaining to the Draft 
EIR. Staff has also modified Policy OS 19.2 to reflect the County’s intent to engage the Tribes 
in developing a cultural resources program that would also address the recent passage of 
AB 52 – Native Americans: California Environmental Quality Act. The following recommended 
changes to Policy OS 19.2 incorporate modifications recommended by the Pechanga Tribe.  
The modifications below are contained in the Errata to GPA No. 960. 

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) 

5. Commissioner Hake requested further information regarding comments made by the City of 
Riverside in regards to projects in proximity to the City’s boundaries. Refer to the Final EIR 
No. 521 Comments and Responses, letter 14, for the comments submitted by the City and the 
response from County Staff. 

6. Commissioner Hake requested a number of clarifications to be added to the Circulation 
Element of the General Plan. Staff has reviewed the suggested edits, and included them in the 
Supplemental Errata document for the Commission’s consideration during the deliberation of 
the Commission’s final action on GPA No. 960 and the Climate Action Plan. 
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Planning Commission Supplemental Errata 

Note: The following Supplemental Errata contains textual changes that may be proposed for inclusion into GPA No. 960. This document does not contain the mapping changes 

that may result from the inclusion of Post-Production Parcel Specific Land Use Changes. If Post-Production Land Use Changes, as outlined in Attachment C of the GPA No. 960 

Staff Report, are included in GPA No. 960, all necessary mapping updates would be included in the General Plan Document.  

Document 
Page 

Number TEXT CHANGE (ERRATA) CHANGE REQUESTED BY 

GPA No. 
960 

LU-16 

LU 1.3 The County will notify city planning departments about new proposed discretionary projects 
that are located adjacent to cities or within their spheres of influence, with sufficient 
advance notice to allow for city-County coordination and city comments at public hearings. 
The County is willing to consider entering into intergovernmental agreements with cities and 
other governmental entities to address matters of mutual concern relating to land use, 
infrastructure, the environment, and other subjects relating to development activity in both 
the County and the cities or other governmental entities. 

LU 1.3 Notify city planning departments of any discretionary projects within their respective 
spheres-of-influence in time to allow for coordination and to comment at public hearings.  
(AI 4, 21) 

City of Menifee, Comment 
submitted during Recirculated 

Draft EIR No. 521 Comment 
Period 

GPA No. 
960 

LU-52 

LU 20.12 LU 16.8  Support and participate in ongoing public education programs by organizations such as the 
County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, University of California Cooperative Extension, 
Farm Bureau, and industry organizations to help the public better understand the 
importance of the agricultural industry. 

(Note: Policy 16.8 was included in the 2003 General Plan, however it was proposed for deletion by GPA No. 
960. This Policy, if adopted in to the General Plan Document by the Commission would be included as Policy 
20.12.) 

Riverside County Farm 
Bureau, comment submitted 
during the Recirculated Draft 
EIR No. 521 Comment Period, 
as well as during the August 

19, 2015 Planning 
Commission Hearing. 

GPA No. 
960 

LU-53 to LU54 

LU 16.10 20.10  Allow agriculturally related retail uses such as feed stores and permanent produce stands in 
all areas and land use designations.  It is not the County’s intent pursuant to this policy to 
subject agricultural related uses to any discretionary permit requirements other than those 
in existence at the time of adoption of the General Plan.  Where a discretionary permit or 
other discretionary approval is required under the County zoning ordinances in effect as of 
December 2, 2002, then allow such retail uses with the approval of such a discretionary 
permit or other approval.  The following criteria shall be considered in approving any 
discretionary permit or other discretionary approval required for these uses: 

a. Whether the use provides a needed service to the surrounding agricultural area that 

Riverside County Farm 
Bureau, comment submitted 
during the Recirculated Draft 
EIR No. 521 Comment Period, 
as well as during the August 

19, 2015 Planning 
Commission Hearing. 
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cannot be provided more efficiently within urban areas or requires location in a 
non-urban area because of unusual site requirements or operational characteristics; 

b. Whether the use is sited on productive agricultural lands and less productive land is 
available in the vicinity; 

c. Whether the operational or physical characteristics of the use will have a detrimental 
impact on water resources or the use or management of surrounding properties within 
at least 1/4 mile radius; 

d. Whether a probable workforce is located nearby or is readily available. 

Allow for proposed agriculturally-related processing uses whether or not in conjunction with a farming 
operation, such as commercial canning, packing, drying, and freezing operations, in all areas and land 
use designations.   

Where a discretionary permit or other discretionary approval is required under the County zoning 
ordinances in effect as of December 2, 2002, then allow such processing uses with the approval of 
such a discretionary permit or other approval.  The following criteria shall be considered in approving 
any discretionary permit required for these uses: 

a. Whether the uses are clustered in centers instead of single uses; 

b. Whether the centers are located a sufficient distance from existing or approved 
agricultural or rural residential commercial centers or designated commercial areas of 
any city or unincorporated community; 

c. Whether sites are located on a major road serving the surrounding area; 

d. Whether the road frontage proposed for the uses and the number of separate uses 
proposed are appropriate; 

e. For proposed value-added uses such as canneries and wineries with on-premises retail 
uses, the evaluation under the criteria above shall consider the service requirements of 
the uses and the capability and capacity of cities and unincorporated communities to 
provide the required services.  (AI 1) 
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GPA No. 
960 

C-26 

System Funding and Financing  

One of the most important considerations to achieve a viable multi-modal transportation system is financing 
funding. Funding priorities must be developed and innovative financing must be designed to ensure that the 
transportation system is implemented over the next 20 years.  

Discretionary roadway transportation improvement funds should be allocated to enhance mobility and 
promote convenient, safe, and efficient transport of people, goods and materials. This can be accomplished 
through continued development and implementation of a “Transportation Improvement Program” for local 
road and bridge multi-modal improvements and Riverside County’s participation in voter-approved local tax 
measures and Regional Transportation Plans that meet state and federal guidelines. Investment in, 
preservation of and expansion of the existing freeway and, arterial street, public transit, rail, and non-
motorized transportation network is critical to the provision of a viable multi-modal transportation system 
necessary to sustain a healthy local economy. Innovative options, such as the application of “toll-way fares,” 
tolls and user fees should be explored as a means of controlling managing demand in critical congested 
corridors. Riverside County must consider these and other innovative funding financing mechanisms to ensure 
that the future transportation system is financially supported and can be adequately maintained.  Such 
innovative financing is being utilized on State Route 91 and Interstate 15. 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-26 
C 8.1 Implement a circulation plan that is consistent with funding and financing capabilities. (AI 

53) 
Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-26 

C 8.3 Use annexations, redevelopment agreements, revenue- sharing agreements, tax allocation 
agreements and the CEQA process as tools to ensure that new development pays a fair 
share of costs to provide local and regional transportation improvements and to mitigate 
cumulative traffic impacts.  

C 8.4 Prepare a multi-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) that establishes 
improvement priorities and scheduling for transportation project construction over a period 
of 5 to 7 two or more years. The TIP will be reviewed and updated annually consistent with 
state and federal requirements. 

Commissioner Hake 
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GPA No. 
960 

C-26 

C 8.5 Participate in the establishment of regional traffic mitigation fees and/or road and bridge 
benefits districts to be assessed on new development. The fees shall cover a reasonable 
share of the costs of providing local, regional and subregional transportation improvements 
needed for serving new development in the unincorporated area.  

C 8.7 Review and update the County of Riverside Road and Bridge Benefit District fee structure for 
and development impact fees annually periodically to ensure that capacity expansion 
projects are developed and constructed in a timely manner. 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-27 
C 8.8 Seek all available means to finance fund improvements, including state and federal grants, 

to ensure that a non-motorized system is implemented offset the local cost of system 
improvements where appropriate. (AI 53) 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-31 

AMTRAK 

The only AMTRAK station located in Riverside County is in the City of Palm Springs. This station provides 
connecting AMTRAK service to points west including Los Angeles, and to points east including Tucson, 
Arizona, and El Paso, Texas. AMTRAK does provide bus connections to and from other Riverside County areas 
to the San Bernardino AMTRAK station on a daily basis. Along rail routes between the West Coast and points 
east, AMTRAK serves Riverside County at two train stations plus several locations where AMTRAK provides bus 
links to train stations. In the Coachella Valley, the Palm Springs AMTRAK station provides access to AMTRAK’s 
Texas Eagle and Sunset Limited Services, which provide connections to points west including Los Angeles and 
to points east including Tucson, Arizona and El Paso, Texas. The downtown Riverside Metrolink/AMTRAK 
station serves the western portion of Riverside County as a stop along AMTRAK’s Southwest Chief Service. The 
Southwest Chief provides connections to Los Angeles and points east including Flagstaff, Albuquerque, St. 
Louis, and Chicago.  

The California State Rail Plan includes a new AMTRAK route between Los Angeles and Indio.  Caltrans, RCTC, 
and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) are partnering to create a service development plan for Los 
Angeles-Indio service. 

Metrolink  

TheRiverside Metrolink system provides commuter rail service from Riverside to Los Angeles and Orange 
County with stops at destinations in between. One route also connects Riverside to San Bernardino.Commuter 
rail in the southern California region has significantly grown along with the Riverside Metrolink system from 
133,000 passengers in 1992 to 927,000 passengers in 1997. The Metrolink Riverside Line generally runs two 
routes from Riverside to Los Angeles: Riverside Line and 91 Line. The Inland Empire- Orange County Line is the 

Commissioner Hake 
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Metrolink route that connects Riverside to Orange County. These three Metrolink Lines had a ridership total of 
approximately 2.9 million passengers between July 2010 and June 2011. Metrolink currently has multiple 
stations located in Riverside County including: Pedley Station, Riverside-Downtown Station, Riverside-La 
Sierra Station, North Main Corona Station, and West Corona Station. Metrolink commuter rail service will be 
extended by the construction of the Perris Valley Line (PVL). PVL is a 24-mile extension that will connect the 
Downtown Riverside Metrolink Station with a new South Perris station. Additionally, there will be three other 
new stations located at Hunter Park Area, Moreno Valley/March Field, and Perris. The Environmental Impact 
Report for the PVL, which will extend service to Perris, was certified by Riverside County Transportation 
Commission (RCTC) on July 25, 2011. Construction is anticipated to startbegan in 2012 with service expected to 
begin in 2013by 2016. The Llong-term plans vision for passenger rail service calls for an extension from the 
South Perris station of the Riverside Transit Corridor, in accordance with performance standards, along the 
San Jacinto branch line to the City of Hemet.   

GPA No. 
960 

C-32 

C 13.1 Support continued development and implementation of the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission Rail Program including new rail lines and stations, the proposed 
California High Speed Rail System with at least two (2) stations in Riverside County, the 
Coachella Valley San Gorgonio Pass Intercity Commuter Rail Service, and the proposed 
Intercity Rail Corridor between Calexico and Los Angeles. 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-32 
C 13.2 Support continued improvements to AMTRAK and MetroLink Metrolink rail passenger 

service within Riverside County and throughout the southern California region.  
Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-32 

C 13.3 Support implementation of the San Jacinto Branch Line to serve planned industrial 
development commuter passenger uses.  

C 13.5 Provide additional railroad grade crossing improvements as determined by the California 
Public Utilities Commission and the County of Riverside. (AI 119) 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-55 

Goods Movement/Designated Truck Routes  

The safe and efficient movement of goods in and through Riverside County is vital to the Inland Empire’s 
economy and improves traveler safety. The ability of Riverside County to compete domestically and 
internationally on an economic basis requires an efficient  reliable and cost-effective method infrastructure 
system for distributing and receiving products. This can be accomplished through planning, design, 
construction, and maintenance of the regional and, local street, and highway system. Riverside County’s 
industrial and agricultural economies depend on safe and efficient goods movement.  

Commissioner Hake 
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The County of Riverside is responsible for maintaining an extensive network of low-volume rural roads in 
sparsely settled areas to service goods movement and the agricultural industry. Large trucks are the primary 
means of transporting such goods and are essential to the intra-regional distribution of consumer products. 
The County is also responsible for a network of heavily impacted roads in urbanized areas that carry truck 
traffic to logistics facilities and rail yards that serve as hubs for distributing goods outside of Riverside County 
to national and international markets.  These facilities’ operations are linked strongly to the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach.  Land scarcity near the Ports and the Inland Empire’s strategic location on major 
interstate highways and rail lines are expected to make Riverside County an attractive area for continued 
growth of logistics facilities and related growth in truck volumes. 

In general, according to the Riverside County Transportation Commission, 77% of freight in Riverside County is 
pass-by freight destined for areas beyond Riverside County.  Of this pass-by freight, 65% is by rail and 35% is 
by truck. 

In addition, freight rail is an important backbone of the goods movement industry in Riverside County.  

The region is faced with a serious dilemma. Present and proposed levels of investments suggest a future in 
which the majority of transportation facilities will be severely congested for much of the day. Given the 
shortage of funds available for both operations and maintenance as well as for new capital projects, and the 
growing conflict between people and goods for the use of highways, airports, and rail lines, the region will be 
hard pressed to maintain existing levels of mobility for goods movement.  

Truck Industry 

For the State of California, approximately 76% of all inbound and outbound freight is shipped by truck. In 
addition, trucks transport 98% of all finished goods to the final retail and wholesale destinations, according to 
the California Trucking Association. Current economies dictate that trucking will be used for the majority of 
surface traffic less than 800 miles, which encompasses most or all of California, Arizona, and Nevada. Over 
78% of all California communities depend exclusively on trucks to move their goods. Although Riverside 
County generates a significant amount of truck traffic from agricultural and industrial uses, it also serves as a 
pass-through for truck traffic that ultimately serves other areas inside and outside of California.  

Trucks comprise at least 15% of the daily traffic volume on some of the primary goods movement corridors in 
Riverside County, such as Interstate 15 from Temecula to Ontario, State Route 60 westward from Interstate 
215, and Interstate 10 in the Coachella Valley and San Gorgonio Pass areas. As healthy industrial growth is 
expected within the County of Riverside, the scale of industrial-related truck traffic will continue to increase. It 
is anticipated that the region’s truck volumes will increase by 40% through Year 2020. The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) has designated these routes as part of the Primary Freight Network (PFN) for the 
United States. 
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Freight Rail 

Freight rail is an important backbone of goods movement in and through Riverside County.  

The Union Pacific (UP) and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroads provide freight service in and 
through Riverside County, connecting Riverside County with major markets within California and other 
destinations north and east.  The federal government has recognized these routes as the “Alameda Corridor 
East.”  The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are the primary drivers of rail traffic moving through Riverside 
County. 

Riverside County has more than 40 at-grade road-rail crossings.  In 2012, these crossings resulted in 603 daily 
hours of vehicle delay on local roads throughout the county, 46 accidents, and 7.23 tons of carbon monoxide 
emissions.  Construction of grade separations by the County of Riverside and cities in recent years has helped 
alleviate some these impacts, although more such projects remain under development and unfunded. 

GPA No. 
960 

C-56 
C 23.1 Implement Street and local highway projects to provide safe, sustainable,convenient and 

economical goods movement in areas where large concentrations of truck traffic exist or are 
anticipated to exist. (AI 43) 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-56 

C 23.3 Support continued operation of the a regional freight rail system, which that offers safe, 
sustainable, convenient and economical transport of commodities in a manner that 
enhances Riverside County’s competitiveness. 

C 23. 4 Support provisions to physically separate heavily traveled rail lines from heavily traveled 
streets and roads (AI 119) 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-56 
C 23.5 23.4 Create grade separations that locate arterials roads under or over rail lines that carry 

substantial amounts of freight to and from the ports along critical routes such as the Los 
Angeles-Orangethorpe-Riverside rail freight corridor on the BNSF and UP mainlines. (AI 119) 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-56 
C 23.65 Address alternatives for intermodal shipment for industries affected by abandonment of rail 

facilities. 
Commissioner Hake 
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GPA No. 
960 

C-57 

C. 23.5 Support provisions to physically separate heavily traveled rail lines from heavily traveled 
streets and roads (AI 119) 

C 23.7 23.6 Encourage the efficient movement of goods by rail through development of efficient 
intermodal freight facilities and a shift of a portion of the goods previously moved by trucks 
onto the rail freight system. 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-57 

C 23.8 23.7 Identify economically feasible street and highway improvement and maintenance projects 
that will improve goods movement. projects that are economically feasible. 

C 23.8 Restrict truck through-traffic in residential areas and on streets with specific facilities that 
have high densities of people/users; through planning and design of developments, direct 
truck traffic to major transportation corridors. (AI 43) 

C 23.9 Study commercial truck movements and operations in the County and establish truck routes 
away from noise sensitive areas where feasible. (AI 43) 

C 23.10 Limit truck traffic in residential and commercial areas to designated truck routes; limit 
construction, delivery, and truck through traffic to designated routes; and distribute maps to 
approved truck routes to County traffic officers. (AI 43) 

C 23.11 23.9 Encourage the construction of truck-only lanes, climbing lanes or turnouts where 
appropriate. 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-57 
C 23.10 Pursue recognition of County roads that carry a substantial volume of freight to be included 

in state, federal, and regional freight plans and network designations. 
Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-57 
C 23.11 Collaborate with local, regional, and state governments on the development and 

implementation of plans, policies, programs to mitigate adverse safety, environmental, and 
congestion-related impacts of logistics projects. 

Commissioner Hake 

GPA No. 
960 

C-57 

C 23.12 For logistics projects resulting in countywide cross-jurisdictional traffic impacts, seek 
conditions in project approvals that place responsibility on project sponsors to guarantee 
timely implementation of mitigation projects, regardless of in which jurisdiction the project 
or mitigation measures occur. 

Commissioner Hake 
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GPA No. 
960 

OS-15 

OS 5.5  New development shall Preserve and enhance existing native riparian habitat and prevent 
obstruction of natural watercourses.  Prohibit fencing that constricts flow across 
watercourses and their banks.  Incentives shall be utilized to the maximum extent possible.  
(AI 25, 60) 

Riverside County Farm 
Bureau, comment submitted 
during the Recirculated Draft 
EIR No. 521 Comment Period, 
as well as during the August 

19, 2015 Planning 
Commission Hearing. 

GPA No. 
960 

OS-38 
OS 14.3  Prohibit Restrict land uses incompatible with mineral resource recovery within areas 

designated Open Space-Mineral Resources and within areas designated by the State Mining 
and Geology Board as being of regional or statewide significance.  (AI 11) 

Endangered Habitats League, 
comment submitted during 

the Recirculated Draft EIR No. 
521 Comment Period, as well 
as during the August 19, 2015 
Planning Commission Hearing 

GPA No. 
960, 

Eastvale 
Area Plan 

1 

NOTE: The City of Eastvale officially incorporated on October 1, 2010 and now comprises the majority of the 
Eastvale Area Plan west of Interstate 15 to the San Bernardino County line and south to the City of 
Norco.  Similarly, the City of Jurupa Valley incorporated on July 1, 2011 and spans that portion of the Area Plan 
east of Interstate 15 (Figure 1).  With the incorporation of the two cities, only 16 acres remain within the 
unincorporated area of Riverside County and therefore under the County’s jurisdiction.  Since both 
incorporations occurred well after the baseline established for GPA No. 960, the information presented in this 
Area Plan remains unaltered however, it has extremely limited application.  The City of Eastvale adopted its 
own General Plan in 2012 which covers the vast majority of land within the County’s Eastvale Area Plan and a 
portion of the Jurupa Area Plan.  Development proposals within the City of Eastvale shall be directed to the city 
as Tthe County does not have jurisdiction over lands governed by thecities. 

The City of Eastvale submitted 
a letter prior to August 19 

Planning Commission Hearing. 
After coordinating with the 
City on their concerns this is 

Staff’s proposed change. 

GPA No. 
960, Jurupa 
Area Plan 

1 

NOTE: The City of Jurupa Valley officially incorporated on July 1, 2011 and comprises the majority of the Jurupa 
Area Plan (Figure 1).  A small section of the westerly portion of the Jurupa Area Plan includes the City of 
Eastvale which incorporated in October 1, 2010.  The City of Jurupa Valley spans lands north of the Santa Ana 
River, south of the Riverside-San Bernardino County line and east of Interstate 15 and east of the City of 
Eastvale.  Only 903 acres of Jurupa Area Plan remain within the unincorporated area of Riverside County and 
therefore under the County’s jurisdiction.  Since both cities incorporated well after the baseline established for 
GPA No. 960, the information presented in this Area Plan remains unaltered however, it has extremely limited 
application. The City of Eastvale adopted its own General Plan in 2012 which covers the vast majority of land 
within the County’s Eastvale Area Plan and a portion of the Jurupa Area Plan.  The City of Jurupa Valley is 
developing a new General Plan that is expected to be approved in 2016.  Development proposals within either 
the City of Eastvale or the City of Jurupa Valley shall be directed to the respective city as TtheCounty does not 
have jurisdiction over lands governed by the cities. 

The City of Eastvale submitted 
a letter prior to August 19 

Planning Commission Hearing. 
After coordinating with the 
City on their concerns this is 

Staff’s proposed change. 
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