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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

  
 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”) has been prepared to comply with the 
requirements of Section 15089 of the State CEQA Guidelines (“CEQA Guidelines”) (California 
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq.). As required by Section 15132 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, this Final EIR consists of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(“DEIR”), comments and recommendations received on the DEIR, a list of persons, 
organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR, the responses of the Lead Agency 
(City of Lake Elsinore) to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation 
process, and any other information added by the Lead Agency. 
 
Additionally, pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and Section 15097 of the CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.), public agencies are required 
to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) to ensure that the 
mitigation measures identified in an Environmental Impact Report are implemented.  The 
MMRP for the subject EIR is included in Section 5.0 of this document. 
 

1.1 Relationship to the Draft Program EIR 
 
Minor changes that better clarify or correct minor inaccuracies in the DEIR and changes to the 
DEIR made in response to comments received are described in the Corrections, Errata, and 
Changes from DEIR to Final EIR (“FEIR”) section of this document (Chapter 3).  Together with 
the MMRP, the Environmental Findings and the other information in the Record of Proceedings 
(Administrative Record), these documents constitute the environmental disclosure record that 
will serve as the basis for the City Council decision-makers decision on the proposed project. 
 

1.2 Background  
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed project addressed in this document is the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan (AVSP) 
No. 2010-02, General Plan Amendment No. 2012-01, Zone Change No. 2012-02, and 
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046). Along with 
the Specific Plan, a land use entitlement and development implementation process will be 
followed for all development areas and projects within the AVSP area.  The entitlements 
evaluated in this EIR consists of: 1) approval of a General Plan Amendment to change the land 
use designation from ‘Mixed-Use Residential/Commercial’ to ‘Specific Plan’ and Circulation 
Element changes; 2) approval of the Change of Zone by Ordinance from ‘Mixed-Use 
Residential/Commercial’ to ‘Specific Plan’; and, 3) adoption of the Specific Plan by Ordinance.   
The PDP and DR/Subdivision entitlement programs will be the subject of future entitlement 
review.  The PDP and DR/Subdivision are discussed in this EIR for context purposes within the 
Specific Plan process.  The three-tier process consists of 1) adoption of the Specific Plan 
ordinance, 2) adoption of Phased Development Plans (PDPs), and 3) the more precise Design 
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Review/Subdivision approval process that corresponds with actual development plans. The 
three-tier implementation approach postpones certain land use, development standards and 
design details that cannot be anticipated until economic, market, and trend development concepts 
become certain to the PDP tier.  Until approval of a tier two PDP and tier three design 
review/subdivision in accordance with the Specific Plan, no development can occur within the 
AVSP area except as permitted in connection with the ongoing mining operation and applicable 
permits. 
 
Public Review Summary 
 
The EIR process typically consists of three parts – the Notice of Preparation, the Draft EIR and 
the Final EIR.  A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR and a description of potential adverse 
impacts were distributed on or about June 13, 2012. Additionally, a notice advising of the 
availability of the NOP was published in the Press-Enterprise newspaper on June 15, 2012. 
Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were requested to 
provide responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP. A copy of the NOP and the NOP 
distribution list are located in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  Copies of comments regarding the 
NOP, received by the City, are also included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  In addition, in 
compliance with Section 21083.9 of CEQA and Section 15082(c)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the City held a public scoping meeting on July 17, 2012, to receive public and agency comments.  
Comments received from the public and agencies during the public review period for the NOP 
and the public scoping meeting were considered in the preparation of the DEIR prepared for the 
proposed project. 
 
In addition to distribution of the NOP, a tele-town hall call was held on Monday, December 7, 
2014 from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. to introduce the proposed Project to the community, and to 
provide an opportunity for the public to submit verbal and written comments and 
recommendations regarding the issues to be addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR). Notification of the meeting included a direct mailing of the notice to the surrounding 
community.  
 
The environmental analysis of the proposed Project was initiated by the City with the preparation 
of a DEIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15084 (e), the City subjected the DEIR to its 
own review and analysis to ensure that the DEIR reflects the independent judgment of the Lead 
Agency.  The DEIR was necessary to analyze potentially significant impacts associated with the 
proposed Project. A Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion (NOA/NOC) was prepared and 
distributed with the DEIR for an initial 30-day public review period, which commenced on 
November 5, 2015 and ended on December 21, 2015. On December 11, 2015 an Extension of the 
Public Review Period of a Draft Environmental Impact Report, extending the public review 
period until December 31, 2015, was prepared and distributed.   
 
General public Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion was given by publication in the 
Press-Enterprise on or about November 3, 2015.  As required by Public Resources Code Section 
21092.3, a copy of the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion was posted with the 
Riverside County Clerk on November 3, 2015.   
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As provided in the public notice and in accordance with CEQA Section 21091(d), the City of 
Lake Elsinore accepted written comments through December 31, 2015.  Twenty-seven (27) 
letters & e-mails were received during and immediately after the 55-day public review period.  
Responses to all of the letters/e-mails received, prepared pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, are included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. 
 
The City of Lake Elsinore provided a written proposed response to each commenting public 
agency no less than 10 days prior to certifying the Program EIR in compliance with the 
provisions set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) which states that “At least 10 
days prior to certifying an environmental impact report, the lead agency shall provide a written 
proposed response to a public agency on comments made by that agency which conform with the 
requirements of this division.” 

 
1.3 Use of the Final EIR and the CEQA Process  
 
The Final EIR allows the public an opportunity to review any revisions to the Draft EIR, written 
comments received during the public review period, the City’s responses to those comments, and 
other components of the EIR, prior to approval of the Project. After completing the Final EIR 
and before approving the project, the lead agency must make the following three certifications, 
as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines:  
 

 The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;  
 The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to 
approving the project; and  

 The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.  
 
As required by Section 15091(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or 
carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant 
environmental effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings 
(Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the 
rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the record. The possible findings 
are:  
 

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final 
EIR.  
 

2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such 
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.  

 
3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.  
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These certifications and the Findings of Fact are included in a separate Findings document.  
 

1.4 Method of Organization  
 
This Final EIR for the proposed Alberhill Villages Specific Plan contains information in 
response to concerns raised by written comments sent to the City of Lake Elsinore. The Final 
EIR is organized into the following chapters:  
 

 Chapter 1: Introduction, consists of a summary of the background of the proposed 
project, information about the certification of the Final EIR, and a brief discussion of the 
intended uses of the Final EIR. 

 
 Chapter 2: Response to Comments, contains a list of agencies and individuals that 

submitted written comments on the Draft EIR. Chapter 2 also includes a copy of each 
written comment letter, and a written response to each comment.  
 

 Chapter 3: Corrections, Errata and Changes from Draft EIR, represents additional 
information, corrections, and additional information that do not change the impacts of the 
proposed project and/or mitigation measures such that new or more severe environmental 
impacts result from the proposed project. 

 

1.5 Focus of Comments  
 
Section 15200 of the CEQA Guidelines establishes the purpose of public review of 
environmental documents, which includes:  
 

a) Sharing expertise,  
b) Disclosing agency analyses,  
c) Checking for accuracy,  
d) Detecting omissions,  
e) Discovering public concerns, and  
f) Soliciting counter proposals.  

 
Sections 15204(a) and 15204(c) of the CEQA Guidelines further state:  
 

a) In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
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every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded 
by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.  

 
b) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or 

references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 
not be considered significant in the absence of “substantial evidence”.  Substantial 
evidence means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this DEIR 
information are evident so that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion even 
though other conclusions, of other experts, might also be reached.  Expert opinions can 
differ.  The decision-maker is not judging the DEIR as a battle among experts.  If the 
DEIR has substantial evidence then the CEQA test has been made. 

 
c) Recirculation of an EIR according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is only required 

when “significant new information” is added to the EIR.  New information added is not 
significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of meaningful 
opportunities to comment on a “substantial adverse effect” of a project or a feasible way 
to mitigate or avoid an effect that the project proponents have declined to implement.   

 
Section 15204(f) of the CEQA Guidelines establishes the rule that a responsible or trustee agency 
may submit proposed mitigation measures, limited to the resources subject to the statutory 
authority of that agency. These measures must include complete and detailed performance 
objectives for the measures or refer the lead agency to the appropriate guidelines or reference 
materials.  
 

1.6 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures  
 
A detailed discussion of existing environmental conditions, environmental impacts and 
recommended mitigation measures is included in the Draft EIR, Environmental Setting, Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, sections. Project impacts, recommended mitigation measures, and 
level of significance after mitigation were identified in the Draft EIR 
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CHAPTER 2 – RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

2.1 List of Persons, Organizations and Public Agencies Commenting 
on the Draft EIR 

 
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15132 and 15362, the Final EIR must contain 
information summarizing the comments received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in 
summary; a list of persons commenting; and the response of the lead agency to the comments 
received. Twenty-seven comment letters/e-mails were received by the City in response to the 
Draft EIR. This chapter provides copies of each letter received and the responses to these 
comments.  
 
The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments regarding the 
Draft EIR: 

TABLE 3-1 
LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 
Identification 

Letter 
Agency/Commenter Date of Letter 

A Martha Bridges, John Burkett, Gerald Marie 12/31/2015 
B Johnson & Sedlack, Attorneys at Law 12/31/2015 
C Southern California Edison  12/31/2015 
D United States Fish and Wildlife Service 12/31/2015 
E County of Riverside Transportation Department 12/31/2015 
F Santa Margarita Group/Sierra Club 12/30/2015 
G California Department of Fish and Wildlife 12/30/2015 
H Pechanga Cultural Resources 12/29/2015 
I Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians 12/29/2015 
J Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina 12/28/2015 
K Inland Empire Watershed 12/26/2015 
L Endangered Habitats League 12/24/2015 
M Regional Conservation Authority 12/22/2015 
N Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office 12/21/2015 
O Linda and Martin Ridenour 12/16/2015 
P South Coast Air Quality Management District 12/2/2015 
Q Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 11/10/2015 
R Soboba Band of Lusieno Indians 12/21/2015 
S Inland Empire Biking Alliance 1/7/2016 
T Caltrans District 8 1/13/2016 
U Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 1/21/2016 
V Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority 2/4/2016 
W California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2/13/2016 
X County of Riverside Transportation Department 2/16/2016 
Y Johnson & Sedlack, Attorneys at Law 2/16/2016 
Z Eastern Municipal Water District 1/4/2016 

AA Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 1/4/2016 
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2.2 Response to Comments 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to written comments presented in 
this section address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted 
comment letters. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, requires the lead agency to recirculate an EIR only when 
significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of 
the Draft EIR for public review. New information added to an EIR is not significant unless the 
EIR has changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon 
a substantial adverse, environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
such an effect that the project’s proponents have declined to implement (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15088.5). In summary, significant new information consists of: (1) disclosure of a new 
significant impact; (2) disclosure of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact; (3) disclosure of a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from the others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen environmental impacts of 
the project but the project proponent declines to adopt it; and/or (4) the Draft EIR was so 
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5). Recirculation is not required 
where, as stated above, the new information provided in response to the comments received to 
the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5). 
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Comment Letter A 
Martha Bridges, John Burkett, Gerald Marie 

 

 
 

A-1 
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Response to Comment Letter A 
Martha Bridges, John Burkett, Gerald Marie 

 
Martha Bridges, John Burkett, Gerald Marie provided comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the 
Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in their letter dated December 31, 2015.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not 
present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Martha Bridges, John Burkett, Gerald Marie Comment A-1 
 
This comment references text located within the proposed Alberhill Villages Specific Plan 
(AVSP) document.  The DEIR describes the project’s impacts upon wastewater services in 
Section 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities).  Pages 4.10-9 and 4.10-10 of the DEIR describe the 
EVMWD program to expand the existing Regional Waste Water Treatment Plant (Regional 
WWTP) to provide service to the AVSP through a series of sewer lift stations along Lake Street 
moving toward Nichols Road and then toward the Regional WWTP. The EVMWD is currently 
updating their Wastewater Master Plan to describe this existing Regional WWTP expansion and 
the Lake Street sewer lift station program.  A more thorough description of wastewater treatment 
will be provided for the project is located on pages 4.10-43 through 4.10-52 of the DEIR. 
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Comment Letter B 
Johnson & Sedlack 
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Response Comments to Letter B 
Johnson & Sedlack 

 
Johnson & Sedlack provided comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the Alberhill Villages Specific 
Plan and related applications in their letter dated December 31, 2015.  The following discussion 
provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below merely 
clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the DEIR.  The 
environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not present any 
substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-1 
 
The comment references the project description and the requirements for a DEIR.  No additional 
response is required. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-2 
 
The AVSP DEIR is a Programmatic EIR that “tiers” off the adopted 2011 City of Lake Elsinore 
General Plan and uses the related certified General Plan EIR for factual data reference as to 
issues and questions evaluated in the AVSP DEIR.  The Lake Elsinore General Plan included all 
the AVSP study areas, land uses and environmental topical issues.  All CEQA topical 
environmental subject areas were discussed in the Lake Elsinore General Plan (GP) and the 
attendant GP EIR covering the AVSP geographical areas. The General Plan and the GP EIR 
were approved by the Planning Commission and Certified by the City Council.    
 
The DEIR is directed by State law to provide Mitigation Measures acting as de facto Conditions 
of Approval to this project’s Specific Plan process to guide the project as it moves through the 
series of future entitlement permit reviews, (Phased Development Plans, Design Review, and 
Subdivision reviews). The DEIR mitigation measures will be attached to each subsequent 
discretionary approval.  
 
The DEIR is based on the best available evidence and facts known before the NOP was 
published, at NOP publication and at the time the DEIR was published.  The DEIR facts are not 
without substantial background data, described in the DEIR and also found in the technical 
appendices.  Professional conclusions are drawn based on this data coming from recognized 
experts in the various EIR topical subject area fields of study.  These professional conclusions 
are permitted by CEQA and outside experts may differ with the City’s experts.  Substantial 
evidence is the legal standard by which the City decision makers follow in reviewing evidence, 
recommending and certifying the DEIR as complete. 
 
The DEIR outlines and describes what is known today about the proposed development over the 
30 years of this project.  As previously noted, during subsequent entitlement phases in this 
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Programmatic/Tiered DEIR process (DEIR, page 1.0-3), if additional environmental review is 
required, yet unknown today by the City, the CEQA process provides that additional review, 
potentially including more CEQA evaluation, will be conducted at subsequent entitlement stages, 
such as Phased Development Plans, Design Review, and Subdivision Map review.  This 
analytical planning approach is a normal CEQA review process in any City entitlement review.  
 
Subsequent activities in the AVSP development program must be examined in the light of the 
DEIR to determine whether an additional environmental document, such as a Subsequent EIR, 
Supplemental EIR, Addendum, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Negative Declaration, must 
be prepared. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-3 
 
The DEIR is based on the best available evidence and facts known before the NOP was 
published, at NOP publication and at the time the DEIR was published.  The DEIR facts are not 
without substantial background data, described in the DEIR and also found in the technical 
appendices.  Appropriate analysis is provided leading to conclusions supported by facts. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-4 
 
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the physical environmental setting for the 
vicinity of the project (also referred to as the “baseline”) was that which existed at the time the 
Notice or Preparation was issued on June 13, 2012. 
 
Any technical reports that preceded that date were relied upon if the circumstances under which 
the reports were prepared had not changed.  During the preparation of the DEIR, several 
technical reports and information were updated as necessary to ensure that the analysis was 
current. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-5 
 
Throughout the DEIR under the “Project Impact Analysis” section, impacts for all environmental 
topics from construction are analyzed as required by CEQA. Reference DEIR Section 4.1 
Geology and Soils, pages 4.1-31 through 4.2-37, Section 4.2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
pages 4.2-8 through 4.2- 13,  Section 4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality, pages 4.3-29 through 
4.3-40, Section 4.4 Land Use and Planning, pages  4.4-13 through 4.4-27, Section 4.5 
Aesthetics/Light and Glare, pages 4.5-24 through 4.5-32, Section 4.7 Traffic and Circulation, 
pages 4.7-27 through 4.7-81, Section 4.8 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis, pages  4.8-
23 through 4.8-73, Section 4.9 Noise, pages 4.9-11 through 4.9-31, Section 4.10 Public Services 
and Utilities, pages 4.10-35 through 4.10-74, Section 4.11 Biological Resources/Jurisdictional 
Waters, pages 4.11-69 through 4.11-82, and Section 4.12 Cultural Resources, pages 4.12-30 
through 4.12-37. 
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The issue of environmental “impacts” is discussed in each topical environmental category.  
Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are evaluated in each topical section with an impact 
evaluation of significance and then noted mitigation measures (if required) to reduce the impacts 
below a level of significance, if feasible.  Each DEIR topical issue section contains a complete 
evaluation of the background conditions, plans to modify the existing conditions for 
development and the likelihood of adverse impacts.  Each section with technical summaries is 
accompanied by detailed studies usually found in the DEIR technical appendices if the reader 
desires to go further into the analysis, (e.g. hydrology, drainage and water quality). 
 
The comment further states that the “operational impacts omits consideration of the on-going 
mining operations and the impacts to biological resources adjacent to MSHCP linkages.” 
 
With respect to mining, mining operations are clearly discussed in the DEIR (DEIR 2.0-2 and 
3.0-22) and throughout the DEIR, including Section 4.1, Geology and Soils, pages 4.1-18 and 
4.1-34 through 4.2-35 and Section 4.9 Noise, pages 4.9-25 through 4.9-31.  The vested mining 
operations will continue for an estimated 30 years until the mining is totally “phased out” during 
the six AVSP estimated development phases. Mining geology impacts are discussed in detail in 
the DEIR and Appendices with specific mitigation for any contemplated geology and 
underground hazard impacts noted on DEIR pages ES-39 through ES-41. Biological surface 
elements (habitat or species presence) noted today in the DEIR are likely to be absent in the 
future due to the existing mining entitlement’s operations removing “all” surface material used 
for clay and mineral operations over the next 30 years, including biological habitat flora and 
fauna elements.  
 
In addition, Reclamation Plan 112 (RP 112 Pacific Clay) is specifically cited and referenced 
throughout the DEIR and the entire adopted RP 112 plan is provided as part of Appendix B to 
the DEIR for any reviewer’s study and inspection, as described on page 4.1-24 of the DEIR.   
 
The purpose of the “intensification overlay” as described in the proposed AVSP is to provide the 
ability “to privately redevelop or intensify in the future, once market conditions warrant the 
intensification.”  Inasmuch as such future “intensification” cannot be quantified without knowing 
the specifics regarding individual intensification development projects in terms of their scale, 
intensity and proximity to sensitive resources at any point in the future would be speculative and 
cannot be accurately determined as part of this DEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.) 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-6 
 
The project proposes approval of a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation 
from a mix of residential, commercial, recreational, institutional, open space, mixed-use and 
related land uses to “Specific Plan” and to amend the General Plan Circulation Element to match 
the roads and road designations described in the AVSP document.  Therefore, the impacts of the 
subject General Plan Amendment are identical to those described in the DEIR for the AVSP.  No 
separate analysis is required.  The related Change of Zone similarly implements the development 
standards set forth in the AVSP by changing the existing zoning on the subject property to that of 
“Specific Plan.”  No separate analysis of the potential impacts of the zone change is required.   
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The comment also states that the DEIR is “wholly devoid of a discussion of the changes to the 
Mining and Reclamation Plan that must be made with the project.”    
 
Section 4.1 Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources and Seismicity of the DEIR discusses Mining and 
Reclamation Plan 112 (RP 112 Pacific Clay) which is applicable to the project. The AVSP 
project will introduce non-mining land uses over the 30-year buildout of the project. As noted on 
pages 2.0-6 through 2.0-8 of the DEIR, the AVSP-proposed development will be regulated by 
Phased Development Plans and Design Review applications which will set forth precise design 
proposals for all or a portion of a particular area within the AVSP. As Phased Development 
Plans, Design Review, or Subdivision Map applications are proposed, the portions of the site that 
will be reclaimed from mining will require that Reclamation Plan 112 be amended per the 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. Reclaiming mined area is based on precise information 
based on site specific conditions for the area proposed for development. Although the precise 
changes that will be required to Mining and Reclamation Plan 112 are unknown at this time 
given the 30-year buildout horizon and the absence of Phased Development Plan, Design 
Review, or Subdivision Map applications at this time, the DEIR discusses  General Plan Goal 5, 
Policy 5.2 which states: “The City shall require mined property to be left in a condition suitable 
for reuse in conformance with the General Plan land use designations and the California Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). The General Plan Implementation Program identified in 
the DEIR states: “Through the Project Review, CEQA and permitting processes, the City shall 
ensure a balance between the conservation of significant mineral resources, the need for 
extracted materials for local construction, and proper mitigation for potential impacts and 
conflicts between uses. “ 
 
During subsequent entitlement phases in this Programmatic/Tiered DEIR process (DEIR page 
1.0-3), if additional environmental review is required, which cannot be determined today by the 
City, the CEQA process provides that additional review, potentially including more CEQA 
evaluation, will be conducted at subsequent entitlement stages, such as Phased Development 
Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map review, and amendments to Mining and Reclamation 
Plan 112.  This analytical planning approach is a normal CEQA review process in any City 
entitlement review.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-7 
 
The issue of environmental impacts is discussed in each topical environmental category.  Direct, 
indirect and impacts are evaluated in each topical section with an impact evaluation of 
significance and then noted mitigation measures to reduce the impacts below a level of 
significance, if feasible.  Each DEIR topical issue section contains a complete evaluation of the 
background conditions, plans to modify the existing conditions for development and the 
likelihood of adverse impacts.   
 
The existing surface mining activities on the project site has not been using blasting as part of 
excavation activities.  At this time, blasting is not anticipated during continued mining operations 
and the phased development of the AVSP.  Any future determination that a need for blasting 
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exists will be evaluated in future phases of the AVSP during geologic site investigations.  
Through standard regulatory procedures, the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department and the 
County Fire Department require permits and clearance notification for blasting activities to be 
obtained by a licensed blasting company to ensure that blasting is performed in accordance with 
state and county regulations and does not affect adjacent structures. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-8 
 
Cumulative impacts are discussed in each topical section of the DEIR in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130. Significance thresholds were applied and if the analysis determined 
that an impact was not “cumulatively considerable,” the lead agency need not consider that effect 
significant. but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not 
cumulatively considerable in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. The Cumulative 
Impacts section in each topical section of the DEIR is consistent with this requirement. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-9 
 
All mitigation measures cited in the DEIR are feasible and programmed to occur throughout the 
various phases of the project. The commenter references modeling with an implied suggestion 
that modeling is a CEQA requirement; it is not a CEQA requirement. However, modeling based 
on accepted mathematical programs are used such as in the DEIR hydrology, noise, air quality 
analysis, etc. 
 
The commenter makes reference to the hydrological and noise analyses, but identifies no specific 
hydrological or noise impact.  
 
With respect to hydrological impacts, the analysis in the DEIR was based on the Preliminary 
Hydrologic Analysis prepared by KWC Engineers, 2015 using the Synthetic Unit Hydrograph 
Method as outlined in the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(RCFC&WCD) Hydrology Manual (1978). AutoCad 2012 and HEC-HMS v3.2 programs were 
used to delineate the watersheds and compute the required hydrographs and peak flows for the 2-
year, 5-year, 10-year, and 100-year storm events. 
 
With respect to noise impacts, without knowing the exact location and intervening topography or 
other conditions between a sensitive receptor and a noise generating activity, performance based 
mitigation measures are recommended in the DEIR to require acoustical studies to demonstrate 
compliance with the numerical thresholds established by the City. (See Mitigation Measures 
NSE-4 through NSE-7). 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-10 
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Based on the above Responses to Comments B-1 through B-9, the City maintains that the DEIR 
is adequate, that no additional studies are required, and that recirculation of the DEIR is not 
warranted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-11 
 
The DEIR states that the project consists of the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan No. 2010-02 and 
will provide a zoning entitlement and implementation process. (DEIR, page 2.0-2). As noted in 
the DEIR, the Specific Plan will be adopted by ordinance and serve as the regulatory framework 
for development in the project area which will ensure that the three-tier process is implemented. 
Please see Section 2.3.2 of the DEIR for additional details. 
 
The DEIR Project Description details the three-tier entitlement process of the Specific Plan with 
the Specific Plan as the first tier.  No actual development may occur until Tier 2 (Phased 
Development Plan) and Tier 3 (Design Review, and Subdivision Map) approval are given by the 
City, along with any further CEQA review via an Initial Study and mitigation determined to be 
needed. Pursuant to the AVSP, no subdivisions can be approved unless a Phased Development 
Plan has already been approved or is approved concurrently.  The density for each village or 
phase of development is set out in the Specific Plan with a maximum number of dwelling units.  
Non-residential commercial, office and institutional schools, etc., are also detailed by phase and 
village in the Specific Plan.  Impacts on traffic, city fiscal matters and others issues are detailed 
in the DEIR and the Technical Appendices.  Please refer to Section 2.0-6 through Section 2.0-58, 
for AVSP description.   
 
In order to clarify the language found in the DEIR that a Phased Development Plan must be 
adopted prior to or concurrently with Design Review and Subdivision approvals, the first 
paragraph in Section 2.3.2, Discretionary Approvals is hereby amended as follows: 
 

To administer the Specific Plan and control the build-out of residential units and 
commercial/office square footage allocated to Pacific Clay Products through the General 
Plan Amendment, Development Agreement and Specific Plan zoning entitlements, a 
three-tier land use and development entitlement process will be followed for all 
development areas and projects within the AVSP area. The three-tier implementation 
process consists of: 1) adoption of the Specific Plan Zoning Ordinance; 2) adoption of 
Phased Development Plans (PDPs); and, 3) the more precise Design Review/Subdivision 
approval process (through a Major or Minor Design Review Process) that corresponds 
with actual development plans. The three-tier implementation approach will reduce the 
need to amend the new Specific Plan in the future by postponing postpones certain land 
use, development standards and design details that cannot be anticipated until economic, 
market, and trend development concepts become certain. Phased Development Plans 
(PDPs) must be processed in accordance with the provisions of the AVSP, as a Specific 
Plan Amendment, concurrent with or prior to the processing of subdivision maps and/or 
Design Review site plans.  Tier 2 and Tier 3 entitlements will be subject to further CEQA 
review and opportunities for public participation. 
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Section 5.1 of the AVSP document will also be amended to include the same provisions. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-12 
 
The density for each village is set out in the Specific Plan with a maximum number of dwelling 
units within the Specific Plan.  Non-residential commercial, office and institutional schools, etc., 
are detailed by phase and village in the Specific Plan with the impacts on such issues as traffic 
and city fiscal matters and others detailed in the DEIR and the Technical Appendices.  Please 
refer to Section 2.0-6 thru Section 2.0-58, for AVSP description.  
 
As discussed in the DEIR, the AVSP’s projection of 5,000 to 6,000 estimated jobs created and 
inclusive of the 8,244 housing units planned out over the next 30-year period, the jobs/housing 
ratio would be in a range from 0.61 to 0.73.  The AVSP's projections are consistent with City 
projections set forth in the General Plan.  By General Plan build-out in 2030, there would be an 
estimated 118,792 employees working within the City and its Sphere of Influence.  The jobs-to-
housing ratio based on the General Plan would be 1.26, compared to the 0.68 based on the SCAG 
projections (See: City’s General Plan EIR, TABLE 3.13-15).   
 
This comment requests that the “Project should incorporate mitigation and/or a condition of 
approval requiring a certain percentage of non-residential development when various residential 
markers are met.”  The balance of residential and non-residential development at any given point 
in time is an economic effect of project development and economic effects “shall not be treated 
as significant effects on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)) This comment 
does not identify any specific physical changes to the environment, related to the mix of 
residential and non-residential uses, that would require such mitigation or condition of approval; 
therefore, adding such a mitigation measure or condition of approval is not required.   
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-13 
 
Surface mining is a pre-existing vesting activity on the project site that will be continued as an 
“interim” land use, until it is phased out and replaced by the land uses described in the AVSP. 
The mining impacts related to this ongoing existing use are evaluated throughout the DEIR. For 
example, please reference Sections 4.1 Geology and Soils, 4.2 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, 4.5 Aesthetics/Light and Glare, 4.8 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis. 4.9 
Noise, 4.11 Biological Resources.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-14 
 
The DEIR evaluates construction-related impacts as appropriate in the analysis for each 
environmental topic. As noted throughout the DEIR, construction is expected to occur in phases 
over a 30-year timeframe. However, although construction activities may occur at different 
locations throughout the 30-year period, they will not occur continuously over the entire 30-year 
period.  They will occur for short-term periods at each location and once development is 
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completed; construction-related impacts will cease at each location.  For this reason, it is 
appropriate to consider construction-related impacts as “short-term effects.” In instances where 
construction impacts require mitigation, the mitigation measures are structured to be 
implemented at the time construction occurs and are included as part of a Phased Development 
Plan, Design Review, Subdivision Map, etc. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-15 
 
Mitigation Measure AES-1 will be revised as follows: 
 

During Project construction of implementing development projects, the construction 
Project Manager shall ensure that the appropriate screening and visual buffers are 
provided (such as temporary fencing with opaque material), to screen on-going 
construction activities from residential land uses developed within previous phases. 

 
Mitigation Measure AES-4 will be revised as follows: 
 

All landscaping shall be installed, in accordance with Landscape and Irrigation standards 
that are part of the Specific Plan at the time of approval of each Project area's 
implementing project’s Landscape Plan, and prior to issuance of occupancy permits for a 
particular phase or area. 

 
Mitigation Measure AES-7 will be revised as follows: 
 

To the extent feasible, rRemoval of existing native trees and vegetation along Temescal 
Canyon Wash (Creek) shall be prohibited during Project implementing project 
construction and grading, except when necessary to construct required hydrology or road 
improvements. This can shall be accomplished by staking sensitive habitat at the limits of 
grading to avoid incidental disruption.  The Project implementing project’s grading plan 
shall clearly indicate permit limits and those areas to remain and to be avoided. Tree 
removals shall be mitigated with a ratio of 3 to 1 replacement. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-16 
 
Due to the projected 30-year development period associated with the AVSP, the types of plants 
and extent of native vegetation communities near disturbed and un-landscaped areas at any point 
during that 30-year period would be speculative and therefore cannot be determined at this time.  
However, in order to clarify the process necessary to determine appropriate native plant materials 
to be used to revegetate these areas, Mitigation Measure AES-6 will be revised as follows: 
 

Concurrent with the submittal of any detailed Landscape Plan required pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure AES-3, above, the applicant/developer of the implementing 
development project shall submit a survey of the native vegetation community(ies) and 
associated plant species located within the region adjacent to the implementing 
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development project and the AVSP that has been prepared by a State-licensed landscape 
architect, qualified biologist or other qualified specialist approved by the Community 
Development Director or designee. The survey shall include a list of native plant species 
that are compatible with the identified native vegetation community(ies).  The required 
detailed Landscape Plan shall incorporate said identified native plant species in order that 
Ddisturbed and un-landscaped areas shall be replanted with native plant materials that are 
compatible with the theme and that respond to the functional consideration with the 
existing native vegetation of the region. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-17 
 
Mitigation measure AES 7 is intended to prohibit the removal of native trees along Temescal 
Creek except when necessary in order to construct required hydrology or road improvements.  
Tree removals are mitigated in the DEIR with 3 to 1 replacement. As noted in the Response to 
Comment B-15, Mitigation Measure AES-7 will be revised. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-18 
 
Mitigation Measure AES-8 will be revised as follows: 
 

Under the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 (part 2, Division 15 of the Streets and 
Highway Code) and the City of Lake Elsinore Municipal Code, a Landscaping and 
Lighting District, or other mechanism, may be formulated to set standards for 
maintenance of landscape and lighting installations. Prior to approval of the Final Map, 
Parcel Map, Design Review, or Conditional Use Permit or building permit (as 
applicable), the implementing development project’s applicant/developer shall annex the 
implementing development project into Community Facilities District No. 2015-2 
(Maintenance Services) or such other Community Facilities District for Maintenance 
Services established at the time of such approval to fund the on-going operation and 
maintenance of the public right-of-way landscaped areas and parks to be maintained by 
the City and for street lights in the public right-of-way for which the City will pay for 
electricity and a maintenance fee to Southern California Edison, including parkways, 
open space and public storm drains constructed within the development and federal 
NPDES requirements to offset the annual negative fiscal impacts of the project.. 
Alternatively, the applicant/developer may propose alternative financing mechanisms to 
fund the Maintenance Services. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-19 
 
Mitigation Measure AES-9 will be revised as follows: 
 

Prior to the approval of each implementing commercial, multi-family and recreational 
development project, the applicant/developer shall submit photometric lighting plans that 
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demonstrate that Aany lights used to illuminate the parking areas, driveways, and other 
exterior or interior areas, shall be designed and located so that direct lighting is directed 
and confined to the subject property.  The applicant/developer shall submit photometric 
lighting plans for commercial, multi-family and recreational projects.  All outdoor light 
fixtures, including but not limited to street lights and operational, signage, and landscape 
lighting sources shall be shielded and situated so as to not cause glare or light spillage 
into adjacent areas.  Directional lighting should shall be of a minimum maximum 
intensity (wattage) of one foot-candle (1 lumen per square foot), or as otherwise 
necessary for public safety. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-20 
 
The referenced phrases appear in three bullet points under the “Exhaust Emissions” heading of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and in one bullet point in Mitigation Measure AQ-3.  These bullet 
points will be revised as follows: 
 
 Mitigation Measure AQ-1:  
 

 Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts if 
available or equivalent technology. 

 Utilize diesel particulate filters or equivalent technology on heavy equipment where 
feasible. 

 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-
peak hours to the extent practicable. 
 

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: 
 

 Submit plans demonstrating that the new commercial buildings shall include the 
following green building design features: 

- Utilize Low-E and ENERGY STAR windows where feasible; 

- Install high-efficiency lighting systems and incorporate advanced lighting 
controls, such as auto shut-offs, timers, and motion sensors; 

- Install high R-value wall and ceiling insulation; and, 

- Incorporate use of low pressure sodium LED and/or fluorescent lighting, where 
practicable. 

 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-21 
 
Title 24 Energy Standards are updated on an approximate 3-year cycle. With each future update 
to the standards, energy efficiency is expected to improve.  The project has a 30-year buildout 
cycle, and the requirements of future Title 24 Codes that may be in effect at the time of 
implementing development projects cannot be determined at this time and any attempt to 
forecast such future Title 24 standards would be speculative. The City’s current requirement to 
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exceed Title 24 energy efficiency requirements by 15% will be reassessed when Title 24 Energy 
Codes are revised. If future Title 24 Energy Code require buildings to meet zero net energy 
buildings goals, the 15% requirement will no longer be necessary.  
 
The first bullet point of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 will be revised as follows: 
 

 Submit plans demonstrating that the new residential buildings, including but not 
limited to residential, commercial, and educational buildings, shall exceed those 
California Title 24 energy efficiency requirements in effect at the time of building 
permit issuance as required by the Climate Action Plan in effect at the time.  

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-22 
 
The Climate Action Plan Measure E-1.3 states: 
 

Energy Efficient Building Standards. Adopt an ordinance requiring that all new 
construction exceed the California Energy Code requirements, based on the 2008 Energy 
Efficiency Standards by 15% (consistent with CalGreen Tier 1), through either the 
performance based or prescriptive approach described in the California Green Building 
Code; implement through conditions of approval. Alternately, a solar photovoltaic system 
and/or solar water heating may be used to assist in meeting all or a portion of the 15% 
requirement. 

 
As noted above, the installation of solar PV or solar water heaters is not a mandatory 
requirement of the Climate Action Plan. 
 
However, the AVSP’s discussion of consistency with Climate Action Plan Measure E-1.3 has 
been revised to state that: “Buildings constructed in the AVSP will comply California Green 
Building Code Tier 1 requirements. Energy efficiencies in buildings will be addressed and 
verified at the Design Review stage.” 
 
Climate Action Plan Measure E-5.1 states: 
 

Renewable Energy Incentives. “Facilitate the voluntary installation of small-scale 
renewable energy systems, such as solar photovoltaic (PV) and solar hot water systems, 
by connecting residents and businesses with technical and financial assistance through 
the City website. The City will also revise the permit processes and fees as appropriate to 
remove barriers to and incentivize the installation of renewable energy systems, in 
accordance with applicable safety and environmental standards.” 

 
The AVSP’s discussion of consistency with Climate Action Plan Measure E-5.1 has been revised 
to state that: “Developers of the various PAs will be encouraged to incorporate or offer PV 
systems, solar hot water, and other renewable energy systems into their buildings. Systems 
proposed by developers will be addressed at the Design Review level.” 
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Additionally, a new Project-wide Development Standard has been added to the AVSP which 
requires: “All new construction shall be consistent with CalGreen Tier 1 energy-efficient 
building standards through either the performance based or prescriptive approach described in 
the California Green Building Code. Alternately, a solar photovoltaic system and/or solar water 
heating may be used to assist in meeting all or a portion of the 15% requirement.” 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-23 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-4 will be revised as follows: 
 
 

Prior to issuance of a building permit(s), the applicant shall demonstrate that the 
following water and energy conservation measures consistent with the City of Lake 
Elsinore Municipal Code have been incorporated into the landscape plan: 
 
• Participate in green waste collection and recycling programs for landscape 

maintenance. 
 
• Require use of landscaping with low water requirements and fast growth. Each 

implementing development project shall comply with the water-efficient landscaping 
and irrigation requirements set forth in the Lake Elsinore Municipal Code that are in 
effect at the time of the issuance of building permits for that implementing 
development project. 

 
• Plant trees or vegetation to shade buildings and thus reduce heating/ cooling demand.  

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-24 
 
Mitigation Measure AQ-5 will be revised as follows: 
 

Prior to the future approval of a Phased Development Plan, Subdivision Map, or Design 
Review application by the City’s decision-making authority, applicants for any proposed 
new development with sensitive receptors or in close proximity to sensitive receptors 
which will result in sensitive receptors being located within 1,000 feet of mining 
operations, Interstate 215, or any other potential Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) source 
shall conduct an evaluation of human health risks (Health Risk Assessment) and/or 
Localized Significance Threshold (LST) analysis to identify and reduce any potential 
health risks from construction and/or operation impacts to sensitive receptors. The HRA 
and LST analysis shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the 
state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  Sensitive receptors include residential, 
schools, day care facilities, congregate care facilities, hospitals, or other places of long-
term residency. The thresholds to determine exposure to substantial pollution 
concentrations are: A Maximum Individual Cancer Risk (MICR) of greater than ten (10) 
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in one million. For non-cancer risks, the threshold is a hazard index value greater than 
one (1).  LST thresholds shall be those recommended by SCAQMD. If the Health Risk 
Assessment or LST analysis shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds these 
standards, the HRA and/or LST analysis shall be required to identify and demonstrate 
that mitigation measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and non-cancer risks to 
an acceptable level.  Measures to reduce risk may include but are not limited to: 

 All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA)-Certified Tier 3 
emissions standards for off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater 
than 50 horsepower; until equipment that meets Tier 4 emission standards are 
available. 

 All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet 
the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. 

 All construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by 
CARB. Any emission control device used by the contractor shall achieve 
emission reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 
diesel emissions control strategy for similarly sized engine as defined by CARB 
regulations. 

 Use 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil 
import/export) and if 2010 model year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained, 
the developer shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emission 
requirements. 

 Air intakes located away from high volume roadways and/or truck loading zones.  
 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of the buildings provided with 

appropriately sized Maximum Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) filters.  
 
Mitigation measures identified in the HRA and LST analysis shall be identified as 
mitigation measures in the implementing development project’s environmental document 
and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a component of the proposed future 
project. The air intake design and MERV filter requirements shall be noted and/or 
reflected on all building plans submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City of 
Lake Elsinore Community Development Department. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-25 
 
The DEIR specifically addresses the City’s adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) as a requirement 
of the State Assembly Bill 32 Greenhouse Gas reduction law.  The Specific Plan and DEIR both 
specifically provide facts supporting the Specific Plan’s consistency, standards and facilities 
within the performance standards in the City adopted CAP that will be implemented with the 
Specific Plan and ongoing by Specific Plan phase and each subsequent subdivision map 
regulated by the City.  The DEIR mitigation measures for Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases can 
be found on pages 4.8-37 through 4.8-39 with very specific programmed City monitoring 
standards contained in Mitigation Measure GHG-2, on DEIR page 4.8-73. The requirements of 
the Climate Action Plan are very specific, not vague, and quite enforceable by the City 
throughout the AVSP build out process.  
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The Climate Action Plan is not intended to limit future development or economic growth within 
Lake Elsinore; rather, by adopting a Climate Action Plan, the City has established the 
compliance and performance standards that a project is required to meet in order to satisfy State 
mandates. A discussion of the Project’s consistency with the Climate Action Plan’s Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Measures are discussed in Section 4.7.3 of the DEIR. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-26 
 
The comment related to the Endangered Habitat League is noted.  Responses to the Endangered 
Habitats League comments are addressed later in this Final EIR. 
 
The City has considered the commenter’s concerns with the provisions of wildlife corridors to 
connect to MSCHP’s Proposed Linkage 1 and Proposed Constrained Linkage 6.  Although, the 
AVSP property is not subject to MSHCP linkage requirements, the provision of wildlife 
corridors through the AVSP that connect to MSHCP linkages will confirm the DEIR conclusion 
that the AVSP will not conflict with the MSHCP.  In order to strengthen the wildlife corridor 
linkages, the AVSP is amended to include a 500-foot wide wildlife corridor located along the 
western edge of the AVSP (next to the adjacent Horsethief Canyon development).  Additionally, 
the AVSP is amended to delete from its boundaries the non-Pac-Clay-owned property referred to 
as the 9.09-acre project area (APN 390-130-017) and the adjacent 16.7-acre property (APN 390-
130-015 and 016), resulting in a 1,375-acre AVSP.  The deleted properties, located within the 
Alberhill Ranch Specific Plan, are located between the aforementioned Temescal Bridge project 
and Lake Street on both sides of the existing Temescal Canyon Road.  Further, the Open Space 
portion of Planning Area 1C (adjacent to Temescal Canyon Road) will be widened to range from 
250 feet to 500 feet in width. 
 
Mitigation Measure HY-4 requires the protection of the existing streambed of the Temescal 
Canyon Wash (Creek).   
 
Mitigation Measure HY-4 will be revised as follows: 
 

Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) shall be preserved in or restored to its natural condition 
retaining its current flood capacity and flow rate in order to maintain the drainage’s 
function as a wildlife corridor.  In order to protect the existing streambed of the Temescal 
Canyon Wash (Creek), an energy dissipating structure shall be provided at the storm 
drain system discharge point, if necessary.  Erosion control devices shall also be 
provided, if necessary.  Consistent with Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5, 
implementing development projects in the vicinity of Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) 
shall be designed to locate development away from the Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) 
riparian/wildlife corridor to allow sufficient wildlife movement and access and to 
preserve its other biological resources and habitat. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-27 
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Construction impacts to biology will be mitigated as noted in the eight pages of biology 
mitigation measures found on pages 4.11-77 through 4.11-81 of the DEIR. The vested Pacific 
Clay mining operations is expected to eliminate all or most vestiges of biology elements,  
(habitat and wildlife), as the surface mining in each phase will excavate material down to 25 to 
100 feet to retrieve mineral resources (sand, rock and clay).  Additionally, the potential impact of 
any implementing development project over the estimated 30-year development period of the 
AVSP will depend upon its proximity to biological resources in existence at the time the 
implementing development is proposed.  Any assumptions made regarding the extent of 
biological resources at some point in the future would be speculative.  However, any biological 
resources (habitat flora and wildlife), potentially impacted by implementing development 
projects will be evaluated at the time such projects are proposed and at a minimum all 
implementing development projects will be required to comply with the mitigation measures 
contained in the DEIR as modified in this Final EIR.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-28 
 
No natural perennial ponds or vernal pools were identified within the AVSP. The only water 
sources on site are created water catchments for water quality control and “wash out” facilities 
associated with mining mineral production.  The 1,375 acre vested mining site is constantly 
changing, and is not guided or regulated by the AVSP or this EIR.  The mining operations are 
regulated by the State’s mining laws and the City adopted Reclamation Plan 112 which are a 
separate City regulated entitlement from this AVSP proceeding.   
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-29 
 
The responses to the comments made by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife are 
included under Letter G of this document. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-30 
 
The commenter is correct in stating that the September 24, 2014 Biological Resource 
Assessment and Focused Plant Surveys prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates (located in 
Appendix A of the DEIR) is for the Temescal Creek Bridge Project which is not part of the 
AVSP.  However, at the time the DEIR was prepared, the property evaluated in this report was 
part of the AVSP and therefore its findings are relevant to the biological resources found on a 
portion of the AVSP site. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-31 
 
The larger project biology presence/absence survey “update” covering two days found no major 
changes to the previous on-going biology studies.  The biology methodology used in the DEIR 
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are CEQA accepted independent biology professional survey(s) of habitat (plants, trees and 
terrain), of various wildlife observed or non-observed within this habitat.  The DEIR biology 
mitigation measures provide for future professional biological focused surveys by and within 
future AVSP phased subdivision improvement approvals prior to any ground change grading.   
 
What the commenter described as “minimal” biology surveys are permitted by CEQA.  Protocol 
surveys pursuant to Resource Agency standards, will be completed for future implementing 
development projects when a timely determination of as to the presence or absence of specific 
species is more appropriate and implementing development project-specific mitigation measures, 
if necessary, can be adopted. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-32 
 
Low to moderate potential for burrowing owl occurrence exists on the site and burrowing owl 
was not observed during general and focused biological surveys. Nonetheless, a pre-construction 
survey is required by Mitigation Measure BIO-1.   
 
In accordance with language requested by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (See 
USFWS Comment D-10) Mitigation Measure BIO-1 will be revised as follows: 
 

A pre-construction survey for resident burrowing owls will be conducted by a qualified 
biologist within 30 days prior to commencement of grading and construction activities 
within those portions of the Project site containing suitable burrowing owl habitat. If 
ground disturbing activities in these areas are delayed or suspended for more than 30 days 
after the preconstruction survey, the area shall be resurveyed for owls during the 30 days 
preceding the revised ground-disturbance date.  
 
The pre-construction survey and any relocation activity will be conducted in accordance 
with the 2012 CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, 1995. 
 
If active nests are identified on-site during the pre-construction survey, they shall be 
avoided or the owls actively or passively relocated. To adequately avoid active nests, no 
grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 100 meters 
(approximately 330 feet) of an active nest during the breeding season (February 1 
through August 31), and 165 feet during the non-breeding season (September 1 through 
January 31).  
 
If burrowing owls occupy the site and cannot be avoided, passive relocation shall be used 
to exclude owls from their burrows. Relocation shall be conducted outside the breeding 
season or once the young are able to leave the nest and fly. Passive relocation is the 
exclusion of owls from their burrows (outside the breeding season or once the young are 
able to leave the nest and fly) by installing one-way doors in burrow entrances. These 
one-way doors allow the owl to exit the burrow, but not enter it. These doors shall be left 
in place 48 hours to ensure owls have left the burrow. Alternative natural or artificial 
burrows that are beyond 50 meters from the impacted area shall be provided in a ratio of 
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1 to1 in adjacent suitable habitat that is contiguous with the foraging habitat of the 
affected owls. The Project area shall be monitored daily for one week to confirm owl use 
of burrows before excavating burrows in the impact area.  Burrows shall be excavated 
using hand tools and refilled to prevent reoccupation. Sections of flexible pipe shall be 
inserted into the tunnels during excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals 
inside the burrow. 
If occupied burrowing owl tunnels are identified on-site during the pre-construction 
survey, construction may proceed if a 50-foot avoidance buffer can be established around 
the affected owl tunnel entrances (no ground disturbance, equipment laydown or storage, 
or parking inside the buffer).  The owls and worker compliance with the buffer shall be 
monitored daily by a qualified biologist until construction and all other ground-
disturbance activities in the vicinity have ceased. 
 
If the Project cannot avoid an occupied burrow (resulting in the possibility of taking owls 
through entombing or crushing them in their burrows, or evicting them to be eaten by 
raptors or other predatory birds), relocation will be necessary to avoid unauthorized take 
of this declining species.  The Project shall notify the Wildlife Agencies (CFWS and 
USFWS) within 3 business days of detecting the occupied burrow, and shall prepare a 
Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan for approval by the Wildlife Agencies. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-33 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is not vague. It specifically sets forth the following measures to 
minimize impacts if surveys document the presence of California gnatcatcher (CAGN): 
 

 Impacts to CAGN would be mitigated below the level of significance when 
occupied coastal sage scrub is fenced and direct impacts are avoided and 
construction within 500 feet of occupied habitat occurs only between September 1 
and January 31 to avoid indirect impacts to nesting CAGN.  

 If avoidance is not feasible, a Section 7 Consultation or Section 10 Incidental 
Take Permit shall be initiated by the Project applicant with the USFWS and 
mitigation measures to avoid or minimize adverse Project effects to CAGN, as 
identified by the USFWS shall be implemented.  Potential impacts will be 
reduced to below the level of significance through implementation of one or more 
of the following measures, which individually or in combination will reduce 
potential impacts to below the level of significance:  1) avoidance; 2) 
minimization of impacts; 3) acquisition and set aside of similar CAGN habitat 
either on-site or off-site at a 1 to 1 ratio; and, 4) the purchase of off-site 
compensation land. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-34 
 



47 
 

There are no set mitigation “ratios” for the replacement of impacted riparian/riverine habitat. The 
ratio of required mitigation is based upon the quality and biological value of each potentially 
impacted riparian/riverine habitat. As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-4, the cited 1:1 ratio is 
the minimum habitat replacement and the replacement is 1:1 “or as required by the agency.” The 
DEIR proposes that impacts to riverine “creek” resources be avoided to the maximum extent 
possible, thus avoiding any mitigation to and for resources found streams and creeks.   
 
Furthermore, MM Biological Resources 3 of the City of Lake Elsinore’s Recirculated Program 
EIR for the City’s 2011 General Plan Update requires “Individual environmental review 
conducted for future development projects will be required to identify any impacts on riparian 
areas and wetlands and, in consultation with the appropriate resource agencies and applicable 
regional plans, must ensure incorporation of adequate mitigation to preserve the viability of these 
important biological resources.”  This requirement will apply to all AVSP implementing 
development projects. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4 will be revised as follows: 
 

Individual environmental review conducted for future AVSP implementing development 
projects will be required to identify any impacts on riparian areas and wetlands and, in 
consultation with the appropriate resource agencies and applicable regional plans, must 
ensure incorporation of adequate mitigation to preserve the viability of these important 
biological resources. 
 
Prior to issuance of any grading permit(s) for areas within the AVSP that contain 
riparian/riverine habitat, the applicant shall implement one or more of the following 
measures to mitigate for impact to riparian/riverine at a 1:1 ratio that individually or in 
combination will reduce potential impacts to below the level of significance, subject to 
regulatory agency (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), California Regional Water 
Control Board (CRWQCB) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)) 
approval: 
 
 Avoidance of on-site riparian/riverine habitat; 

 
 Enhancement of other AVSP on-site riparian/riverine habitat; 

 
 Restoration of on-site riparian/riverine habitat following ground-disturbance 

activities; or, 
 

 On-site or off-site replacement of CDFW jurisdictional streambed and associated 
mitigation of residual impacts to riparian/riverine habitat at no less than 1:1 
replacement to impact ratio, or such other ratio as required by the regulatory agency, 
whichever is greater.  Off-site replacement shall include the purchase of mitigation 
credits at an agency-approved off-site mitigation bank or payment into an in-lieu fee 
agreement, such as the San Jacinto River invasive removal project through Santa Ana 
Watershed Authority. 
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Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-35 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-9 on DEIR page 4.11-81 is not vague, since future biological surveys 
“focused” on specific species would be conducted to determine if any sensitive biology resources 
exist in or adjacent to a future building area, and only then, if sensitive species actually reside, 
would sound walls be considered.  Sound walls will not be needed, obviously, if wildlife is not 
present, which will probably be the case in most circumstances in the future given the mining 
nature of the project site.  In order to provide more clarity regarding when noise barriers will be 
required, Mitigation Measure BIO-9 will be revised as follows: 
 

Prior to the future approval of a Phased Development Plan, Subdivision Map, or Design 
Review application by the City’s decision-making authority, applicants for any proposed 
new implementing development shall submit a current site-specific biological survey 
prepared by a qualified biologist which evaluates the potential construction-related noise 
impacts upon wildlife.  If biological survey determines that construction-related noise 
mitigation is necessary; prior to the commencement of construction activity, a temporary 
sound wall shall be erected adjacent to construction between the AVSP’s implementing 
development’s footprint and any Critical Habitat Areas impacted wildlife resources to 
ensure that wildlife are not subject to noise that would exceed residential noise standards 
(65 dBA) or ambient noise levels at 65 dBA (whichever is higher). Once construction is 
completed, the temporary sound wall shall be removed. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-36 
 
The commenter is correct in that the Alberhill School will not be rebuilt due to its DEIR-
described and assessed non-reinforced masonry and brick composition.  The structure will 
collapse if moved.  However, the DEIR proposes that the Alberhill School be evaluated and “as-
built” described by an architectural historian.  The Alberhill School will then be closely 
replicated elsewhere on the project site to be used as a Home Owners Association/Community 
meeting facility. 
 
Mitigation Measure CR-7 will be revised as follows: 
 

Prior to the approval of any implementing development project or the issuance of any 
grading permit, that includes the Alberhill School site, the applicant shall provide to the 
City of Lake Elsinore an evaluation of the School House structure completed by a 
qualified architectural historian and a structural engineer to determine its historical 
significance and structural integrity.  The report shall require the review and approval by 
the Community Development Department – Planning Division.  
 
If the structure cannot be reasonably relocated because of it structural integrity, the 
structure will be closely replicated elsewhere on the project site to be used as a Home 
Owners Association/Community meeting facility.  The replicated structure shall be 
constructed with as many materials from the original structure that can be reused. 
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Prior to demolition of the original structure, the structure shall be fully documented 
following the HABS/HAER format.  Site documentation includes archival quality large 
format, black and white photography, measured architectural drawings, and a detailed 
written historical and photographic log.  These documents shall be housed at a suitable 
repository, determined by the City of Lake Elsinore. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-37 
 
Paragraph “b” of Mitigation Measure CR-8 will be revised as follows: 
 

b. A monitoring program specifying the procedures for the monitoring of grading 
activities by a qualified paleontologist.  or qualified designee. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-38 
 
CEQA does not require subsurface geologic investigations for AVSP at this approval stage.  The 
City does not require subsurface investigations through CEQA at general plan/specific plan 
stages.  However, the geology, soils, mineral resources and seismicity mitigation measure found 
on pages 4.1-36 and 4.1-37 require subsurface investigations and remediation prior to grading 
and construction which is the norm in City Engineering practice.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Geologic Constraints Study prepared by Petra Geotechnical, Inc. 
for the project relied upon available geologic and geotechnical reports and data, research and 
review of available historical documents and aerial photographs, pertinent interviews, site 
reconnaissance and surficial geologic mapping. Several of the previous geotechnical reports 
included subsurface exploration and were incorporated in the analysis by Petra Geotechnical, 
Inc. (See Appendix A of the Geologic Constraints Study). 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-39 
 
The Initial Study stated that one of the goals of the AVSP was to “Provide for restoration of 
1,000-acre (plus) of Brownfield land area.” This goal, provided by the landowner, was not 
accurate. Under the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the Initial Study, the analysis 
does not describe the site as being a Brownfield site.  Further, the Envirstor website maintained 
by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control accessed on January 15, 2016 does 
not show the site as having a history of being a Brownfield site.  
 
The goals and objectives of the AVSP, as evaluated by the DEIR, do not state that “restoration of 
a Brownfield site” is one of the project’s goals and objectives. 
 
The Brownfields Site definition is found in Public Law 107-118 (H.R. 2869) – “Small Business 
Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act” signed into law January 11, 2002. 
“DEFINITION OF BROWNFIELD SITE- Section 101 of the Comprehensive Environmental 
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Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: (39) BROWNFIELD SITE- (A) IN GENERAL- The term ‘brownfield 
site’ means real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated 
by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant.” 
 
The Pacific Clay mine has been used for more than 100 years as a surface mining site without the 
use of chemicals or other hazardous constituents dumping grounds.  The mine is only used for 
the “surface” mineral extraction, not requiring “chemicals.”  The AVSP site does not fit the 
definition of a Brownfield.  Any undocumented portions of the AVSP site will undergo 
significant geologic testing to determine any underground hazards as a normal engineering stage 
of development evaluation. This is described in the DEIR and detailed in the mitigation 
measures. This implementing development project stage geologic investigative is standard 
procedure and conducted for any project, post-mining or otherwise in any land use planning.  
 
Finally, Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 require future implementing projects to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts associated with the use and storage of 
hazardous materials and disposal of hazardous materials through implementation of Policies 3.3 
and 3.5 of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the Public Safety and Welfare chapter 
of the General Plan. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-40 
 
A comprehensive description of grading is discussed in Section 4.1 Geology, Soils, Mineral 
Resources and Seismicity.  (Pages 4.1-4 through 4.1-5.) In addition, Figure 2.0-24 shows the 
conceptual grading plan. The DEIR has adequately analyzed grading issues. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-41 
 
Policy 6.2 of the General Plan is applicable to the project as disclosed in the DEIR and states: 

“Continue to require Alquist-Priolo and other seismic analyses be conducted for new 
development to identify the potential for ground shaking, liquefaction, slope failure, 
seismically induced landslides, expansion and settlement of soils, and other related 
geologic hazards for areas of new development in accordance with the Fault Rupture 
Hazard Overlay District adopted by the City of Lake Elsinore Zoning Code.  The City 
may require site-specific remediation measures during permit review that may also be 
implemented to minimize impacts in these areas.” 

 
The DEIR (page 4.1-29) discloses that there are a number of geologic and geotechnical 
constraints inherent to the AVSP site that should be considered during the design process.  These 
constraints and other preliminary design considerations should be more thoroughly investigated 
at the implementing development project-level of planning for the AVSP and are presented in the 
following sections and paragraphs.   
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Mitigation Measures G-1 through G-11 require numerous measures to ensure that seismic risks 
are properly attenuated at the Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map 
stage when more detailed information is available consistent with General Plan Policy 6.2.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-42 
 
Setbacks from faults involve a number of factors, including type of use and type of building 
foundation. This precise level of detail is unknown at this time so a specific setback cannot be 
determined until the Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map phase. 
Mitigation Measures  G-1 through G-11 require numerous measures to ensure that seismic risks 
are properly attenuated at the Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map 
stage when more detailed information is available consistent with General Plan Policy 6.2.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-43 
 
DEIR pages 4.9-25 through 4.9-31 include a detailed analysis of noise impacts from mining 
operations. Mitigation Measures NSE-1 through NSE-10 are required to mitigate noise impacts. 
 
DEIR Section 4.11 Biological Resources /Jurisdictional Waters includes an analysis of impacts 
relating to mining operations. 
 
DEIR Section 4.7 Traffic and Circulation includes an analysis of traffic impacts relating to 
mining operations. 
 
DEIR Section 4.2 Hazards and Hazards Materials includes an analysis of hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts relating to mining operations. 
 
In addition, blasting noise impacts would primarily derive from mining operations.  These 
constitute a permitted use that would not change impacts upon the existing acoustic environment 
which is the CEQA test of impact significance.  Encroachment of future AVSP sensitive uses 
upon mining operations would be intra-project impacts without changing noise impacts outside 
the project boundaries.  An important aspect of the mining reclamation plan is to leave slopes 
and pads in a manner ready for future development without requiring massive earthwork.  See 
also the Response to Comment B-7. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-44 
 
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure G-10 will be revised as follows: 
 

To reduce the potential of the rise in the groundwater, due to the slow-down in mining 
dewatering activity, the recommendations of compliance with this measure contained in 
Mitigation Measures G-5 through G-9 shall be demonstrated on construction design plans 
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for review and approval by the City Engineering Division, prior to issuance of grading 
permits. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-45 
 
This is not an accurate statement. See Response to Comment B-39. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-46 
 
DEIR Section 4.1 Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Seismicity includes an analysis of 
geologic impacts relating to mining operations.  DEIR Section 4.2 Hazards and Hazards 
Materials includes an analysis of hazards and hazardous materials impacts relating to mining 
operations.  As noted in the comment, no subsurface mine horizontal adits and laterals and no 
mine shafts were located during the geologic survey of the project site.  Should any such features 
be found during the site-specific geotechnical investigation required of each implementing 
development proposal (Mitigation Measure G-1), they will be abandoned in accordance with all 
regulatory requirements and best management practices. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-47 
 
See the Response to Comment B-7. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-48 
 
Impact 4.3-3 on DEIR page 4-3-30 (Hydrology and Drainage) adequately analyzes groundwater 
recharge. The AVSP and DEIR evaluate the project’s delivery of any excess surface water flows 
into the ground if it is safe for project inhabitants. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-49 
 
The City is engineering a new Temescal Creek Bridge. The AVSP has been revised to delete that 
portion of Temescal Creek between the proposed location of the new Temescal Creek Bridge and 
Lake Street.  Therefore, that portion of the Creek will not be modified as part of the AVSP.  The 
remaining portion of Temescal Creek is located within an open space planning area ranging in 
width from 250 feet to 500 feet.  Mitigation Measure HY-4 requires the protection of the existing 
streambed of the Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek).   
 
Mitigation Measure HY-4 will be revised as follows: 
 

Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) shall be preserved in or restored to its natural condition 
retaining its current flood capacity and flow rate in order to maintain the drainage’s 
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function as a wildlife corridor.  In order to protect the existing streambed of the Temescal 
Canyon Wash (Creek), an energy dissipating structure shall be provided at the storm 
drain system discharge point, if necessary.  Erosion control devices shall also be 
provided, if necessary.  Consistent with Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5, 
implementing development projects in the vicinity of Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) 
shall be designed to locate development away from the Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) 
riparian/wildlife corridor to allow sufficient wildlife movement and access and to 
preserve its other biological resources and habitat. 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-50 
 
Due to the 30-year development period for the AVSP and the fact that the design and 
construction of such basins will be addressed at the future implementing development project 
stage of development, it would be speculative to identify the size, location and maintenance 
responsibility for the basins at this time.  However, the sediment basins will generally be 
maintained by a Homeowner’s Association.  Some facilities may be maintained by the Riverside 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District if that agency accepts the facility(ies) for 
maintenance.  Similarly, the City of Lake Elsinore may maintain sediment basins, if it accepts 
them for maintenance.  However, absent acceptance by the Riverside County Flood Control 
District or the City, the basins will be maintained by a Homeowner’s Association.  Removal of 
debris from the basins should occur after each major storm event, but at least once each year.  
The AVSP document will be amended to incorporate this information regarding the maintenance 
of the sediment basins. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-51 
 
First as the commenter suggests, the noise analysis dated May 9, 2011 was not prepared for the 
AVSP project specifically; it was prepared to address noise impacts to the Ashbury Community 
(part of the adjacent Alberhill Ranch) from existing Pacific Clay mining operations. However, 
the study does analyze the Pacific Clay mining operation’s noise impacts on the surrounding 
community, and the City study found Pacific Clay mining compliant with all City noise 
requirements and the RP-112 Reclamation Plan.  
 
As mentioned in previous comments, the AVSP is a phased development and mining will 
continue to occur on the later phases until they are ready to be developed. This study is relevant 
to the proposed project’s anticipated impacts on the existing environment, and the City provides 
the decision-makers and public through this DEIR with relevant “historical” noise information 
within the study area. The analysis in this historical noise report shows that all current operations 
on the Pacific Clay Mining Site adhere to the City of Lake Elsinore’s General Plan Noise 
Element, and City of Lake Elsinore Noise ordinance.  
 
Secondly, the project-specific Noise Analysis dated June 2, 2010 along with Chapter 4.9 of the 
DEIR provide noise analysis specific to AVSP. The analysis describes typical construction and 
traffic noise impacts similar to what would occur after project buildout. At this time, a more 
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detailed and site specific noise analysis is not feasible; however, there are several performance-
based mitigation measures in place (NSE-4, NSE-5, NSE-6, and NSE-7) which require 
additional noise studies prior to any Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision 
Maps. The DEIR mitigation measures ensure that further implementing development project-
specific noise studies will take place, and any potentially significant noise impact will be 
addressed during the implementing development project phases of this project. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-52 
 
The commenter is referring to page 4.9-15 of the DEIR which states in part: “Point sources of 
noise emissions are atmospherically attenuated by a factor of 6 dB per doubling of distance. The 
loudest construction activities would require 280 feet of distance between mobile source 
equipment and a nearby receiver to reduce the peak 90 dB source strength to the generally 
acceptable 75 dB exterior exposure…”  
 
Based on the Inverse Square Law for sound, for every doubling of the distance from the noise 
source, the sound pressure levels - Lp, will be reduced by 6 decibels. This is established scientific 
fact and is used by Caltrans in the document titled: Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic 
Analysis Protocol, September, 2013. The basic premise of the Inverse Square Law applies to 
construction noise as well and is an accepted scientific principle used in noise impact analysis for 
CEQA purposes for many years. The path that sound travels is based on several factors, 
including atmospheric conditions, topography, and intervening structures or barriers. At the 
program level of analysis, in the absence of project specific conditions, it is not feasible to 
predict sound levels except in general terms. Mitigation Measures NSE-1 through NSE-10 
provide performance-based mitigation measures to ensure that when more detailed information is 
available at the Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map application 
stage, noise impacts will be adequately mitigated. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-53 
 
Section 4.9.1.2 Existing Conditions in Section 4.9 Noise of the DEIR describes the existing noise 
environment, including traffic and from mining activities as it affects Planning Area 5b and 6b.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-54 
 
Section 4.9 Noise of the DEIR provides an evaluation of construction noise impacts on pages 
4.9-15 through 4.9-17. Accurate and meaningful modeling of construction noise impacts requires 
knowledge of the exact source location, the source strength, the exact receptor location, and any 
intervening barriers to line-of-sight propagation.  At this time, none of that information is known 
at a project-specific plan of zoning level of detail.  The impact assessment is therefore 
necessarily generic at the specific plan level.  A generic impact envelope of 280 feet has been 
calculated as a guideline that defines the likely extent of worst-case construction equipment 
noise impacts that may require consideration of impact mitigation.  Future project-level 
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home/office and subdivision design CEQA documentation would be expected to refine that 
guideline impact distance. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-55 
 
Section 4.9 Noise of the DEIR provides an evaluation of construction noise impacts on pages 
4.9-15 through 4.9-17.  As noted earlier, accurate and meaningful modeling of construction noise 
impacts requires knowledge of the exact source location, the source strength, the exact receptor 
location, and any intervening barriers to line-of-sight propagation.  At this time, none of that 
information is known at a specific plan level of detail.  The impact assessment is therefore 
necessarily generic at a plan zoning level.  A generic impact envelope of 280 feet has been 
calculated as a guideline that defines the likely extent of worst-case construction equipment 
noise impacts that may require consideration of impact mitigation.  Future project-level 
home/office and subdivision design CEQA documentation would be expected to refine that 
guideline impact distance. 
 
In addition, a construction vibration analysis is provided on pages 4.9-27 through 4.9-29 of the 
DEIR. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-56 
 
The term “short-term” refers to construction noise impacts at any one specific location.  
Although there is a projected 30-year development period for the AVSP, construction of 
implementing development projects will occur at individual project locations and not 
concurrently over the entire 1,375-acre AVSP project site.  The duration of construction 
activities within a zone of substantial noise influence for any given receiver is therefore 
considered to be short-term.  Upon completion of development of an adjacent parcel, there is 
likely no future construction activity noise impact to the given receiver.  The extensive grading, 
over-excavation, soils hauling and possible blasting noted in the comment are related to 
implementation of the mining reclamation plan and not to future specific development proposals 
within the AVSP.  Noise impact significance is evaluated relative to the impact to the existing 
acoustic environment.  Permitted mining operations are part of the existing noise environment 
and will not be altered by the proposed project.  A commitment to precise levels of construction 
impact mitigation requires a nexus between impact significance and the specified mitigation 
measures.  At the specific plan level, any determination of future specific implementing 
development project noise impacts is speculative and cannot be determined. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-57 
 
The project-specific Noise Analysis dated June 2, 2010 along with Chapter 4.9 of the DEIR 
provide noise analysis specific to AVSP. The analysis describes typical construction and traffic 
noise impacts similar to what would occur after project buildout. At this time, a more detailed 
and site specific noise analysis is not feasible; however, there are several mitigation measures in 
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place (NSE-1, NSE-2, and NSE-3) which address construction-related noise.  Other mitigation 
measures require additional noise studies prior to any Phased Development Plan, Design Review, 
or Subdivision Maps approval when specific design details are known. The DEIR mitigation 
measures ensure that further noise studies will take place, and any potentially significant noise 
impact can be addressed in later phases of this project. In order to clarify that such implementing 
development project noise studies are required and will be prepared, a new mitigation measure 
NSE-0.5 will be added as follows: 
 

NSE-0.5 Prior to the future approval of a Phased Development Plan, Subdivision Map, or 
Design Review application by the City’s decision-making authority, applicants 
for any proposed new development shall submit a project-specific noise impact 
analysis which evaluates potential construction-related noise impacts upon 
existing surrounding land uses and potential noise impacts from existing and 
projected surrounding land uses upon the proposed project.   

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-58 
 
As noted in previous responses with respect to noise impacts, accurate and meaningful modeling 
of operational noise impacts requires knowledge of the exact source location, the source strength, 
the exact receptor location, and any intervening barriers to line-of-sight propagation.  At this 
time, none of that information is known at a project-specific level of detail.  The impact 
assessment is therefore necessarily generic at the specific plan level. Future project-level 
home/office and subdivision design CEQA documentation would be expected to refine that 
guideline impact distance. As noted above in the Response to Comment B-57, a new Mitigation 
Measure NSE-0.5 has been added to clearly identify the requirement for implementing 
development project-level noise impact analyses.  Mitigation Measures NSE-4 through NSE-8 
are performance based mitigation measures intended to mitigate operational noise to less than 
significant levels. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-59 
 
As noted earlier, the project-specific Noise Analysis dated June 2, 2010 along with Chapter 4.9 of 
the DEIR provide noise analysis specific to AVSP. The analysis describes typical construction 
and traffic noise impacts similar to what would occur after project buildout. At this time, a more 
detailed and site specific noise analysis is not feasible, however there are several mitigation 
measures in place (NSE-4, NSE-5, NSE-6, and NSE-7) which require additional noise studies 
prior to the approval of any Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map.  As 
noted above in the Response to Comment B-56, permitted mining operations are part of the 
existing noise environment and will not be altered by the proposed project. Additionally, as 
noted above in the Response to Comment B-57, a new Mitigation Measure NSE-0.5 has been 
added to clearly identify the requirement for implementing development project-level noise 
impact analyses that address both construction-related and post-construction noise impacts. The 
DEIR mitigation measures ensure that further noise studies will take place, and any potentially 
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significant noise impact can be addressed in later phases of this project consistent with City 
codes.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-60 
 
As noted earlier, the project-specific Noise Analysis dated June 2, 2010 along with Chapter 4.9 of 
the DEIR provide noise analysis specific to AVSP. The analysis describes typical construction 
and traffic noise impacts similar to what would occur after project buildout. At this time, a more 
detailed and site specific noise analysis is not feasible; however, there are several mitigation 
measures in place (NSE-1 through NSE-8) which are performance based mitigation measures 
which require additional noise studies prior to the approval of any Phased Development Plan, 
Design Review, or Subdivision Map.  The DEIR mitigation measures ensure that further noise 
studies will take place, and any potentially significant noise impact can be addressed in later 
phases of the project consistent with City codes.  
 
In addition, page 4.9-18 of the DEIR specifically states that an increase of + 3dB is considered 
substantial. Mitigation Measures NSE-1 through NSE-8 are intended to reduce impacts where 
increases are greater than +3 dB. 
 
With respect to biological resources, the Specific Plan's design placement of less noise-sensitive 
land uses closest to I-15 and any impact to bio-habitats of Temescal Creek was presumed impact 
positive in that Temescal Creek has been noise impacted for many years from freeway traffic, 
mining operations and brick manufacturing such that placement of retail close to I-15 was not 
presumed to measurably alter the acoustic environment of the creek area.  Noise protection for 
the creek area would likely be included in project-specific development plans in that any design 
review applications require completion of a supplemental noise study. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-61 
 
Non-residential noise impacts will be evaluated at a project-specific basis, if and when 
implementation project descriptions are finalized to a degree of detail to allow such an 
evaluation.  The noise study notes that the City’s siting standards for such uses are less stringent 
relative to noise, but that sound transmission across the interface of dissimilar land uses may be a 
concern requiring documentation of compliance with City planning standards. There are several 
mitigation measures in place (new NSE-0.5, and NSE-1 through NSE-8) which are performance 
based mitigation measures which require additional noise studies prior to the approval of any 
Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map.  The DEIR mitigation measures 
ensure that further noise studies will take place, and any potentially significant noise impact can 
be addressed in later phases of this project. 
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Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-62 
 
The AVSP is a specific plan and Figure 3-1 Villages and Planning Area Map sets forth the 
locational requirements of the various land uses. This serves as the regulatory mechanism for the 
location of land uses.  
 
As noted earlier, the Specific Plan's design placement of less noise-sensitive land uses closest to 
I-15 and any impact to bio-habitats of Temescal Creek was presumed impact positive in that 
Temescal Creek has been noise impacted for many years from freeway traffic, mining operations 
and brick manufacturing such that placement of retail close to I-15 was not presumed to 
measurably alter the acoustic environment of the creek area.  Noise protection for the creek area 
would likely be included in project-specific development plans in that any design review 
applications require completion of a supplemental noise study.  Implementing development 
project noise impact analyses as required by new Mitigation Measure NSE-0.5 shall evaluate the 
potential noise impacts of individual (and cumulative) development upon Temescal Creek. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-63 
 
As noted earlier, the project-specific Noise Analysis dated June 2, 2010 along with Chapter 4.9 of 
the DEIR provide noise analysis specific to the AVSP. The analysis describes typical 
construction and operational noise impacts. At this time, a more detailed and site specific noise 
analysis is not feasible, however there are several performance-based mitigation measures in 
place (new NES-0.5, and NSE-1 through NSE-10) which require additional noise studies prior to 
any Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Maps when specific design 
details are known. The DEIR mitigation measures ensure that further noise studies will take 
place, and any potentially significant 
 
In addition, the noise analysis in the DEIR adequately addresses noise impacts using accepted 
CEQA practices and methodology.   
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-64 
 
As noted above in Response to Comment B-2, the AVSP EIR “tiers” of the 2011 Certified EIR 
for the City of Lake Elsinore General Plan.  The primary purpose of the Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) was to provide an AVSP consistency analysis with the current General Plan. The proposed 
AVSP compares the proposed specific plan to the land use plan currently included in the City’s 
General Plan, which evaluated traffic operations in the future. The specific plan is included as a 
development project in the City’s current General Plan. The proposed AVSP is an amendment to 
the City’s current General Plan. This is the reason the TIA compares the traffic totals to the 
General Plan rather than the existing environment.   
 
The proposed AVSP contains revisions to the specific plan including minor residential unit count 
and location revisions and minor replacements in type and scale of some non-residential uses. 
The net result is projected to be a reduction in both the daily and peak-hour trip generation 
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versus the already approved General Plan land use plan for the AVSP project site. Prior to the 
approval of a Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map, a TIA for that 
proposed development phase will be required and as part of that analyses.  Project-specific and 
cumulative mitigation to accommodate the proposed level of development will be identified. 
Required improvements, as conditions of approval for the Phased Development Plan, Design 
Review, or Subdivision Map, will then be required to be in place before the occupancy of the 
proposed development phase to ensure that the identified impacts are addressed.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-65 
 
The commenter’s comment is acknowledged on roadway infrastructure. The appropriate 
infrastructure will be conditioned and implemented by the project at the Phased Development 
Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map stage to provide adequate circulation for the 
development and the fair share obligations will be for the cumulatively impacted off-site 
improvements as dictated by the project-specific TIA findings at each approval stage.  
 
The mobility network identified in the General Plan Buildout scenario will be the ultimate 
system that will be required at the buildout of the City’s General Plan. As each phase of the 
AVSP development is submitted for approval, project TIAs will be required to identify the 
specific mitigation that will be necessary to provide acceptable traffic operations. That 
mitigation, both project-specific and cumulative, will then be required to be in place before 
occupancy of the proposed development phase to ensure that the identified impacts are 
addressed.  
 
As indicated in the TIA, all subsequent applications for the actual development of AVSP (i.e., 
Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map, etc.) will require the preparation 
of project-specific traffic impact analyses consistent with City Guidelines. In addition, prior to 
approval of the first Phased Development Plan (PDP), a TIA evaluating cumulative impacts of 
the AVSP on regional transportation facilities within the City’s sphere of influence, including 
without limitation, Temescal Canyon Road to Indian Truck Trail, Lake Street, and Nichols Road 
shall be completed in consultation with the County of Riverside and WRCOG. To ensure that 
impacts of the AVSP on the regional road network are mitigated, a Phased Road Improvement 
Plan shall be prepared in conjunction with the first Phased Development Plan and, to the 
maximum extent allowable in accordance with the TUMF program, regional road improvements 
shall be constructed by the developer in exchange for TUMF fee credits.  See below Response to 
Comment E-2. 
 
As previously noted, as each subsequent PDP is submitted for approval, a TIA for that phase will 
be required and will identify the impacts necessary to mitigate impacts related to that phase of 
the development.  
 
In addition, Mitigation Measure TC-2 identifies specific improvements that are required. (See 
DEIR pages 4.7-79 through 4.7-81). The DEIR acknowledges that, although the improvements 
required by Mitigation Measure TC-2, if fully constructed, will reduce impacts to less than 
significant for the General Plan Amendment Buildout With Project scenario, the project cannot 
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guarantee the timing and construction of these improvements which are regional and will be 
determined by the City of Lake Elsinore, other cities in western Riverside County, the County of 
Riverside and the Riverside County Transportation Commission, and Caltrans based upon need 
and the availability of funding. Thus, it is possible that the required improvements will not be 
constructed in time to mitigate the proposed project’s traffic and circulation impacts to below the 
level of significance. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts are significant and unavoidable.  
(DEIR, page 4.7-81) 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-66 
 
As noted in Response to Comment B-64 above, the primary purpose of the TIA was to provide a 
consistency analysis with the Current General Plan, which does not include mainline Freeway 
analyses. The Caltrans facilities impacts will be addressed within the TIA reports associated with 
all subsequent applications for the actual subdivision development of Alberhill Villages. As 
previously noted, the proposed AVSP land use plan will generate less traffic than the plan 
included in the City’s current Updated General Plan. During the analysis of the Updated General 
Plan, analyses were completed for the I-15 corridor. With the projected reduced project traffic 
volumes, no additional analysis of the I-15 corridor beyond what has already been completed 
was deemed necessary. As indicated in the TIA, all subsequent applications for the actual 
development of Alberhill Villages (i.e. Phased Development Plans, Subdivision Tract Maps or 
Conditional Use Permits, etc.) will require the preparation of project-specific traffic impact 
analyses consistent with City Guidelines, which may require construction analyses based on the 
extent of the proposed grading/truck traffic. As noted in the above Response to Comment B-64 
and Response to Comment B-65,  subsequent TIAs and a Phased Infrastructure Plan will be 
required as part of the PDP application process.  
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-67 
 
As noted in previous responses, accurate and meaningful construction traffic impacts analysis 
cannot be determined until submittal of a Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or 
Subdivision Map. Analysis of construction-related impacts of each submitted project will be 
provided depending on the extent of the proposed grading and projected amount of construction-
related traffic. Mitigation Measure TC-1 requires the following performance based measures: 
 
“Prior to the issuance of a grading and/or building permits for development proposed by a 
Phased Development Plan, Subdivision Map, or Design Review Application, start of construction 
of each phase of the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan Project, the Applicant shall implement the 
following measures documented in a construction management plan to be approved by the City 
Engineer: 
 

 Control of any street closure, detour, or other disruption to traffic circulation; 
 

 Routes that construction vehicles will utilize the site; 
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 Hours of construction traffic (not to occur during AM or PM peak hour); 
 

 Off-site vehicle staging and parking areas; 
 

 Proposed construction staging plan for the Project; 
 

 Posted information for contact in case of emergency or complaint; and, 
 

 Hours of construction and traffic control during construction shall not interfere 
with ingress/egress to and from the residential, commercial and other land uses 
from each phase built and to be built out.” 

 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-68 
 
The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) is a current analysis of the EVMWD’s ability to serve the 
AVSP project long term.  The WSA was approved by the EVMWD. The AVSP is adopted as 
part of the EVMWD Water Supply Master Plan.  The Governor’s mandatory water reduction has 
little direct bearing on the WSA or the Master Plan as to the AVSP.  
 
Independent of the AVSP and more directly associated with State mandates, the EVMWD has 
complied with the State mandates by providing current and future programs to conform to any 
State water resource mandates.  In fact, the EVMWD has curtailed their “purple pipe” reclaimed 
water programs to institute a 4th level of water reverse osmosis waste water treatment at the 
Regional Waste Water Treatment Plant to directly recharge their groundwater basins rather than 
use reclaimed water in new subdivisions.   
 
EVMWD, not the City, is the water provider and EVMWD has stated that water will be supplied 
to the AVSP.  AVSP will comply with EVMWD mandates as they may evolve over the next 30 
years. The DEIR discusses the drought situation on page 4.10-39. 
 
The EVMWD issued a letter dated January 14, 2016 in response to the DEIR water supply. This 
letter was received after the close of the DEIR comment period but will be included in the 
administrative record as part of the staff report. The letter states in part that “the EVMWD Board 
of Director’s adopted the WSA in 2012 and the findings in the WSA, based upon EVMWD’s 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan, are still valid today.”  See the Response to Comment U-2. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-69 
 
The Water Supply analysis in the DEIR and, detailed in the Appendix 1.2 Preliminary Water 
Facilities Plan, has been reviewed by EVMWD and accepted.  This AVSP zoning stage water 
facilities analysis covers the entire 1,400 acres.  These master planned water facilities will be 
developed in conjunction with EVMWD and more specific plans will be detailed at the normal 
detailed infrastructure stage of the AVSP Phased Development Plan process.  Water supply plans 
will be independently submitted, approved and constructed at the direction of and with final 
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approval of EVMWD.  The Appendix water plans are for the lead agency review and support the 
conclusion that the water supply is present for the project per EVMWD and a preliminary set of 
master water plans are present to serve the entire project areas.  The DEIR is a tiered 
Programmatic EIR and as more detailed development plans are prepared, more detailed water 
service facilities will be engineered.  If, during the subsequent implementing development 
project and entitlement reviews, more information comes to the forefront concerning possible 
adverse environmental impacts of the planned water facilities not currently known or disclosed, 
an initial study will focus the environmental questions to both the City and EVMWD for their 
lead and responsible agency decision-making process per CEQA.   
 
In addition, in cases where specific information is known about water infrastructure, the DEIR 
has evaluated the environmental impacts to the extent practical in the absence of more detailed 
information as part of a Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or Subdivision Map. (See 
DEIR page 4.10-42). 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-70 
 
The DEIR contains a Preliminary Wastewater Facilities Plan Appendix 1.1.  The commenter 
desires more precise information other than this early zoning stage of wastewater analysis.  
Similar to Response B-69 above, the details of the delivery system of waste water to the 
EVMWD treatment plant will be more detailed at the Phased Development Plan, Design Review, 
or Subdivision Map level.  The DEIR has identified the alternative and more likely system to 
utilize the existing wastewater treatment facilities and design a series of sewer lift stations in 
Lake Street to direct the waste water toward the treatment facilities.  This system is analyzed in 
the DEIR and provides the substantial evidence that sewer treatment facilities are available for 
the project. 
 
In addition, in cases where specific information is known about sewer infrastructure, the DEIR 
has evaluated the environmental impacts to the extent practical the absence of more detailed 
information which is not available at this time. (See DEIR page 4.10-52). 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-71 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a), “In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public 
agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the 
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project 
might be avoided or mitigated. 
 
The commentary is concerned with the Specific Plan land use policies and not the DEIR data or 
conclusions and therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
Response to Johnson & Sedlack Comment B-72 
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The commenter concludes for the reason stated in his comment letter, the DEIR must be 
“updated and recirculated for additional public review and comment.” 
 
The responses to the commenter’s comments above do not alter the proposed project, change the 
Draft EIR’s significance conclusions, or result in a conclusion such that significantly more 
severe environmental impacts would result. Instead, the information presented in the responses to 
comments “merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications” in the Draft EIR 
as is permitted by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b). 
 
Regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, requires the lead 
agency to recirculate an EIR only when significant new information is added to the EIR after 
public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review. New information 
added to an EIR is not significant unless the EIR has changed in a way that deprives the public of 
a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse, environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5).  
 
In summary, significant new information consists of: (1) disclosure of a new significant impact; 
(2) disclosure of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; (3) disclosure 
of a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from the others 
previously analyzed that would clearly lessen environmental impacts of the project but the 
project proponent declines to adopt it; and/or (4) the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and 
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5).  
 
Recirculation is not required where, as stated above, the new information provided in response to 
the comments received to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate DEIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5). 
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Comment Letter C 
Southern California Edison 

 

C-1 
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Response to Comment Letter C 
Southern California Edison 

 
Southern California Edison provided comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the Alberhill Villages 
Specific Plan and related applications in its letter dated December 31, 2015.  The following 
discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below 
merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the DEIR.  The 
environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not present any 
substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Southern California Edison Comment C-1 
 
As a point of clarification, it should be noted that when constructed, the proposed projects will 
result in two (2) sets of 115 kV Subtransmission poles along portions of Temescal Canyon Road, 
portions of Temescal Creek and Lake Street. 
 
SCE comments about the potential encroachment of land uses on their rights-of-way (including 
passive/active parks, recreational uses, landscaping, bicycle lanes, parking facilities, and other 
improvements). C&C property owner and the City have been working with SCE on mutually 
understanding the proposed 115 kV Ivyglen alignments along Lake Street consistent with the 
adopted General Plan and Specific Plans with the understanding that an "off road" pedestrian 
corridor and utility access road will be located in between the two (2) 115 kV Subtransmission 
pole lines along old Lake Street. 
 
The intent of DEIR figures 2.0-9 and 2.0-10 was to show the two (2) 115 kV Subtransmission 
pole locations (existing and proposed) along old Lake Street, which becomes the pedestrian and 
utility access road corridor after Lake Street is realigned onto Alberhill Villages.  This 
configuration was shown without the express detail of the two (2) double circuited 
Subtransmission lines.  The City acknowledges that two (2) parallel 115 kV Subtransmission 
pole lines will be placed along Lake Street. It is our understanding that not all SCE right-of-way 
has been acquired.  
 
Response to Southern California Edison Comment C-2 
 
 
In the last eight (8) years of coordination with SCE on the design location of the two (2) parallel 
115 kV Subtransmission pole lines alignments, both General Orders (GO) 95 and 131-D 
respectively have been jointly taken into consideration by SCE, C&C and the City in the design 
location discussions of the power poles.   
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Comment Letter D 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Response to Comment Letter D 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service provided comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the 
Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in its letter dated December 31, 2015.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not 
present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-1 
 
The commenter’s explanation of the Agency’s goal, as well as, their purpose in writing this 
comment letter is noted.  The City acknowledges that it is a MSHCP permittee.  For clarification: 
the AVSP Pacific Clay-owned areas are exempt from the MSHCP by a legal Settlement 
Agreement dated February 24, 2004.  The AVSP areas are not accorded compliance 
requirements with the MSHCP directly or indirectly per the agreement and therefore not required 
to comply with the regulatory requirements of the MSHCP.  
 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-2 
 
The commenter states that the DEIR is insufficient in its analysis as to whether the proposed 
project conflicts with a regional Habitat Conservation Plan. The Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Program (MSHCP) is not applicable as a matter of law to the project. According to 
a 2004 Superior Court directed legal MSHCP Settlement Agreement; the AVSP area is not 
subject to the MSHCP, in any manner, directly or indirectly.  If negative impacts to the MSHCP 
from the removal of the project area from the MSHCP were anticipated in the 2004 Settlement 
Agreement, such “indirect” actions or impacts described in the Settlement Agreement would 
have identified these “potential” impacts but the Settlement Agreement contract did not do so.  In 
any event, it is the DEIR’s conclusion that, without being legally required to so, the AVSP has 
substantially implemented all the “physical” elements of the MSHCP, and the AVSP will not 
conflict with the MSHCP because it includes and will biologically enhance wildlife movement 
corridors throughout the AVSP project site including, but not limited only to, Linkage 1 and 
Constrained Linkage 6, noted in the commenter’s correspondence.  See the Response to 
Comment D-5, below. 
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Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-3 
 
The comment acknowledges that while most of the AVSP project, as shown in the DEIR, is not 
subject to the MSHCP a small portion of it is. The non-Pac-Clay-owned property referred to as 
the 9.09-acre project area (APN 390-130-017) is subject to the MSHCP.  
 
As a clarification the reference to inclusion of the 56.7 acre Temescal Creek Bridge Project in 
the DEIR shows the exterior limits of the project area, as delineated by the City.  The DEIR also 
includes the 9.09-acre site (APN 390-130-017) which was outside the Pac Clay/County of 
Riverside Settlement Agreement area.  Other lands in the 56.7-acre parcel are comprised of a 
combination of the private ownership of Pacific Clay and Castle & Cooke properties included 
within the Settlement Agreement along with public rights of way. Only approximately 1 acre of 
the City's Temescal Bridge area is outside of the MSHCP Settlement Agreement area. The 
Temescal Bridge project is not part of the AVSP. 
 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-4 
 
As discussed above in the Response to Comment D-2, according to a 2004 Superior Court 
directed MSHCP Settlement Agreement between several Castle & Cooke entities, including 
Pacific Clay Products, Inc., and the County of Riverside (the “MSHCP Settlement Agreement”); 
the AVSP area is exempt and excluded from the MSHCP for all purposes. Under the specific 
terms of the Settlement Agreement, developer-built roads within the boundaries of the AVSP, 
including the expansion of Lake Street, Nichols Road (Lincoln Street in AVSP) and Temescal 
Canyon Road, may not be subject to the requirement for completion of an MSHCP-required 
Joint Project Review (JPR) as covered circulation element roads.  However, in response to this 
comment, the statement in Table 2.0-1 of the DEIR regarding the purpose of the LEAP Process 
will be amended as follows: 
 

For right-of-way within the MSHCP core areas outside of the development agreement for 
Pacific Clay and the MOU for Alberhill Ridge. For the expansion of Lake Street, Nichols 
Road (Lincoln Street in AVSP) and Temescal Canyon Road, except where a MSHCP 
Joint Project Review for circulation element roads as “Covered Roads” under the 
MSCHP is not required due to the terms of the MSHCP Settlement Agreement.  

 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-5 
 
The City has considered the commenter’s concerns with the provisions of wildlife corridors to 
connect to MSCHP’s Proposed Linkage 1 and Proposed Constrained Linkage 6.  Although, the 
AVSP property is not subject to MSHCP linkage requirements, the provision of wildlife 
corridors through the AVSP that connect to MSHCP linkages will confirm the DEIR conclusion 
that the AVSP will not conflict with the MSHCP.  In order to strengthen the wildlife corridor 
linkages, the AVSP is amended to include a 500-foot wide wildlife corridor located along the 
western edge of the AVSP (next to the adjacent Horsethief Canyon development).  Additionally, 
the AVSP is amended to delete from its boundaries the non-Pac-Clay-owned property referred to 
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as the 9.09-acre project area (APN 390-130-017) and the adjacent 16.7-acre property (APN 390-
130-015 and 016), resulting in a 1,375-acre AVSP.  The deleted properties, located within the 
Alberhill Ranch Specific Plan, are located between the aforementioned Temescal Bridge project 
and Lake Street on both sides of the existing Temescal Canyon Road.  Additionally, the Open 
Space portion of Planning Area 1C (adjacent to Temescal Canyon Road) will be widened to 
range from 250 feet to 500 feet in width. 
 
Mitigation Measure HY-4 requires the protection of the existing streambed of the Temescal 
Canyon Wash (Creek).   
 
Mitigation Measure HY-4 will be revised as follows: 
 

Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) shall be preserved in or restored to its natural condition 
retaining its current flood capacity and flow rate in order to maintain the drainage’s 
function as a wildlife corridor.  In order to protect the existing streambed of the Temescal 
Canyon Wash (Creek), an energy dissipating structure shall be provided at the storm 
drain system discharge point, if necessary.  Erosion control devices shall also be 
provided, if necessary.  Consistent with Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5, 
implementing development projects in the vicinity of Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) 
shall be designed to locate development away from the Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek) 
riparian/wildlife corridor to allow sufficient wildlife movement and access and to 
preserve its other biological resources and habitat. 

 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-6 
 
See the Response to Comment D-5, above, regarding the provision of wildlife corridors through 
the AVSP. In addition to the changes in AVSP design regarding the location and width of 
wildlife corridors described in the Response to Comment D-5, a new Project-wide Development 
Standard has been added to the AVSP that addresses the concerns raised in this comment 
regarding the sensitivity of wildlife species to human presence in wildlife corridors by providing 
for a separation of human use from the wildlife corridor.  The new development standard states: 
 

All roads that cross wildlife corridors within the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan shall be 
designed and constructed to include wildlife movement underpasses of sufficient size to 
accommodate large mammals.  No pedestrian paths, trails and bikeways or roads shall be 
located within any wildlife corridor; but may be located adjacent to them. All wildlife 
corridors shall be separated from any adjacent pedestrian paths, trails and bikeways and 
roads by appropriate fencing to minimize wildlife/human interaction. Such fencing shall 
be approved by the Community Development Department prior to installation. 
 

 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-7 
 
See the Response to Comment D-5, above. 
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Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-8 
 
Due to the projected 30-year development period associated with the AVSP, the presence or 
absence of least Bell’s Vireo (LBV) and other riparian-obligate birds at any point during that 30-
year period would be speculative and therefore cannot be determined at this time.  Even current 
presence of these species does not lead to the conclusion that such species will be present at any 
specific point in the future. 
 
The DEIR contemplates the potential presence of least Bell’s Vireo (LBV) and Southwestern 
willow flycatcher (SWWF) within the project boundaries through incorporation of Mitigation 
Measure BIO-3, which sets forth specific measures for addressing LBV and SWWF if present on 
the site prior to any grading of the six project phases. The Mitigation Measure allows for the 
assumption of presence and implementation of associated mitigation which includes setbacks up 
to 500 feet, as well, as erection of sound barriers as biologically appropriate if the noted species 
are eventually found.  Finally, the Mitigation Measure BIO-3 also includes the possibility of 
obtaining “take” permits from USFWS should the project be determined to have a potential 
effect on these species.  In order to clarify the requirement for a determination as to the 
absence/presence of least Bell’s vireo and other riparian-obligate birds at the time that individual 
implementing development projects are proposed, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 will be revised as 
follows: 
 

BIO-3 Should construction of implementing development projects occur during the 
breeding season for the least Bell’s vireo (LBV), or southwestern willow 
flycatcher (SWWF) or other riparian-obligate birds (March 15 through September 
15), presence/absence protocol-level surveys shall be conducted prior to 
construction; or presence can be assumed. If surveys document the presence of 
LBV, and SWWF or other riparian-obligate birds, impacts to LBV, and SWWF or 
other riparian-obligate birds would be mitigated below the level of significance 
when occupied riparian forest/woodland/scrub is fenced and direct impacts are 
avoided and construction within 500 feet of occupied habitat occurs only between 
September 15th and March 15th to avoid indirect impacts to nesting LBV 
riparian-obligate birds. If avoidance is not feasible, a temporary noise barrier shall 
be used during construction, at the appropriate location(s), in coordination with 
CDFW and the USFWS. The noise barrier shall attenuate noise levels to 60 dBA 
or less, at the edge of breeding habitat. If surveys indicate that these species are 
not present, this measure will not be required. Additional or alternative measures 
to avoid or minimize adverse project effects to LBV, and SWWF or other 
riparian-obligate birds, as identified by the USFWS in Section 7 or Section 10 
Consultation and CDFW, shall be implemented.  However, if all avoidance 
measures cannot be implemented such that “take” of LBV and SWWF is avoided, 
Take Authorization from USFWS through Final Biological Opinion and 
Incidental Take Statement and from CDFW through issuance of a California 
Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit or compliance with Fish and 
Game Code Section 2080.1 will be obtained. 
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The DEIR has addressed any potential impacts to LBV and/or SWWC and riparian-obligate 
birds and no additional analysis is necessary to ensure that potential impacts are reduced to less 
than significant.   
 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-9 
 
During the 14 days of general and focused surveys and site reconnaissance, no Quino 
checkerspot butterfly were observed on or adjacent to the Project site.  Although no new impacts 
that were not previously identified in the DEIR have been identified; as a response to this 
comment and in order to ensure that the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly have not occupied the site 
since the previous surveys and that no significant impacts to the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 
(QCB), an additional Mitigation Measure, BIO-11 has been added as follows: 
 

BIO-11 Prior to grading each phase of the development, a Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 
(QCB) habitat assessment, followed by presence/absence surveys in accordance 
with USFWS survey protocol, if habitat is present, as determined by a qualified 
biologist for areas where suitable habitat is identified shall be completed as 
follows: 

 
At least one year prior to ground-disturbing activities, a habitat assessment for the 
QCB in the proposed grading area will be performed.  If suitable habitat is 
identified, a presence/absence survey will be conducted in accordance with 
USFWS survey protocol.  If QCB are not detected, no additional avoidance or 
minimization is required.  

 
If surveys document the presence of QCB, impacts shall be mitigated to below a 
level of significance through onsite avoidance or through mitigation consisting of 
onsite or offsite preservation.  If avoidance is not feasible, a Section 7 
Consultation or Section 10 Incidental Take Permit shall be initiated by the 
applicant with USFWS and mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts 
will be implemented in coordination with the USFWS.   

 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-10 
 
Relative to the potential for burrowing owl in the 56.7-acre bridge and commercial center, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would apply to this area and pre-construction surveys would be 
necessary and measures such as avoidance or relocation would be implemented as the conditions 
warrant, resulting in the reduction of any potential impacts to less-than significant.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 has been revised as requested by the commenter.  See the Response to Comment 
B-32 for the revised wording. 
 
 



85 
 

Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-11 
 
Although no new impacts that were not previously identified in the DEIR have been identified; 
as a response to this comment and in order to ensure that there are no significant impacts on the 
coast horned lizard (CHL), an additional Mitigation Measure, BIO-12 has been added as follows: 
 

BIO-12  A pre-construction coast horned lizard survey shall be conducted within 30 
days prior to the start of construction/ground disturbing activities or 
vegetation removal, a coast horned lizard (CHL) shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist to determine if the Coast Horned Lizard is present.  If 
surveys document the presence of CHL, impacts shall be mitigated to below a 
level of significance through onsite avoidance or through mitigation  

 
Implementation of one or more of the following measures that individually or 
in combination will reduce potential impacts to below the level of 
significance, subject to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) approval: 

 
 Avoidance of on-site CHL habitat; 
 
 Preservation of other AVSP on-site CHL habitat and the relocation of 

CHL individuals from the impacted habitat to the preserved on-site 
habitat; 

 
 The placement of an equivalent number of habitat acres occupied by CHL 

into permanent conservation. 
 
If CHL are not detected, no additional avoidance or minimization is required. 

 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-12 
 
A new Mitigation Measure has been added to the DEIR, which states:  

 
BIO-13 During the biological surveys required by Mitigation Measure BIO-14, a 

qualified biologist shall survey the implementing development project site for 
Coulter’s Matilija poppy.  If Coulter’s Matilija poppy is found on site, all 
native plant nurseries in southern California (Riverside, Los Angeles, Orange 
and San Diego Counties) will be notified by certified mail of the pending 
elimination of these plants by the Project and shall be given the opportunity to 
salvage the plants or seeds (on a first-come, first-served basis) prior to the 
commencement of vegetation clearing or other ground-disturbing activities. 

 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-13 
 



86 
 

The removal of California satintail grass from the noxious weed list is noted.  The subject 
paragraph will be amended to delete this reference.  The DEIR correctly stated that the species is 
listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as a List 2.1 Taxon. 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-14 
 
The AVSP Project site is an active 100-year old mining facility that includes 1,032.61 acres 
disturbed lands supporting ruderal vegetation, located in the central and northern areas. The 
southern areas outside the mining facility are dominated by chaparral, with transitional areas of 
coastal sage scrub. Sage scrub and annual grasslands are located on the lower elevation areas in 
the eastern portion of the AVSP site. The commenter states that based on Table 4.11-1 of the 
DEIR, “the project proposes to remove approximately 286 acres of Riversidean sage scrub and 
28.44 acres of alluvial fan scrub.” Table 4.11-1 only identifies the existing vegetation 
communities on the site. it does not identify the extent, if any, these vegetation communities will 
be removed. Although no new impacts that were not previously identified in the DEIR have been 
identified; as a response to this comment and in order to ensure that there are no significant 
impacts on coastal sage scrub habitat at the time a Phased Development Plan, Design Review, or 
Subdivision Map is proposed, an additional Mitigation Measure, BIO-14 has been added as 
follows: 
 

BIO-14  Prior to the grading of each phase, an updated vegetation map will be prepared 
to determine the extent of the willow riparian, coast live oak riparian, coastal 
sage scrub and alluvial fan scrub within the subject phase; and the amount of 
these special-status habitats that will be removed as a result of implementing 
development projects.  The extent and quality of coastal sage scrub and 
alluvial fan scrub will be determined by a qualified biologist. If the presence 
of said habitat is identified and will be removed as a result of implementing 
development projects, mitigation of the willow riparian, coast live oak riparian 
coastal sage scrub and/or alluvial fan scrub will be determined through a 
Section 7 Consultation or Section 10 Permit. 

 
Implementation of one or more of the following measures that individually or 
in combination will reduce potential impacts to below the level of 
significance, subject to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) approval: 

 
 Avoidance of on-site willow riparian, coast live oak riparian coastal sage 

scrub and alluvial fan scrub habitat; 
 
 Preservation of other AVSP on-site willow riparian, coast live oak 

riparian, coastal sage scrub and alluvial fan scrub habitat at no less than a 
1:1 ratio, or such other ratio as required by the USFWS and CDFW, 
whichever is greater; 

 
 The permanent preservation of off-site willow riparian, coast live oak 

riparian, coastal sage scrub and alluvial fan habitat at no less than a 1:1 
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ratio, or such other ratio as required by the USFWS and CDFW, 
whichever is greater. 

 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-15 
 
The City thanks the commenter for the suggestion to provide a less costly approach to mitigating 
any impact to existing coast live oak trees resulting from development of the AVSP.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-8 will be revised as follows: 
 

BIO-8 The Applicant shall be responsible for implementing mitigation to reduce 
potential impacts to two species of native trees that were located on-site: the 
southern coast live oak riparian forest located in the northwest corner of the Site 
that includes coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and the arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis). The oak trees and willows are large, mature, and in good health. If 
oak trees will be impacted, the developer shall mitigate the loss at a 3:1 12:1 
replacement with 36” box 1-gallon trees, or shall relocate the native oak trees. 

 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-16 
 
The AVSP site map is shown in full scale, legible format and correct font size in the “printed” 
Appendices of the DEIR.  The enlarged, legible, and identical map is shown in Appendix B 
Figure 2.   
 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-17 
 
See the Response to Comment D-5, above. 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-18 
 
The commenter summarizes the concerns expressed in the above comments. Please refer to 
Responses D-1 through D-17 above. 
 
 
Response to United States Fish and Wildlife Service Comment D-19 
 
The commenter requests that the DEIR be recirculated. The City reiterates that recirculation is 
not required as noted in Response B-72 
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Comment Letter E 
County of Riverside Transportation Department 

 

 

E-1 
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E-2 

E-3 



90 
 

  

E-3  
Cont.  



91 
 

Response to Comment Letter E 
County of Riverside Transportation Department 

 
The County of Riverside Transportation Department provided comments regarding the Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for 
the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in its letter dated December 31, 
2016.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any 
edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented 
in the DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do 
not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts 
as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to County of Riverside Transportation Department Comment E-1 
 
The City of Lake Elsinore General Plan’s Land Use Plan, which was adopted on December 13, 
2011, included land use designations on the AVSP project site that reflect the land uses proposed 
by the AVSP, in anticipation of the submittal of the AVSP project.  Therefore, the TIA 
completed as part of the General Plan Update Recirculated Program EIR (GP EIR), which was 
certified by the Lake Elsinore City Council on December 13, 2011 included traffic generated by 
the AVSP in its analysis of area-wide traffic impacts.  The primary purpose of the AVSP TIA 
was to provide a consistency analysis with the General Plan and therefore utilized a study area 
consistent with the previous GP EIR’s TIA. The AVSP TIA analyzed significantly more study 
locations than the General Plan Update EIR TIA. 
 
The existing roadway network serving the AVSP site consists of Lake Street, Nichols Road, and 
Temescal Canyon Road and the additional roadway network in the area is essentially part of the 
Project.  For this reason, an Existing plus Project analysis is not required.  
 
 
Response to County of Riverside Transportation Department Comment E-2 
 
There is a projected 30-year development period for the AVSP, construction of implementing 
development projects will occur at individual project locations and at unknown times during the 
30-year period.  It would be speculative to identify the timing of future traffic levels at each 
phase of the future development of the AVSP.  As noted on Pages 2.0-6 through 2.0-8 of the 
DEIR, the AVSP proposed development will be regulated by Phased Development Plans and 
Design Review applications which will set forth precise design proposals for all or a portion of a 
particular area within the AVSP. As Phased Development Plans, Design Review, or Subdivision 
Map applications are proposed, more timely and accurate traffic impact analysis and 
determination of required improvements can be determined. 
 
In order to assure the completion of appropriate and timely road improvements to serve the 
AVSP project area, new Project-wide Development Standards have been added to the AVSP 
which require: 
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 All road improvements within the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan (AVSP) shall be 
constructed to ultimate City standards and consistent with the General Plan, unless 
otherwise identified and approved, as a requirement of the implementing development 
projects (including but not limited to subdivisions, design review applications and 
conditional use permits) subject to approval by the City Engineer.  The AVSP 
“Enhanced” and “Modified” cross-sections are subject to the submittal and review of 
design drawings, at the time implementing development projects are submitted. 

 
 Site-specific Traffic Impact Analyses (traffic studies) shall be required for each Phased 

Development Plan (PDP) and for all subsequent implementing development projects in 
accordance with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide requirements in 
effect at the time of Traffic Impact Analysis preparation. 

 
 Prior to approval of the first Phased Development Plan (PDP), a TIA evaluating 

cumulative impacts of the AVSP on regional transportation facilities within the City’s 
sphere of influence, including without limitation, Temescal Canyon Road to Indian Truck 
Trail, Lake Street, and Nichols Road shall be completed in consultation with the County 
of Riverside and WRCOG. To ensure that impacts of the AVSP on the regional road 
network are mitigated, a Phased Road Improvement Plan shall be prepared in conjunction 
with the first Phased Development Plan and, to the maximum extent allowable in 
accordance with the TUMF program, regional road improvements shall be constructed by 
the developer in exchange for TUMF fee credits. 
 

 
A new Mitigation Measure TC-0.5 will be added as follows: 
 

TC-0.5 Prior to approval of the first Phased Development Plan (PDP), a TIA evaluating 
cumulative impacts of the AVSP on regional transportation facilities within the 
City’s sphere of influence, including without limitation, Temescal Canyon Road 
to Indian Truck Trail, Lake Street, and Nichols Road shall be completed in 
consultation with the County of Riverside and WRCOG. To ensure that impacts 
of the AVSP on the regional road network are mitigated, a Phased Road 
Improvement Plan shall be prepared in conjunction with the first Phased 
Development Plan and, to the maximum extent allowable in accordance with 
the TUMF program, regional road improvements shall be constructed by the 
developer in exchange for TUMF fee credits. 

 
 
Response to County of Riverside Transportation Department Comment E-3 
 
The City’s Circulation Element and the “Proposed Land Use Program Recommended Roadway 
System” (Exhibit M) in the General Plan Update TIA shows Temescal Canyon Road as a six-
lane Urban Arterial facility between Horsethief Canyon Road and Lake Street, which is why it 
was analyzed as a six-lane facility in the Roadway Segment analysis. 
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The proposed mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure TC-2) to add a single right-turn lane on 
Horsethief Canyon Road at Temescal Canyon Road consists of a free right-turn lane, which has 
significantly greater capacity than a typical single right-turn lane without a free movement. The 
total peak hour traffic volumes at the intersection of Horsethief Canyon Road at Temescal 
Canyon Road actually slightly increase at General Plan Buildout with Project.  
 
Please refer to Response to Comment E-2. 
 
The AVSP is required to comply with all regulatory requirements for payment of “fair share” 
fees for road improvements.  These fees are payable at the times established by the regulations 
that establish such fees. Compliance with regulatory requirements do not need to be set forth as 
mitigation fees.  Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure TC-2 provides: 
 

“The project shall participate in the phased construction of the on-and off-site intersection 
improvements through payment of City of Lake Elsinore fees, and the participation in the 
Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) program. 
 
Where require, improvements are not covered by these programs; mitigation shall be 
implemented through fair-share contribution or as otherwise determined by the City 
Engineer.” 

 
In order to reflect the requirement for payment of “fair share” road improvement fees, new 
Project-wide Development Standards have been added to the AVSP which require: 
 

 The project proponent/developer(s) shall pay the Transportation Uniform Mitigation 
Fee (TUMF) in accordance with the fee schedule in effect at the time of issuance of a 
building permit, pursuant to County Ordinance No. 824. 
 

 The project proponent/developer(s) shall pay all applicable development impact fees 
and mitigation fees as required by the City of Lake Elsinore Municipal Code and 
other City-adopted fees. 
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Comment Letter F 
Santa Margarita Group/Sierra Club 

 

 
 
  

F-1 
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Response to Comment Letter F 

Santa Margarita Group/Sierra Club 
 
The Santa Margarita Group of the Sierra Club provided comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the 
Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in an e-mail dated December 30, 2016.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not 
present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Santa Margarita Group/Sierra Club Comment F-1 
 
Please see responses to Comment Letter J (Paulie Tehrani and Sharon Gallina comments) and 
Comment Letter L (Endangered Habitats League comments). 
 
The AVSP is not a brownfield development. Please see the above Response to Comment B-39, 
which fully addresses the issue of brownfields. 
 
Please see the responses to Comment Letter P (South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
which addresses concerns of air quality.  
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Comment Letter G 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Response to Comment Letter G 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife provided comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the 
Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in its letter dated December 30, 2015.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not 
present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-1 
 
Please see above Response to Comments B-2 and the above Response to Comment D-2. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-2 
 
The DEIR adequately describes the exempt status of the AVSP property from the MSHCP and 
the prior conclusion by the Wildlife Agencies that the AVSP property will not conflict with the 
MSHCP by nature of its exemption. Section 1 of the Settlement Agreement that exempted the 
AVSP property from the MSHCP states that: “Owner’s [“Owner” defined as “Pacific Clay, C&C 
Corona, Gateway and Murdock Alberhill”] Properties (including the Present and Future Uses 
and Development of Owner’s Properties) are exempt and excluded from the MSHCP for all 
purposes…” The ability of the County of Riverside to execute the Settlement Agreement with 
the property owner that exempted a large property area from the MSHCP was not challenged by 
the Wildlife Agencies.  To the extent that CEQA requires the analysis of potential land use 
impacts, the DEIR fulfilled this obligation by: 1) disclosing the Settlement Agreement; 2) 
explaining how that agreement is conclusive evidence that the Project does not impact the 
MSHCP and was properly exempted from the MSHCP when the MSHCP was approved in 2004, 
and; 3) describing the superior conservation goals and objectives achieved by the Project as 
compared to the MSHCP. 

 
As a clarification the reference to inclusion of the 56.7 acre Temescal Creek Bridge Project in 
the DEIR shows the exterior limits of the project area, as delineated by the City.  The DEIR also 
includes the 9.09-acre site (APN 390-130-017) which was outside the Pac Clay/County of 
Riverside Settlement Agreement area.  Other lands in the 56.7-acre parcel are comprised of a 
combination of the private ownership of Pacific Clay and Castle & Cooke properties included 
within the Settlement Agreement along with public rights of way. Only approximately one acre 
of the City's Temescal Bridge project area is outside of the MSHCP Settlement Agreement area. 
The Temescal Bridge project is not part of the AVSP.  
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Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-3 
 
The City is not subject to the Riverside County General Plan.  The “Lake Elsinore Area Plan” is 
only applicable to the unincorporated portion of Riverside County that is located within the 
boundaries of that area plan.  All property within the City of Lake Elsinore is governed by the 
provisions of the City of Lake Elsinore General Plan that was adopted on December 13, 2001.  
Evaluation of consistency with the County’s General Plan is not required. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-4 
 
Please see above Response to Comments B-2.   
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-5 
 
Please see the above Response to Comment B-26, Response to Comment D-3, Response to 
Comment D-5 and Response to Comment D-6 regarding previous discussions regarding MSHCP 
Proposed Linkages. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-6 
 
Please see the above Response to Comment B-26, Response to Comment D-3, Response to 
Comment D-5 and Response to Comment D-6 regarding previous discussions regarding MSHCP 
Proposed Linkages. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-7 
 
Please see the above Response to Comment B-26, Response to Comment D-3, Response to 
Comment D-5 and Response to Comment D-6 regarding previous discussions regarding MSHCP 
Proposed Linkages. 
 
See the above Response to Comment B-34 and Response to Comment D-8 regarding 
riparian/riverine habitat and associated wildlife. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-8 
 
On page 4.11-51, the DEIR noted that “A final Jurisdictional Determination must be issued by 
the USACE, CRWQCB and CDFW” as part of the process to obtain authorizations pursuant to 
Sections 404 and 401 of the federal Clean Water Act and Section 1602 of the Fish and Game 
Code if the project impacts jurisdiction al waters.  The jurisdictional status for each of the 
drainages listed in Table 4.11-4, if impacted, will be determined by the agencies, as appropriate 
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through implementation Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5, if the jurisdictional areas are not 
avoided or determined to be, in fact, subject to jurisdiction.  Table 4.11-4 includes the width, 
length and total acreage for each drainage feature within the current mine area.  Furthermore, 
Mitigation Measures BIO 4 and BIO 5 ensure that prior to each project phase grading in any 
jurisdictional area, a formal jurisdictional delineation will be performed to ensure that the current 
information is updated and drainages outside the current mining area are delineated. Please refer 
to B-3 in Letter B.  
 
Following the updated delineation, a request to each of the above-named agencies would be 
submitted for a final jurisdictional determination, if impacts are identified by the project 
developer that would then be used for the permitting by the developer by each agency.   
 
As noted above, potential impacts to Section 1602 jurisdiction have been addressed through 
identification of onsite drainages, as well as, requirements for future updates to the jurisdictional 
delineation as future implementing development phases are developed.   
 
Please see the above Response to Comment B-26 and Response to Comment D-5 regarding 
Temescal Canyon Wash (Creek), and Response to Comment B-34 which revised the language of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4. 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-9 
 
Relative to impacts to vegetation associations, see Mitigation Measures BIO-4 (as revised by the 
above Response to Comment B-34), BIO-5 and BIO-8 (as revised by above Response to 
Comment D-15) ensuring that potential impacts to riparian habitat, including willow riparian 
habitat and coast live oak riparian habitat will be fully mitigated, prior to any grading in any 
noted habitat areas.  As described above in the Response to Comment D-15, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-8 has been expanded in accordance with the suggestion of USFWS to use one-gallon 
replacements for oaks at a 12:1 ratio to maximize the potential for survival and long-term 
persistence.  For alluvial scrub, the DEIR notes that this habitat will be avoided by the project.   
 
See the above Response to Comment D-14 regarding willow riparian, coast live oak riparian 
coastal sage scrub and alluvial fan scrub habitat. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-10 
 
A review of Figure 4.11-2A (Biological Resources Map) of the DEIR shows the extent and 
comprehensive nature of the focused surveys for special-status plants on the 1,400-acre site.  As 
noted on page 4.11-9, focused surveys were conducted on 13 separate days in 2008 with an 
update in 2011 that included surveys on April 18, May 16, June 9, and July 29, which as shown 
on Figure 4.11-2A resulted in expansion of previous special-status plant populations as well as 
new occurrences.  The DEIR is clear that the surveys were conducted in a manner which 
provided adequate coverage of the site, which is self-evident from Figure 4.11-2A which depicts 
rare plants across the entire 1,400-acre property.  In short, there is nothing “incomplete” 
regarding the focused special-status plant surveys.   
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Regarding significance of the potential impacts to these species, the paniculate tarplant, graceful 
tarplant and Coulter’s matillija poppy are all listed as 4.2 taxa on the California Rare Plant Rank 
and impacts to List 4 taxa are not significant as List 4 is a “watch list” and these species are not 
considered threatened or endangered at this time.  It is noteworthy, that regarding Coulter’s 
matillija poppy, USFWS notes that mitigation is not required; rather they request that local 
nurseries be provided an opportunity to salvage individuals for use a nursery stock.  (See above 
Response to Comment D-12.) 
 
Regarding the low to moderated potential for occurrence of Munz’s onion, long-spined 
spineflower, many-stemmed dudleya, and low potential for San Diego ambrosia, Plummer’s 
mariposa lily and slender-horned spineflower it is important to consider the following points: 
 

1. The site was thoroughly surveyed over the course of a number of years and four special-
status plants were mapped across substantial portions of the site.  Parry’s spineflower, for 
example, is a diminutive plant and was detected at multiple locations within different 
habitats showing the thoroughness of the surveys. 

 
2. While the Department asserts that disturbance is not an adequate rationale for dismissing 

the potential presence of species, it cannot be ignored that large portions of the site have 
been disturbed by mining operations and that each of the rare plants detected was 
associated at least part of the time with previously disturbed areas as each of these 
species, has a high tolerance for disturbance when compared with species such as Munz’s 
onion, Many-stemmed dudleya and Plummer’s mariposa lily.  Disturbance will continue 
over the mining site over the next 30 years. 

 
The lack of detection of these species is evidence that they may not occupy the site at this time. 
Due to the projected 30-year development period associated with the AVSP, the future presence 
of rare plants at any point during that 30-year period would be speculative and therefore cannot 
be determined at this time. Although no new impacts that were not previously identified in the 
DEIR have been identified; as a response to this comment and in an abundance of caution, an 
additional Mitigation Measure, BIO-15, has been added that will provide pre-construction 
surveys for each plant prior to each grading phase of the development.   
 

BIO-15: During the biological surveys required by Mitigation Measure BIO-14, a 
qualified biologist shall survey the implementing development project site for 
Special Status Plants, including but not limited to, Parry’s spineflower, 
paniculate tarplant, and graceful tarplant. If Special-Status Plants are 
identified as being impacted by implementing development projects, those 
impacts shall be mitigated in accordance with the requirements and 
procedures set forth in Mitigation Measure BIO-14. 
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Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-11 
 
Regarding special-status avifauna see BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3 (as modified by the Response to 
Comment D-8) and the above Response to Comment D-8. CDFW requests additional analysis 
for special-status raptors including the Cooper’s hawk, golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, northern 
harrier and white-tailed kite.  Due to the projected 30-year development period associated with 
the AVSP, the presence or absence of these Special-Status Wildlife Species at any point during 
that 30-year period would be speculative and therefore cannot be determined at this time.  Even 
current presence of these species does not lead to the conclusion that such species will be present 
at any specific point in the future. 
 
Of the species mentioned, only the Cooper’s hawk was observed on the site.  The Cooper’s hawk 
has been removed from the list of California Species of Special Concern and has no State or 
federal status other than the CDFW “watch list”.  The Cooper’s hawk is high adapted to both 
natural areas as well as the urban environment, and construction of the project would not result 
in significant impacts on this widespread, highly adaptable species.  None of the other four 
species noted were observed on the site and in the case of the golden eagle, northern harrier and 
white-tailed kite it was noted that the potential for foraging is low due to the disturbed character 
of the majority of the site.  The loggerhead shrike was not observed and potential for foraging 
was considered moderate.  In no case would development of the site result in impacts to 
individuals due to the Migratory Treaty Bird Act provisions associated with Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6 and impacts would not be considered significant. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-12 
 
The DEIR provides a legally adequate analysis of the impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities and habitats at general plan/specific plan level of detail. Due to the projected 30-
year development period associated with the AVSP, the presence or absence of specific 
vegetative communities, sensitive plant species and sensitive wildlife species at any point during 
that 30-year period would be speculative and therefore cannot be determined at this time.  Even 
current presence of these vegetative communities, habitats and species does not lead to the 
conclusion that they will be present at any specific point in the future.  For this reason, the 
Mitigation Measures have been identified in order to assure that appropriate timely analysis and 
mitigation will occur at the implementing development project stage.   
 
Although no new impacts that were not previously identified in the DEIR have been identified; 
as a response to this comment and to previous comments, and in order to clarify and strengthen 
the mitigation measures regarding Biological Resources/Jurisdictional Waters, several mitigation 
measures have been revised or added.  To see these changes to the mitigation measures, see the 
above Responses to Comments B-32, B-34, B-35, D-8, D-9, D-11, D-12, D-14, D-15 and G-10. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-13 
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Please see the above Response to Comment B-26, Response to Comment D-3, and Response to 
Comment D-5 regarding previous discussions regarding MSHCP Proposed Linkages. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-14 
 
See the above Response to Comment G-2 regarding the applicability of the MSHCP to the AVSP 
site.  Please see the above Response to Comment B-26, Response to Comment D-3, and 
Response to Comment D-5 regarding previous discussions regarding MSHCP Proposed 
Linkages. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-15 
 
Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “An EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An 
EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making 
and public participation.  An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” 
[Emphasis Added]   
 
The commenter questions the EIR's incorporation of a golf course in Alternative No. 2 
(“Reduced Density” Alternative).  CEQA does not require all alternatives to mirror the exact 
range of land uses set forth in the proposed project.  Rather it provides that “The range of 
alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the ‘rule of reason’.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6 (f)).  The AVSP is a master planned community of approximately 1,375 acres.  Master 
planned communities of this size have often included a golf course as an amenity.  Therefore, in 
accordance with the “rule of reason” the consideration of an alternative which includes a golf 
course meets the requirements of CEQA. 
 
The DEIR determined that after mitigation the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation and air quality.  There is no requirement 
that the selected alternatives avoid or lessen less-than-significant impacts.  Therefore, pursuant to 
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines since alternatives discussed in the DEIR would 
lessen the potential impacts related to transportation & circulation and air quality; the CEQA 
requirements regarding the discussion of alternatives have been met. 
 
 
Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-16 
 
This comment summarizes the concerns expressed by the Commenter in its comment letter. 
Please refer to the above Responses to Comments G-1 through G-15. 
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Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comment G-17 
 
With respect to written notification of future actions, the City will provide notification to the 
Department pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092 and 21092.2. 
 
With respect to recirculation of the DEIR, please refer to the above Response to Comment B-72. 
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Comment Letter H 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

 

 

H-1 
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Response to Comment Letter H 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

 
The Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians provided comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the 
Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in its letter dated December 29, 2015.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not 
present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-1 
 
In this comment, the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (“Tribe”) requests that it be notified and 
involved in the entire CEQA environmental review process regarding the proposed project.  The 
Tribe also asks to be included in the City’s distribution list for public notices and circulation of 
all documents pertaining to the proposed project.  The City has included the Tribe in the entire 
CEQA process regarding the proposed project and has included the Tribe in its distribution list.  
The City will continue to provide the Tribe notice regarding the remainder of the CEQA process 
and regarding public hearings regarding the proposed project. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 
 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-2 
 
This comment explains the importance of Lake Elsinore and the surrounding region to the Tribe 
and that the Tribe has a specific legal and cultural interest in this project and that it is culturally 
affiliated with this area. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 
 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-3 
 
The commenter of the letter states that they are opposed to any direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts the Project may have to tribal cultural resources. The Tribe also states that it “believes 
that the possibility for recovering subsurface resources during ground-disturbing activities in 
areas that have been cut less than two (2) feet by historic mining activities and any other modern 
disturbances is high.”  It also expresses concern regarding “the proper and lawful treatment of 
cultural items, Native American human remains and sacred items likely to be discovered in the 
course of work.”  
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Mitigation Measures CR-1 thru CR-8 on Pages 4.12-34 thru 4.12-37 of the AVSP DEIR 
acknowledges and plans for the protection and preservation of cultural resources that may be 
discovered on the project site.   
 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-4 
 
The commenter requests that the City insert a definition of “Tribal Cultural Resources” under 
Section 4.12.1.2 Historical, Archaeological, and Paleontological Resources and a description of 
Assembly Bill 52 under Section 4.12.2.2 State Regulations. The City acknowledges this request 
and has inserted the requested language to in both sections via the Errata section of the Final 
EIR.  
 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-5 
 
The commenter requests that there be “a Pechanga monitor present during all earthmoving 
activities associated with the Lake Street improvements as buried resources could be impacted 
by these off-site impacts.” Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 on Page 4.12-34 of the AVSP 
DEIR addresses the commenter’s concerns and requires that prior to issuance of grading permits 
for the Project, the Project applicant shall retain an archaeological monitor to monitor all ground 
disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources. These 
mitigation measures apply to any earthmoving activities associated with Lake Street 
improvements.   
 
Any accidental discovery of human remains shall be addressed in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations, including Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, Health & Safety Code 
Section 7050.5, and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).  Although no new impacts that 
were not previously identified in the DEIR have been identified; as a response to this comment 
and in order to clarify the required compliance with these regulatory requirements a new 
mitigation measure CR-6a will be added as follows: 
 

CR-6a If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin.  Further, pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in 
place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and 
disposition has been made.  If the Riverside County Coroner determines the 
remains to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission within 24 hours.  Subsequently, the Native American 
Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the 
“most likely descendant.”  The most likely descendant may then make 
recommendations, and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the 
remains as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98. 
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Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-6 
 
The commenter requests tribal consultation to fully evaluate the impacts to cultural resources 
potentially impacted by the proposed project and related off-site improvements. The Tribe 
acknowledges that it has consulted with the City of Lake Elsinore under SB 18.  (See Comment 
H-1). Under Mitigation Measure CR-2 on 4.12-34 of the DEIR, prior to seeking a grading 
permit, the project applicant is required to contact the appropriate tribe to develop a Cultural 
Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement to address the treatment of known cultural 
resources, the designation, responsibilities, and participation of Native American Tribal monitors 
during grading, and treatment and final disposition of any cultural resources that may be 
discovered on the site.   See the above Response to Comment H-5 regarding the accidental 
discovery of human remains. 
 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-7 
 
The Tribe has requested specific wording changes to Mitigation Measures CR-2 and CR-3 and to 
add a new Mitigation Measure CR-8.  Additionally, other Luiseño Bands have also asked for 
modifications to the mitigation measures.  Although no new impacts that were not previously 
identified in the DEIR have been identified; as a response to this comment and other comments 
received, the following changes to the mitigation measures will be made: 
 
Mitigation Measure CR-2 will be revised as follows: 
 

CR-2 At least 30 days prior to seeking a grading permit, the Project applicant shall 
contact the appropriate Indian tribe both the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
and the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians to notify that those Tribes of grading, 
excavation and the monitoring program, and to coordinate with the City of Lake 
Elsinore and the both Tribes to develop a Cultural Resources Treatment and 
Monitoring Agreement.  The Agreement shall address: the treatment of known 
cultural resources, the designation, responsibilities, and participation of Native 
American Tribal monitors during grading, excavation and ground disturbing 
activities; Project grading and development scheduling; terms of compensation; 
and, treatment and final disposition of any cultural resources, sacred sites, and 
human remains discovered on the site. 

 
Mitigation Measure CR-3 will be revised as follows: 
 

CR-3 Prior to issuance to of any grading permit, the Project archaeologist shall file a 
pre-grading report with the City and County (if required) to document the 
proposed methodology for grading activity observation.  Said methodology shall 
include the requirement for a qualified archaeological monitor to be present and to 
have the authority to stop and redirect grading activities.  In accordance with the 
agreement required in CR-1, the archaeological monitor’s authority to stop and 
redirect grading will be exercised in consultation with the appropriate tribe 
retained Luiseño Native American monitor(s) in order to evaluate the significance 
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of any archaeological resources discovered on the property.  Tribal monitors shall 
be allowed to monitor all grading, excavation and ground breaking activities, and 
shall also have the authority to stop and redirect grading activities in consultation 
with the Project archaeologist. 

 
A new Mitigation Measure CR-7a will be added as follows 
 

CR-7a Prior to obtaining the first certificate of occupancy, the Developer shall present 
informational materials (i.e. pamphlets, flyers, booklets, etc.) to educate 
prospective home buyers of the Historic Alberhill District to the Community 
Development Director or designee for review and approval. The materials shall 
include details of the past history and uses of the area including those other than 
mining, interesting photographs, and other information pertaining to the area. 
The Developer shall hire a qualified historian to professionally prepare the 
materials and shall consult with the local historic societies. Consultation with 
the Pechanga Tribe shall also occur prior to finalization of the materials to 
include available prehistoric information. Historic information shall also be 
included in trail signage and at least one of the following other sources: 
CC&R’s, HOA notices, community flyers, park signage, and/or street names.  

 
 
Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment H-8 
 
This comment describes the Tribe’s willingness to continue its consultation with the City on the 
proposed project and its environmental review process and on current and future projects within 
the City and its SOI.  This comment is acknowledged. The City has and will continue to consult 
with the Tribe in accordance with existing City procedures and the requirements of SB 18. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 
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Comment Letter I 
Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians 

 
 

 
 
  

I-1 
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Response to Comment Letter I 

Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians 
 
Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians provided comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the Alberhill Villages 
Specific Plan and related applications in an e-mail dated December 29, 2015.  The following 
discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below 
merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the DEIR.  The 
environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not present any 
substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians Comment I-1 
 
The commenter’s recommendation is to have all ground disturbance monitored by an 
archaeologist and Native monitor. Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 on Page 4.12-34 of the 
AVSP DEIR addresses the commenter’s concerns and requires that prior to issuance of grading 
permits for the Project, the Project applicant shall retain an archaeological monitor to monitor all 
ground disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources.  
 
Under Mitigation Measure CR-2 on 4.12-34 of the DEIR, as revised in response to above 
Response to Comment H-7, requires that prior to seeking a grading permit, the project applicant 
is required to contact the both the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians and the Soboba Band of 
Luiseño Indians to develop a Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement to 
address the treatment of known cultural resources, the designation, responsibilities, and 
participation of Native American Tribal monitors during grading, and treatment and final 
disposition of any cultural resources that may be discovered on the site. 
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Comment Letter J 
Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina 

 

 

J-1 

J-2 
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Response to Comment Letter J 
Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina 

 
Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina provided comments regarding the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the 
Alberhill Villages Specific Plan and related applications in their letter dated December 28,2015.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
DEIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not 
present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as 
defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-1 
 
The DEIR does not discuss or identify a specific end date for mining operations on the site 
because such a date is currently unknown.  As discussed in detail in Reclamation Plan RP 112, 
due to the nature of the deposit and the varied extraction requirements, as well as ever-changing 
market conditions, mining will continue on site until the deposit is exhausted which, as of July 
2011, was estimated to be at least 44 additional years or until December 31, 2055, which is 
identified as the mining termination date in Reclamation Plan RP 112.  This date is nothing more 
than an estimation of when mining will cease as required by the California Surface Mining 
Reclamation Act of 1975 (“SMARA”).  Should mining continue beyond that date, Reclamation 
Plan RP 112 would have to be amended to reflect that change.  Market forces and other 
considerations may lead to termination of mining at an earlier time. 
 
The DEIR suggests the project will be phased in over a 20-30-year period.  (DEIR, p. 2.0-47) 
The exact date of termination of mining is not pertinent for purpose of environmental review 
included in the DEIR.  Reclamation Plan RP 112, approved in January 1979, originally 
anticipated completion of mining occurring in 2054.  There was no formal “agreement” upon 
annexation of the property in the City of Lake Elsinore that mining had to cease by 2057 or any 
other specific date.  The date referenced is merely a date of anticipated cessation of mining 
activities estimated at the time. 
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-2 
 
The existing vested rights associated with the mining property originate from ongoing mining 
operations on the property which predated the enactment of SMARA.  Possessing a vested right 
to continue mining activity merely means that no permit is required to continue operations.  
However, mining activities conducted subsequent to the enactment of SMARA, even vested 
operations, are subject to the reclamation requirements of the statute, including obtaining and 
maintaining a valid approved Reclamation Plan.  The County of Riverside, in approving 
Reclamation Plan RP 112 in 1979 concluded mining operations were vested thereby requiring no 
mining permit.  The properties continue to be mined since that time and therefore vested rights to 
continue mining activity remain in existence. 
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Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-3 
 
Commenter’s reference to Brownfield suggests that the property is contaminated in some manner 
and requires remediation. The AVSP is not a brownfield development. Please see the above 
Response to Comment B-39, which fully addresses the issue of brownfields.  
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the DEIR acknowledges two 
underground storage tanks leaked onsite.  However, both incidents were remediated and both of 
the cases with the Department of Toxic Substance Control have been deemed “closed”.  Any 
threats from those leaking tanks have been remedied appropriately.  There is no other indication 
that there is existing contamination on the project site.  Current operations included open-pit clay 
mining for clay brick manufacturing, along with sand and gravel mining operation, aggregate 
processing plant and ready-mix concrete batch plant.  The ongoing operations onsite do not 
utilize substantial amounts of hazardous materials that could result in contamination.  The 
operations onsite are subject to industrial stormwater permits issued by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act.  An industrial stormwater 
permit requires the operators to utilize Best Management Practices to prevent degradation of 
water quality from onsite activities.  The project site is subject to a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to reduce pollution due to stormwater discharge.  The site will remain 
subject to the industrial stormwater permits until cessation of activity onsite and completion of 
reclamation.  Until the site is fully reclaimed, there will be significant governmental oversight on 
both the state and local level to ensure activity has minimized risk of contamination and 
degradation of water quality.  
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-4 
 
The DEIR proposes that the Alberhill School be evaluated and “as-built” described by an historic 
architect.  The Alberhill School will then be closely replicated elsewhere on the project site to be 
used as a Home Owners Association/Community meeting facility.  
 
The Butterfield Stage Coach Route did not qualify as a historical site. The Temescal Bridge is 
unsafe and proposed for relocation. The Temescal Bridge does not qualify as a historical site 
according to the AVSP historical reviews. An interpretive exhibit representation of the Alberhill, 
Terra Cotta and Native American history will be located within the Home Owners 
Association/Community meeting facility . In addition, please refer to the above Response to 
Comment B-36 with respect to the Alberhill School. 
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-5 
 
The AVSP DEIR Mitigation Measures CR-1 thru CR-8 on Pages 4.12-34 through 4.12-37 in the 
DEIR protects and preserves the Native American cultural resources if found on the project 
property.  Please see the responses to the letters received from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño 
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Indians (Letter H), the Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians (Letter I), the Pala Band of Mission 
Indians (Letter N), the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians (Letter O) and the Soboba Band of 
Luiseño Indians (Letter R) for additional responses regarding cultural resources. 
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-6 
 
Please see the responses to the letters received from Johnson & Sedlack (Letter B), the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Letter D), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(Letter G), Inland Empire Waterkeeper (Letter K) and the Endangered Habitats League (Letter 
L) for responses to specific comments regarding biological resources. 
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-7 
 
In order to assure the completion of appropriate and timely road improvements to serve the 
AVSP project area, new Project-wide Development Standards have been added to the AVSP 
which require: 
 

 All road improvements within the Alberhill Villages Specific Plan (AVSP) shall be 
constructed to ultimate City standards and consistent with the General Plan, unless 
otherwise identified and approved, as a requirement of the implementing development 
projects (including but not limited to subdivisions, design review applications and 
conditional use permits) subject to approval by the City Engineer.  The AVSP 
“Enhanced” and “Modified” cross-sections are subject to the submittal and review of 
design drawings, at the time implementing development projects are submitted. 

 
 Site-specific Traffic Impact Analyses (traffic studies) shall be required for each Phased 

Development Plan (PDP) and for all subsequent implementing development projects in 
accordance with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide requirements in 
effect at the time of Traffic Impact Analysis preparation. 

 
Additionally, the description of required Phased Development Plans (PDPs) has been revised to 
specifically require that PDPs “circulation and infrastructure phasing milestones.” 
 
See the above Response to Comment C-1 and Response to Comment C-2 regarding the 115 kv 
Subtransmission poles along Lake Street.   
 
This comment includes a request for the designation of Lake Street as a “haul road” and a 
description of the use of area roads by existing truck traffic.  No new environmental issues have 
been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the 
DEIR are required. 
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Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-8 
 
Construction of commercial areas within AVSP is dependent on local, state, and regional 
economic factors and any establishment of “firm dates” when the commercial will be started and 
completed is speculative.  See the above Response to Comment B-12. 
 
This comment makes the statement: “No mining or construction activity when the winds are over 
25 miles per hours [sic] including wind gust.”  On page 4.8-20 of the DEIR, there is a discussion 
regarding SCAQMD Rule 403.  The DEIR states that “The Project must adhere to these fugitive 
dust control measures that include, but are not limited to: …Operations on any unpaved surface 
shall be suspended if winds exceed 25 miles per hour.” 
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-9 
 
Mitigation Measures on pages ES-51 thru E-54 of the AVSP DEIR, address noise and lighting 
from the ongoing mining operation and construction. Please also refer to the Responses to Letter 
B (Johnson & Sedlack) and Letter P (South Coast Air Quality Management District) which 
address Noise and Air Quality.  
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-10 
 
Potential noise impacts resulting from the proposed project were analyzed in 4.9 (Noise) of the 
DEIR.  Mitigation measures NSE-0.5, and NSE-1 through NSE-10 address noise from the 
ongoing mining operation, and the construction and operation of implementing development 
projects.  Monitoring of mitigation measures is required by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097).  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that will be adopted concurrently 
with certification of this EIR will identify the parties responsible for monitoring and reporting 
the results of that monitoring.   
 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-11 
 
Potential light and glare impacts are discussed in Section 4.5 (Aesthetics/Light and Glare) of the 
DEIR.  Mitigation Measure AES-9 as modified by the above Response to Comment B-19 
requires: 
 

Prior to the approval of each implementing commercial, multi-family and recreational 
development project, the applicant/developer shall submit photometric lighting plans that 
demonstrate that Aany lights used to illuminate the parking areas, driveways, and other 
exterior or interior areas, shall be designed and located so that direct lighting is directed 
and confined to the subject property.  The applicant/developer shall submit photometric 
lighting plans for commercial, multi-family and recreational projects.  All outdoor light 
fixtures, including but not limited to street lights and operational, signage, and landscape 
lighting sources shall be shielded and situated so as to not cause glare or light spillage 
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into adjacent areas.  Directional lighting should shall be of a minimum maximum 
intensity (wattage) of one foot-candle (1 lumen per square foot), or as otherwise 
necessary for public safety. 

 
 
Response to Paulie Tehrani & Sharon Gallina Comment J-12 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a), “In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public 
agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the 
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project 
might be avoided or mitigated. 
 
This comment describes the commenter’s opinion regarding the current mining operations on the 
project site.  This comment is acknowledged. No new environmental issues have been raised by 
this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 
required. 
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Comment Letter K - Inland Empire Waterkeeper, Jacqueline Neumann 
 

 

K-1 

K-2 
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Response to Comment Letter K 
Inland Empire Waterkeeper 

 
The Inland Empire Waterkeeper provided comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (“DEIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061046) for the Alberhill Villages 
Specific Plan and related applications in their letter dated December 26, 2016.  The following 
discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below 
merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the DEIR.  The 
environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not present any 
substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-1 
 
Based on the above Responses to Comments B-1 through B-9, the City maintains that the DEIR 
is adequate, that no additional studies are required, and that recirculation of the DEIR is not 
warranted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  See also the above Response to Comment 
B-72. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-2 
 
The DEIR covers all CEQA subject areas. All potential project-specific and cumulative impacts 
are identified and analyzed along with cumulative impacts.  As discussed in the DEIR and in the 
responses to the these and other comments, “feasible” mitigation measures that will avoid or 
reduce environmental impacts have been identified. The DEIR identifies significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to Air Quality, and Transportation and Circulation.  If the City of 
Lake Elsinore determines that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh unmitigated 
significant environmental effects, it will prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
addressing each significant and unavoidable environmental effect identified in the DEIR. 
 
Please see the responses to the letters received from Johnson & Sedlack (Letter B), the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Letter D), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(Letter G). 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-3 
 
See the above Response to Comment K-2.  
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Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-4 
 
All mitigation measures listed are reasonable under the law, feasible in current practice and 
implementable during the AVSP administrative process.  See the above Response to Comment 
K-2. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-5 
 
Commenter cites the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 and suggests that the 
DEIR should have considered this legislation in its analysis.  The Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 is federal law established to regulate surface coal mining and 
reclamation activities on federal and state lands.  Although historically coal was mined by 
underground methods on the property, coal mining activities ceased long before the enactment of 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, and hence, the statute is inapplicable 
to reclamation of the subject site.   
 
Reclamation of the mining property is regulated by the California Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1976 (California Public Resources Code Section 2710 et seq.) (“SMARA’). 
Reclamation Plan RP 112, approved by the City of Lake Elsinore in 2012, is a document which 
governs the reclamation of the subject site.  The Reclamation Plan complies with SMARA and 
City of Lake Elsinore ordinances implementing state law.  The vested mining operation 
occurring on-site has been in operation for more than a hundred years and most extraction 
operation areas, including any on-site natural waterways have been disturbed for decades, 
therefore existing wildlife habitat on the project site is limited or non-existent.  The Reclamation 
Plan will require revegetation of disturbed areas to return them to a natural state using native 
plant species that will provide habitat for wildlife, while promoting the identified end-use of the 
property.  There is no legal obligation to restore waterways that were long ago irreparably 
altered.  Due to the current disturbed nature of the site and the proposed end-use, any historical 
drainages that were disturbed long ago cannot be restored to pre-disturbance conditions. 
Temescal Canyon Creek is currently poor in form and functions. The AVSP DEIR has analyzed 
the Temescal Canyon Creek noting that the AVSP will restore the biological functions and 
values.  See also the above Response to Comment B-26. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-6 
 
See above Response to Comment K-5.  As discussed above, reclamation of the site is governed 
by the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1976.  SMARA and its implementing 
regulations, found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, include specific 
performance standards that must be met in reclaiming the mine site to ensure productive post-
mining use of mine lands and elimination of hazardous conditions created by mining activities.  
As indicated in Reclamation Plan RP 112, the projected end-use of the majority of the mine 
property is open space.  As such, in accordance with 14 CCR Section 3703-3706, the 
Reclamation Plan includes performance standards for back-filling, regrading and slope stability, 
wildlife protection, revegetation, and post-reclamation drainage and no version control. 
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Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-7 
 
Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions 
in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published.  This 
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 
agency determines whether impact is significant.  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)) 
Although in certain circumstances, the environmental baseline against which projects 
environmental impacts judged may be something other than the existence of physical conditions, 
in the instant case, the use of existing disturbed property as the baseline was appropriate and 
consistent with the mandates of CEQA.  Although the commenter is correct that the site will be 
reclaimed from its current disturbed nature prior to development of the project, the site is being 
reclaimed specifically to support future development and will require a future amendment to RP 
112 to reclaim to the urban land uses.  Therefore, considering a fully reclaimed site prior to 
development of the project would be inappropriate and inconsistent with CEQA requirements for 
establishing a baseline for analysis purposes. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-8 
 
See the Response to Comment D-5. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-9 
 
The commenter states the EIR fails “to provide an analysis on how the Project, in combination 
with all relevant past, present, and potential future projects (such as the City’s plan to construct a 
bridge) could cause cumulative impacts to Temescal Canyon Creek.”  However, pursuant to 
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, the “following elements are necessary to an adequate 
discussion of cumulative impacts: 
 

(1) Either: 
 
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 

impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or  
 
(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, 

or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to 
the cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional 
transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A 
summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior 
environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented 
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such 
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified 
by the lead agency.  (Emphasis Added) 
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As described on page 3.0-47 of the DEIR, the “summary of projections” approach in the 
cumulative analysis.  Utilization of this approach in cumulative impact analysis does not require 
a specific listing of projects (such as the City’s plan to construct a bridge). 
 
Please see above Response to Comment B-8, Response to Comment B-62, Response to 
Comment D-5 and Response to Comment K-2. 
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-10 
 
The Commenter recommends the Project add “infiltration/advanced treatment basins or devises 
at the bottom of the hill to capture and treat dry weather runoff and storm water from the 
Project”.  This has been proposed and detailed in the Preliminary Water Quality Management 
Plan (PWQMP) report shown in Appendix C in the Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan 
Figure 2.  Exact size and configuration of the WQMP basins will be finalized at the time of 
development of each respective project area subject to a Phased Development Plan, Design 
Review, Subdivision Map application. 
 
Please refer to DEIR Appendix C – Hydrology, Drainage, and WQMP for low impact design 
concepts within AVSP.  
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-11 
 
Please see above Response to Comment A-1, Response to Comment B-68, Response to 
Comment B-69, and Response to Comment B-70.  
 
 
Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-12 
 
The Executive Summary of AVSP document (Appendix J of DEIR) explains that: 
 

Natural spring water from south of the site will flow into the lakes to provide a 
natural water source to the Alberhill Village lakes. Low flow storm water will be 
captured within each development to percolate into the groundwater table to replenish 
water supplies. High storm water flows will safely be conveyed through the site into 
Temescal Creek as existing flows currently exist today during a storm event. In the 
unlikely event natural spring water is not sufficient for the lake use; alternate water 
supplies will be utilized in consultation with the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water 
District. 

 
The PWQMP in Appendix C of the DEIR states that “Existing natural springs are located on the 
site which will be designed to provide perennial flows to the proposed lakes.  Treated urban 
runoff will also be a source of water for the lakes.  (PWQMP, p. A-1.) 
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Response to Inland Empire Waterkeeper Comment K-13 
 
This comment summarizes the concerns expressed by the Commenter in its comment letter. 
Please refer to the above Responses to Comments K-1 through K-12. 
 
  




